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Infrastructure Services

REPORT TO GARIOCH AREA COMMITTEE – 25 JUNE 2019
MEMBER PROMOTED ISSUE: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING OLD SKENE ROAD
WESTHILL
1

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to consider the Member Promoted
Issue in Appendix 1.

2

Background / Discussion

2.1

On 24 May 2019 a Member Promoted Issue (MPI) was submitted by Cllr.
Walker requesting a report to Garioch Area Committee regarding:
•

the installation of a pedestrian crossing at Old Skene Road, Westhill
outlining the current position and delivery timescales;

•

consideration of the relevant Council Policy;

•

an explanation in terms of the delay in service delivery since the matter
was raised in May 2016; and

•

all other information pertaining to this matter

The MPI is in Appendix 1.
2.2

The current position with the installation of a pedestrian crossing at Old Skene
Road, Westhill is that an invitation to tender is currently live to appoint a
contractor to carry out the installation. The tender process is due to be
completed on 25 June 2019 with a contractor anticipated to be appointed by 5
July 2019. Once a contractor has been appointed, a timescale for installation
of the crossing can be provided.

2.3

Aberdeenshire Council’s policy for determining if a site should have a formal
pedestrian crossing installed is contained within Road Policy Note 15 –
Pedestrian Crossing Assessment Policy and can be found in Appendix 2.

2.4

The delay to the progression of this crossing has been the result of a lack of
internal design and project support staffing resource as well as a technical
and operational issues found during the design process.

2.5

A request for a crossing point on Old Skene Road, Westhill was raised with
the Service in May 2016. A previous assessment had been carried out in
accordance with Road Policy Note 15 12 months prior to this request and the
result at that time was that the site did not meet the criteria for a crossing and
no further action was required.

2.6

A request was made to resurvey the site as the original result was close to
meeting the criteria. An attempt to resurvey the site in June 2016 failed as the
equipment used in the survey failed to record any data. A successful survey
was then carried out in August 2016 and this second assessment showed that
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the criteria was met for a formal crossing point. At this time there was no
budget allocation to progress the crossing. The crossing was included as part
of the 2017/18 Capital Plan and was subject to Committee approval.
2.7

Approval was received from Garioch Area Committee to formally progress at
its meeting on 5th September 2017 (item 10 refers). This was one of many
projects being undertaken and no action was carried out on this project until
January 2018 due to competing pressures.

2.8

As there was no internal design resource (i.e. council officer) available to
progress the work required to take the project through to tender and
construction, an external consultant was required to complete the design
work. This commission was due to be issued in January 2018 and this would
have resulted in design work being completed in financial year 2017/18 with
construction carried out in financial year 2018/19. However, due to wider
corporate budgetary issues, Services were instructed to stop non-essential
expenditure. Therefore, the commission was not able to be awarded until April
2018.

2.9

Designs for the crossing were submitted by the external consultant in
September 2018 and a Design Road Safety Audit was undertaken by
Aberdeenshire Council’s Road Safety Unit. The audit highlighted that a further
traffic survey to determine traffic speeds was required as the detailed design
process had seen the site of the crossing move significantly from the first
assessment area. There were also minor adjustments required to the design.

2.10 The result of the traffic survey did not require any further action and they were
approved in November 2018.
2.11 As there was no capacity within the Roads Service to construct the crossing, a
tender package was created in order to commission an external contractor to
construct the crossing. During a final check an issue with the street lighting
connections was discovered that would affect the operation of the beacons
and the street lighting designs had to be reviewed by officers. Following
consultation between the external consultant and officers, the relevant
documents were amended, and a revised tender package was then produced.
An Invitation to Tender was issued with a closing date of 25 June 2019.
2.12 Infrastructure Services previously had a dedicated Projects Team within the
Roads, Waste and Landscape Service that carried out design work,
coordinated external resource and project managed roads and transportation
projects. However, due to difficulties with recruitment and the need to transfer
staff to flood prevention work, this internal resource is not available to take
forward these type of local schemes. This has resulted in increased pressure
in other teams as well as a reliance on external design resource.
2.13 The Transportation and Roads, Waste and Landscape Service are actively
looking at solutions to resolve the issues described in 2.12 to improve the
project delivery process.
2.14 The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and their comments are
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incorporated within the report and are satisfied that the report complies with
the Scheme of Governance and relevant legislation.
2.15 Councillor Walker has also been consulted in the preparation of this report.
3

Scheme of Governance

3.1

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section B.1.1 of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance as it is a matter that is specific to the Garioch Area and not
otherwise delegated to any other Committee.

4

Implications and Risk

4.1

An equality impact assessment is not required because the
recommendation does not require a decision that will have a differential
impact on any of the protected characteristics.

4.2

There are no staffing. There are financial implications of installing the
crossing and these are estimated to be £35,000.

4.3

No Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a Corporate Level.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Martin Hall, Strategy Manager

14 June 2019
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Infrastructure Services

Roads Policy Note
Subject

Pedestrian Crossing Assessment Policy

Approved By :

Infrastructure Services Committee

Date :

29th November 2001

Revisions :

8th October 2012
Amendment to para 3 to reflect new development criteria
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ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL’S PEDESTRIAN CROSSING
POLICY
1

Introduction

This policy details the requirements for the introduction of different available
types of crossing together with the methods for assessing which type of
crossing, if any, should be installed and what supporting measures should be
taken at the time of installation.
2

Types of Crossings
The options available are:







3

do nothing, no facility is warranted
a central refuge island
a zebra crossing
a pelican crossing
a puffin crossing (a more pedestrian friendly version of a pelican
crossing)
a toucan crossing (crossing for pedestrian and cyclists)
full traffic signal control with a pedestrian phase

Selection Method
The key value of selecting which type of crossing is appropriate is the
PV2 conflict value where P is the number of pedestrians crossing the
road and V is the number of conflicting vehicles. The PV 2 value is
calculated from the arithmetic average of the four highest hourly values
taken over a typical day.
To help determine which type of crossing facility is appropriate and
further reflect local site conditions the following site data is collected









the average gap size in the vehicle flow in which a pedestrian will
cross the road
the number of gaps in this vehicle flow per hour
the average waiting delay for a crossing pedestrian, prior to
accepting a suitable gap
the type of pedestrian, such as elderly, school children, etc
the use of the crossing by disability groups
speed of approaching traffic
sight lines to the proposed site
accident record over the last three years
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lighting standard adjacent to and on the approach to the crossing
area
skid risk
carriageway and footway width
the percentage of cyclists who would use of could be encouraged to
use a crossing point
proximity to adjacent junctions
waiting and loading restrictions
proximity to adjacent crossing points

For new developments, it would be appropriate to estimate the pedestrian and
vehicular traffic volumes (at completion stage). Safer Routes to School should
be considered following the methodology below.
The modified PV2 value is the PV2 value modified upwards to take account of
a list of factors which reflect local site conditions. These factors are:-

POINTS
(a)
SPEED ADJUSTMENT

The following factors should be selected according to
either the 85 percentile speed or the vehicle speed limit,
whichever is the greater
Up to 35mph
36 – 45mph
Over 45mph

0
+1
+2

(b)
VULNERABLE ROAD USERS

The following categories of pedestrians should be
recorded in one hour intervals throughout the duration of
the pedestrian survey. These totals should then be
factored according to the total number recorded during
the busiest one hour period.
Elderly/Infirm/People with disabilities/Children under 11
years old (ignore if a school crossing patroller is present)
Total of over 25 people from any of the categories in the
highest hour

+1

(c)
ROAD ACCIDENTS INVOLVING PEDESTRIANS

POINTS
Each pedestrian accident occurring within 50 metres
+1.5
either side of the proposed crossing.
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(d)
CARRIAGEWAY WIDTH

Less than 6 metres wide
Between 6.0 and 7.0 metres wide
Between 7.0 and 8.0 metres wide
Greater than 8.0 metres wide

-2
-1
0
+1

Note: For Dual Carriageways and sites where a
staggered crossing is proposed the above widths should
apply to one side of the crossing.
(e)
PEDESTRIAN WAITING DELAY

Throughout the 12 hour survey, the waiting time of a
random sample of ten pedestrians should be recorded
on an hourly basis.
If the average waiting time in any one hour is greater
than 30 seconds.

+1

(f)
LOCATION OF PROPOSED CROSSING

(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Trunk or district distributor road dividing a
substantial community
Adjacent to home for the elderly, disabled or
infirm
Adjacent to hospital or clinic
Adjacent to school or community centre
Adjacent to busy shops

+1
+1
+1
+1
+1

The above points are totalled and the appropriate multiplication
factor obtained. A modified PV2 is then produced by applying
this factor to the original PV2 value.
No. of Points
Multiplication Factor
1
1.1
2
1.2
3
1.3
4
1.4
5
1.5
6
1.6
7
1.7
8
1.8
9
1.9
10
2.0
11
2.1
12
2.2
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4
Selection of Appropriate Type of Crossing
The most appropriate type of crossing for a particular location is chosen with
the use of the following flowchart.

Crossing Proposal

Initial Appraisal Modified PV2 established

PV2 > 1.0

PV2 >0.25 <1.0

Pelican, Puffin or Toucan
Crossing – type
dependent on traffic
criteria and other relevant
factors

PV2 < 0.25

Assessment of Other
Factors and Local
Circumstances

Road Safety Concerns,
or as part of a SRTS
Initiative or Traffic
Calming Scheme

Community divided by Main Road
Community and Medical Facilities
Residential provision for elderly
infirm or disabled
Local Shopping Area

YES

NO

NO

YES

Daily flows < 6000 per day
Hourly flows< 600 per hour
Pedestrian Flows relatively low
85 percentile speeds less than 35 mph
Traffic calming to reinforce Pedestrian
Precedence over Vehicles
Low numbers of visually impaired
No special needs for cyclists

Consider No
Action or a
Refuge Island

Consider additional
measures to meet
these criteria
YES

Zebra Crossing

NO

Note : All PV2 values above are x 108
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