Appendix 3a: Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework (MCAF)-

Cycling network

Table 3. MCAF results for the cycling network (Phases 1 and 2)
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(Cyele Collisions per
e 3:22
Weighted Score % 5| 100 [T 100w 87% | B B so% | EEE | B o % | B | B | B o &% | B | B |0 eo% | D | B o &%
1 : Likely Major
Constraints, such as
Limited Public Highway,
Bridges, Steep Gradient
2: Significant
Ease of Constraints, Narrow | - 3 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 2 1 2
Country Lanes with no
= Significant Traffic Flows
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(No of Dwellings within 2:<500 2 3 3 3 1 3 2 3 2 2 1 3 2 3 ° 3
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Appendix 3b: Multi-Criteria Assessment Framework (MCAF
Core Walking Zones

Table 4. MCAF results for the CWZ (Phases 1 and 2)

D [RatingRules-->  [WeighfMaxsd 9 [ 2 | | 9 [ w0 [ w2 ]
Worplesdon Road, Stoughton Road, Grange Road,
e/Descriptio
_..m SuldterRark PEIEEGL _ ferktam fldershotfioad Stoughton SHICEORTEY S
Other Key Destinations 1:<4
(Retail areas, parks, Hospitals; 2:<12 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 -] i
within 10min walk) 3:212
Number of Schools lis2
L - 2:<4 3 3 3 3 4 < 3 3 g 3 3 3 3 2
(within 10min walk)
3:24
1:<15
XD 2:<30 1 3 3 3 3 1 3 2 2 3 3 3 1 1
(# of stops) (within 10min walk)
3:230
Station Nos.
Score: 0: No Station
Rail Station Acc
e 1:r:inw:$) 1:1RSwithin 10minwalk| 3 | 3 3 1 [} 1 0 [} 0 0 [} 1 ) 1
2:1 RS within CWZ
3:2RS within CWZ
CWZ Weighted Score % 30% [ 100% 100% 78% 67% B 70% ] 67% B 56% B 56% ] 67% 67% |5 78% |2 52% 2] 52%
Development Sites 1:<25
(No of Dwellings within 10min 2:<500 2 3 3 3 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 3 2 0
Walk) 3:2500
5 . 1: <3500
5 (v;:: ':::"'in o Tk) 2:<7000 3 | 3 3 2 3 2 3 1 2 3 - 3 1 2
s 3:27000
. 1:<400
T°“(':;:m':ﬁ;:::‘i:"°" 2:<2000 3 | 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 a 2 2
3:22000
CWZ Weighted Score % 30% | 100% 100% 88% 5] 75% | 5] 79% 0 63% 38% | 5] 88% ] 75% 5] 63% |5 100% ] 54% 5] 50%
1:520
Posted Speed
2:=30 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
5 (Highest Speed within CWZ)
e 3:>30
1:<5001
Traffic Flows
. o 2:<10000 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 2 3
: (Highest Flows within CWZ) 3:>10000
3| Pedestrian Collision History e
2<2 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 1 3
(within CWZ)
3:22
CWZ Weighted Score % 15% | 100% 92% 5] 75% 83% | 5] 92% 5] 75% 5] 75% B 67% & 92% 83% |2 58% & 50% 92%

Potential to Improve to a High &
Accessible Standard, relative to
Existing Condition
(along Main CWZ Corridor only)
= 1: Significant Constraints
' (e.g. land take, third party
works)

1: Lower Potential
2: Medium Potential 1 3 2 2 3 3 H 3 2 3 3 2 2 2
3: Higher Potential

Significant Constraints or

Dependencies . ) 1 3 1 1 1 1 2] 1 3 3 1 1 2 1
" ) 2: Constraints Typical for
(along main CWZ corridor only)
aTransport Improvement
3: Limited C
CWZ Weighted Score % 5% |100% E 50% 50% o] 67% =] 67% ] 67% o] 67% 3] 83% & 100% ] 67% |23 50% ] 67% o 50%
1:<5
Commonplace Comments
2:<10 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 3 = 3 1 0
(within CWZ]
(R 3:210
Stakeholder Feedback - 1:<2
5 Workshop 2:<5 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2
number of Stakeholder Votes] 3:25

CWZWelyﬂed Score % 20% | 100% 100% 100% 87% 3 67% 80% 80% 7 60% 100% 87% 100% 8 47% 27%
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Station Parade, East

e/Descriptio
Horsley
Other Key Destinations 1:<4
(Retail areas, parks, Hospitals; 2:<12 2 3 1 - 2 : 2 1 1 1 1
within 10min walk) 3:212
Number of Schools =2
o > 2<4 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 2 2 1 1
(within 10min walk)
3:24
1:<15
Bus Stops
B 1 3 1 2! 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
(# of stops) (within 10min walk) 2530
3:230
Station Nos.
Score: 0: No Station
:;'::i::;:ﬁm 1:1RSwithin 10 minwalk| 3 | 3 3 2 2 0 ) 2 0 2 2
2:1 RS within CWZ
3:2 RS within CWZ
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(No of Dwellings within 10min 2:<500 2 3 o 2 1 > 2 2 o o 0o
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1:<3500
(v;m:::mn'w: Tk) 2:<7000 3 | 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3:27000
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T°“::;:mm3:‘:;;"°" 2:<2000 3 | 3 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
3:22000
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2:=30 1 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 : 2
(Highest Speed within CWZ)
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. L 2:10000 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3
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Pedestrian Collision History et
2<2 2 3 2 1 2 2 3 1 2 3 1
(within CWZ)
322
CWZ Weighted Score % 15% | 100% [ 75% 58% 75% 0 75% 92% 1 50% 0 75% 92% o 58%
e ros R | o s
o . 2: Medium Potential 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3
Existing Condition % Highor Potontial
(along Main CWZ Corridor only) :Hig
1: Significant Constraints
.g. land take, third
Significant Constraints or B3 v:crsl,(s) ird party
Dependencies 5 . 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1
" ) 2: Constraints Typical for
(along main CWZ corridor only)
aTransport Improvement
3: Limited C
CWZ Weighted Score % 5% [100%[]0 67% 67% 67% 0 67% 2] 67% 2] 67% 0 67% 2] 67% 2] 67%
1:<5
Commonplace Comments
2:<10 3 3 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 0
(within CWZ) 3210
Stakeholder Feedback - 1:<2
‘Workshop 2:<5 2 3 1 3 - 2 ] a [ - -
number of Stakeholder Votes) 3:25
cwz. Welghted Score % 20% | 100% 13% 60% 67% 27% ) 47% 27% 0% ) 47% 27%
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