BCP

Council

&
.................
.........
RO A L XY
...........
.....

Safer Roads 2024

May 2024

Research and Consultation Team

Analysis and Report by Darmax Research

bepcouncil.gov.uk



Executive Summary

Background

BCP Council has been allocated £1.89 million from the third round of the Department
for Transport’s (DfT) Safer Roads Fund (SRF) to reduce the risk and severity of
collisions along the A35, Christchurch Road, between Iford Roundabout and St
Paul’s Roundabout in Bournemouth.

The council used Safer Roads Investment Plans modelling to test possible
interventions at 100metre intervals along the A35 and developed a series of
proposals. The proposals are to:

— provide additional crossing facilities to help people cross the A35

— reduce speeds in high pedestrianised and residential areas

— provide shorter crossing points and reduce speeds in and out of junctions to
make it safer for pedestrians

Residents, business and visitors were asked to provide their views on the proposals
via an open survey. In addition, face to face surveying took place within the area
where the changes are proposed. The engagement was open from 22 March 2024
until 23 April 2024. Analysis and reporting was undertaken by Darmax Research Ltd.
Responses to the two surveys were analysed separately and comparisons between
the two samples have been made throughout the report.

Analysis and results

There were a total of 660 responses to the open survey. In addition, there were 203
responses gathered via the face to face survey undertaken in the area where the
changes are proposed.

Respondent type

71% of respondents to the open survey were BCP residents (living outside the
proposed area), while 50% were someone who travels through the area for work,
school, leisure or other reasons. While 53% of respondents to the face to face
survey were also BCP residents (living outside the proposed area), they were
significantly more likely to be a resident living in one of the roads included in the
map.

Travelling in the area

87% of respondents to the open survey own or have use of a car or van, compared
to just 53% of the face to face survey respondents.
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The majority of respondents to the open survey indicated that they use a car or van,
either as a driver or a passenger (94%), while 61% walk through the area. 39%
travel by bus through the area and 35% cycle through the area. In contrast to the
open survey, only 52% of respondents to the face to face survey use a car or van,
either as a driver or a passenger, while 71% walk. 44% travel by bus through the
area and only 18% cycle through the area.

Face to face respondents (23%) were less likely to travel to, or through, the area 7
days a week than respondents to the open survey (29%). However, face to face
respondents were significantly more likely to travel to, or through, the area at least
once a week (95%) than those that responded to the open survey (84%).

Safety

The majority of respondents to both the open survey (72%) and the face to face
survey (74%) feel safe as a pedestrian in the area.

While slightly more respondents to the open survey (51%) feel safe as a cyclist in the
area than respondents to the face to face survey (45%), they were also significantly
more likely to feel unsafe (33%) than face to face respondents (18%).

The majority of respondents to both the open survey (85%) and the face to face
survey (85%) feel safe as a bus user in the area.

The majority of respondents to both the open survey (85%) and the face to face
survey (81%) feel safe as a motorist in the area.

Road safety proposals

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the proposed
road safety measures.

51% of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed toucan crossing at St
Swithun’s roundabout. Face to face survey respondents were significantly more
likely to agree with the proposed crossing (72%).

30% of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed contraflow along St
Swithun’s Road. In contrast, face to face survey respondents were significantly more
likely to agree with the proposed contraflow (68%).

While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the northern arm of Ashley Road (49%), face to face survey respondents
(78%) were significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the
proposed crossing.

While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the southern arm of Ashley Road (48%), face to face survey
respondents (77%) were significantly more likely than open survey respondents to
agree with the proposed crossing.
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While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the west arm of Centenary Way (47%), face to face survey respondents
(80%) were significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the
proposed crossing.

While the majority of both open survey (50%) and face to face survey respondents
(79%) agreed with the proposed zebra crossing on Christchurch Road, face to face
survey respondents were significantly more likely to agree with the proposed
crossing.

While just 36% of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed
wands/bollards on the existing cycle lanes along Christchurch Road, face to face
survey respondents (72%) were significantly more likely to agree with the proposed
wands/bollards.

Open survey respondents were split in terms of their agreement with proposed
reconfiguration of the splitter island on north arm of Palmerston Road roundabout,
with 36% disagreeing and 40% agreeing with the proposal. In contrast, face to face
survey respondents were significantly more likely to agree (72%) with the proposed
reconfiguration.

Respondents were next asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed road safety measures. The majority of responses were either in general
support or opposition of the proposed road safety measures, without detailing which
one(s) they were referring to. Respondents commented that the proposals would
make roads easier to cross, motorists need to be encouraged to slow down and the
proposals would improve safety for pedestrians, cyclists and children. Respondents
also commented that it was important to prioritise pedestrians and cyclists over
motorised vehicles and that the proposals promote sustainable and active travel.
Respondents also commented that crossings that are controlled by lights would be
preferable and are safer for all users.

However, respondents commented that the proposed road safety measures were
unnecessary, the roads are fine as they currently are, the proposals wouldn’t make a
difference and would be a waste of money. In addition, respondents commented that
there was a lack of sufficient evidence that the measures were suitable.
Respondents commented that the money would be better spent on other services
and improvements, particularly fixing potholes, resurfacing roads and pavements,
traffic flow improvements and more enforcement. The road safety measures would
increase congestion and that there are already enough crossings on the proposed
routes, including an existing underpass at Christchurch Road roundabout. The
proposals would clutter the road system and different crossing types are confusing
for drivers. In addition, respondents commented that crossings that are installed
close to roundabouts are unsafe. Respondents also felt that the proposals were part
of a wider anti-car agenda led by a vocal minority

While respondents commented that the installation of wands/bollards on the existing
cycle lanes would increase safety for cyclists and to prevent vehicles from parking in

bepcouncil.gov.uk




the cycle lane, others commented that wands/bollards on cycle lanes are not
needed, they do not work and prevent buses from accessing bus stops and delivery
drivers who need to drop off goods at local shops. In addition, respondents
commented that wands are dangerous because they reduce the width of roads for
vehicles, cause congestion and prevent emergency vehicles from navigating through
traffic.

20mph zone

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposed
20mph zone. 71% of open survey respondents disagreed with the proposal. In
contrast to the open survey, face to face survey respondents were split in terms of
their agreement with the proposed 20mph zone. However, significantly more face to
face survey respondents (49%) than open survey respondents (27%) agreed with
the proposed 20mph zone.

Respondents were asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed 20mph zone. Respondents commented that the proposal was a good idea,
they supported it in general and that 20 is plenty. The area is densely populated with
shoppers, pedestrians and cyclists and would make the area safer for all. Vehicles
need to slow down and the 20mph speed limit would act as a deterrent to driving at
high speeds. The reduction in speed would not impact on journey time, while cars
are unable to go faster than 20mph in the area anyway. It is important to encourage
people out of their cars and it would be better for the environment. Respondents also
suggested that the 20mph zone should be extended toother nearby roads and
across the entire BCP conurbation.

However, the majority of comments related to opposition to the proposed 20mph
zone. Respondents commented that the proposed 20mph zone is unnecessary, a
waste of money and would cause more problems than it would solve. The money
would be better spent on other services, including fixing potholes and improving road
surfaces. In addition, alternative traffic management and road safety schemes
including road safety education, separate spaces for cyclists and pedestrians,
parking restrictions, road humps and enforcing the current 30mph limit with speed
cameras would be better alternatives.

Drivers would ignore the speed limit due to it being hard to enforce, while having to
constantly check the speedometer would be distracting and could cause collisions.
Drivers would get frustrated and impatient, leading to an increase in erratic driving on
the main roads, while drivers would speed down the side roads trying to avoid the
increased congestion on the main roads.

20mph is too slow and that the current 30mph limit is adequate. Traffic conditions
dictate how fast cars travel in the area and that it is not possible to drive faster than
20mph due to congestion and the amount of parked cars on side roads. It is
unreasonable to restrict cars to 20mph when the road is quiet, particularly in the
evening. Traffic lights and road crossings in the area slow vehicles down already.
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The proposed reduction in speed limit would result in additional congestion, pollution
and reduced air quality. Cars would be driven in lower gears due to the reduced
speed, resulting in greater CO2 emissions. Respondents questioned whether there
was sufficient evidence to support the need for the 20mph zone across the entire
proposed area and the proposal is part of a wider anti-car agenda locally. 20mph
zones have not worked elsewhere within the UK and central government are against
the implementation of similar schemes.

Respondents also commented that the proposal would negatively impact the local
economy, bus timetables and taxis would be affected and it would dissuade tourists
and shoppers from visiting the area.

A number of respondents suggested amendments or alternative approaches to the
proposed 20mph zone. Respondents felt that the proposed area was too big and that
not all roads should be included. The 20mph zone should only be implemented on
side roads and should not include Christchurch Road or Ashley Road. Other
respondents commented that the 20mph zone goes too far along Christchurch Road
towards Pokesdown and Iford, while respondents commented that the 20mph zone
should only be installed where appropriate, including close to schools, parks, the
high street and medical facilities.

Side road entry treatments

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposed
side road entry treatments. While 34% of open survey respondents agreed with the
proposed side road entry treatments, 44% of open survey respondents disagreed
with the proposals. In contrast, significantly more face to face survey respondents
agreed with the proposed side road entry treatments (71%).

Respondents were asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed side road entry treatments. Some respondents, all of whom were
respondents to the open survey, commented that they did not know what the side
road entry treatments were.

Respondents commented that the proposals were a good idea in general, while it
would make the roads and junctions safer and easier to cross for a range of users,
including pedestrians, those with a disability or limited mobility, the elderly, cyclists,
children and those with pushchairs, prams and mobility scooters.

Reasons for opposition to the proposed side road entry treatments were that the side
road entry treatments were unnecessary, a waste of money and were trying to fix a
problem that does not exist. Respondents also commented that there is a lack of
evidence to support the need for side road entry treatments and the traffic moves
slowly in the area due to congestion, while there are already crossing points in or
near the proposed locations.

Respondents commented that the proposals would make it more difficult for cars,
vans and emergency vehicles to access the side roads and that narrowing junctions
and tightening entry angles would mean that vehicles mount pavements, resulting in
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greater risk for pedestrians. The proposals would also result in greater congestion in
the area. The raised tables would also potentially damage vehicles.

Respondents suggested that the money would be better spent elsewhere and on
other council services, including fixing potholes and improving road surfaces. There
should be parking restrictions near side road junctions in order to improve visibility
and safety for all users. In addition, signage at road junctions informing motorists that
pedestrians have priority, as well as road markings, would suffice.
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1 Introduction and background

1.1 Background

BCP Council has been allocated £1.89 million from the third round of the Department
for Transport’s (DfT) Safer Roads Fund (SRF) to reduce the risk and severity of
collisions along the A35, Christchurch Road, between Iford Roundabout and St
Paul’s Roundabout in Bournemouth.

The section of the A35 was selected by the DfT and the Road Safety Foundation
following analysis of roads within the UK.

The council used Safer Roads Investment Plans modelling to test possible
interventions at 100metre intervals along the A35 to determine those that would be
the most appropriate in reducing the number and severity of collisions, a requirement
of the SRF.

Improvements to Christchurch Road and Ashley Road are also proposed as part of
the Bournemouth Towns Fund, Better Boscombe Regeneration Programme.

As well as improving road safety, these proposals aim to enhance accessibility for
pedestrians and disabled people, with the aim of making the area more inviting and
safer for everyone.

The proposals include:

— Additional crossing facilities for pedestrians and people who cycle with
footpath widening at St. Swithun’s roundabout and a new contraflow along St
Swithun’s Road South

— New pedestrian crossings and reconfiguration of the existing traffic islands at
Christchurch Road roundabout, with new kerb alignments and road markings
along Centenary Way and Ashley Road

— A new crossing on Christchurch Road for pedestrians and school children,
with enhanced cycle lanes to protect riders from parked cars and traffic

— Several junction enhancements to further reduce the risk and severity of
collisions and improve pedestrian accessibility

— Extension of existing 20mph zones in Boscombe to include additional
residential roads and sections of the A35 and Ashley Road

1.2 Methodology

Residents, business and visitors were asked to provide their views on the proposals
using an online survey. Paper versions of the survey were available in all of BCP
Council’s libraries. Respondents were also able to add pins and comment on specific
locations along the consultation area using an interactive map online.




The Council provided an information document that detailed the background to the
consultation and proposals. The Council also provided a Frequently Asked
Questions section on their Have Your Say website.

Three drop-in events were also held, where people could meet officers and ask
question about the proposals. These were held at

— Pokesdown and Southbourne Library (20 attendees)
— Boscombe Library (17 attendees)
— Boscombe hub (11 attendees)

The engagement was open from 22 March 2024 until 23 April 2024.

In addition to the open survey, face to face surveying also took place within the
proposed area.

Survey responses were downloaded into SPSS for analysis. The data was checked
and verified in preparation for analysis and held in the BCP Council Research and
Consultation Team’s secure data area.

Analysis and reporting was undertaken by Darmax Research Ltd.

Quantitative analysis was carried out using SPSS to identify the frequencies for each
question. Figures in this report are presented as a percentage of people who
answered the question, excluding ‘don’t know’, unless otherwise stated. Percentages
in this report may not add up to 100% due to rounding or where respondents were
able to select more than one response option.

Responses to the open and face to face surveys were analysed separately and
compared for differences. Where there are significant differences between groups of
respondents, this has been stated within the report. Please note that significant
difference testing was carried out using the open survey responses only.

Qualitative responses (write in text) to questions were exported into Excel and were
thematically analysed. The most common themes are reported on in this report.
Anonymised quotes from participants have been used to illustrate the themes
identified.

Please note that while the purpose of qualitative data is to provide deeper insights
into reasoning and impact rather than to quantify data, the numbers of respondents
who mentioned the most prevalent themes are provided in this report to give an
indication of the magnitude of response. However, given the nature of qualitative
data, it should be noted that this does not provide an indication of significance in
relation to the question asked.

In addition, where respondents have provided comments that relate to more than
one theme, their feedback has been categorised into multiple categories. Where a
response makes several different points, only the relevant part to the discussed
theme is shown in the report. In some cases, respondents have not made clear




which proposal they are referring to so caution should be used in interpreting the
responses.




2 Engagement

Respondents to the open survey were asked how they found out about the
consultation. 39% of respondents heard about the consultation through social media,
while 19% heard about it via an email. 14% of respondents indicated that they heard
about the consultation through leaflets, newsletters, social media posts and emails
from their local MP.

Figure 1: Method that respondents to the open survey found out about the
consultation

Social media I 3O %0
Email I 19
Local MP I 14 %
Word of mouth I 12%
| received a letter through my door I 9%
BCP Council’'s website (bcpcouncil.gov.uk) I 9%
Local newspaper (eg Echo, Advertiser) I 8%
Poster m 3%
Local library MW 1%
Nextdoor app W 1%
School 1 0.6%
Local radio 1 0.5%
Google News 1 0.5%
Postcard 1 0.3%
Residents' meeting 1 0.3%

In person survey/at engagement event | 0.2%

Base: 653




3 Analysis and results

There were a total of 660 responses to the open survey. In addition, there were 203
responses gathered via the face to face survey undertaken in the area where the
changes are proposed. These have been collated in to the report findings, with
differences between the two samples reported on. Demographic analysis is of the
open survey respondents only.

The equalities profile of respondents to both surveys is shown in Section 4.

3.1 Respondent type
3.1.1 Capacity responding to the survey

Respondents were asked in what capacity they were responding to the survey. 71%
of respondents to the open survey were BCP residents (living outside the proposed
area), while 50% were someone who travels through the area for work, school,
leisure or other reasons.

While 53% of respondents to the face to face survey were also BCP residents (living
outside the proposed area), they were significantly more likely to be a resident living
in one of the roads included in the map. They were significantly less likely to be
someone who travels through the area for work, school, leisure or other reasons.

Figure 2: Respondent type (comparison between surveys)

A resident living in one of the roads included in the map | Oy 210,

A resident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map M4

A BCP resident (living outside of the proposed area) | o 71 %

Someone who owns/runs/works for a business in the H’ 8%
area "

Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area H%G%

Someone who shops in the area _4210@/0

Someone who drives for a living, e.g taxi driver, delivery r 3%
driver 2

Someone who travels through the area for work, schoal, 50%
leisure or other _ qg’/e
A regular visitor to the area m 28%

A member of a local group or organisation .06'};%]

Other rz%zfﬂ

m Open survey (660) mFace to Face survey (203)
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3.1.2 Postcode

In order to review where respondents live and to explore the views of different groups of residents, respondents were asked to

provide their postcode. Responses to the open survey were received from residents throughout the BCP conurbation.

Figure 3: Respondent postcodes (open survey respondents)
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Figure 4: Respondent postcodes (face to face survey respondents)
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3.2 Travelling in the area

3.2.1 Car ownership

87% of respondents to the open survey own or have use of a car or van, compared
to just 53% of the face to face survey respondents.

Figure 5: Percentage of respondents who own or have use of a car/van

Face to Face survey (202) _ 53%

Base: varied as labelled




3.2.2 Method of travel

Respondents were asked how they travel in the area. The majority of respondents to
the open survey indicated that they use a car or van, either as a driver or a
passenger (94%), while 61% walk through the area. 39% travel by bus through the
area and 35% cycle through the area.

Figure 6: Method of travel in the area (open survey respondents)

Walk I G170
Cycle I 35%
By bus I 39%
Bytaxi I 11%
Driver or passenger in a car or van I N, O 4 %
Motorbike Il 5%
Wheelchair | 0.6%
Mobility scooter | 0.6%

Other | 1%

Base: 657

There were no significant differences in demographics or characteristics of
respondents to the open survey that were most likely to drive or be a passengerin a
car or van in the area.

Respondents to the open survey that were most likely to walk in the area were:

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area

— Aresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Aresident living in one of the roads included in the map

— Someone who travels through the area at least 5 days a week
— Someone without a disability

In addition, BCP residents living outside of the proposed area but have an
attachment to the area (i.e. owns/runs/works for a business in the area / shops in the
area / travels through the area for work, school or leisure / regular visitor to the area)
are more likely to walk through the area than BCP residents living outside of the
proposed area but do not have an attachment to the area.

Furthermore, the likelihood of walking in the area decreased with age.




Respondents to the open survey that were most likely to travel through the area by
bus were:

Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
A resident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

A resident living in one of the roads included in the map
Someone who travels through the area 7 days a week
Aged 75 years or older

Female

Respondents to the open survey that were most likely to cycle through the area

were:

Someone who owns/runs/works for a business in the area

Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area

A regular visitor to the area

A BCP resident living outside of the proposed area (with attachment to the
area)

Someone who travels through the area 7 days a week

Aged younger than 55 years

Male

Someone without a disability

In contrast to the open survey, only 52% of respondents to the face to face survey
use a car or van, either as a driver or a passenger, while 71% walk. 44% travel by
bus through the area and only 18% cycle through the area.

Figure 7: Method of travel in the area (comparison between surveys)

Driver or passenger in a car or van 5200

Walk |y 7%
Cycle 18% 35%

ey taxi [ 11%

94%

Motorbike r-j(y%%
Wheelchair “1)(90%
Mobility scooter usz/g/u

Other | }gg

m Open survey (657) ®mFace to Face survey (203)
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3.2.3 Frequency of travel

Respondents were asked how often they travel to, or through, the area. 29% of
respondents to the open survey travel to, or through the area 7 days a week. 84%
travel to, or through, the area at least once a week.

Figure 8: Frequency of travel to, or through, the area (open survey respondents)

29%

23%

18%
15%
6% 50 6%
-~ 0 n B

Never Lessthan Atleast Atleast 1-2 days a3-4 days a5-6 daysa 7 days a
oncea oncea oncea week week week week
month month  fortnight

Base: 657

Respondents who were most likely to travel to, or through, the area at least 5 days a
week were:

— Aresident living in one of the roads included in the map

— Arresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area

— Someone who drives for a living, e.g. taxi driver, delivery driver
— Aged younger than 55 years




Face to face respondents were less likely to travel to, or through, the area 7 days a
week than respondents to the open survey. However, face to face respondents were
significantly more likely to travel to, or through, the area at least once a week (95%)
than those that responded to the open survey (84%).

Figure 9: Frequency of travel to, or through, the area (comparison between surveys)
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3.2.4 Safety
3.2.4.1 Pedestrian

Respondents were asked how safe or unsafe they feel as a pedestrian in the area.
The majority of respondents to both the open survey (72%) and the face to face
survey (74%) feel safe as a pedestrian in the area.

Figure 10: How safe or unsafe respondents feel as a pedestrian in the area
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Respondents who least less likely to feel safe as a pedestrian were:

— Aresident living in one of the roads included in the map

— Arresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area

— Someone who travels to, or through the area 7 days a week
— Aged younger than 55 years

— Someone who has a disability




3.2.4.2 Cyclist

While slightly more respondents to the open survey (51%) feel safe as a cyclist in the
area than respondents to the face to face survey (45%), they were also significantly
more likely to feel unsafe (33%) than face to face respondents (18%).

Figure 11: How safe or unsafe respondents feel as a cyclist in the area
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Respondents who were least likely to feel safe as a cyclist were:

— Someone who cycles, walks or travels by bus through the area
— Aged younger than 55 years
— Female




3.2.4.3 Bus user

Respondents were asked how safe or unsafe they feel as a bus user in the area.
The majority of respondents to both the open survey (85%) and the face to face
survey (85%) feel safe as a bus user in the area.

Figure 12: How safe or unsafe respondents feel as a bus user in the area
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Respondents who were least likely to feel safe as a bus user were:

— Someone who owns/runs/works for a business in the area




3.2.4.4 Motorist

Respondents were asked how safe or unsafe they feel as a motorist in the area. The
majority of respondents to both the open survey (85%) and the face to face survey
(81%) feel safe as a motorist in the area.

Figure 13: How safe or unsafe respondents feel as a motorist in the area
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There were no significant differences in demographics or characteristics of
respondents to the open survey in terms of feeling safe or unsafe as a motorist.




3.3 Road safety proposals

Respondents were presented with a series of road safety proposals across the area
and were asked for their views on them and the impact that they would have.

3.3.1 St Swithun’s roundabout
3.3.1.1 Toucan crossing

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
toucan crossing at St Swithun’s roundabout. 51% of open survey respondents
agreed with the proposal.

Figure 14: Agreement with the proposed toucan crossing at St Swithun's roundabout
(open survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
toucan crossing at St Swithun’s roundabout were:

— Someone who walks or cycles in the area
— Aged 35— 54 years
— Female




While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed toucan
crossing at St Swithun’s roundabout, face to face survey respondents were

significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the proposed
crossing.

Figure 15: Agreement with the proposed toucan crossing at St Swithun's roundabout
(comparison between surveys)
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3.3.1.2 Contraflow

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
contraflow along St Swithun’s Road. 51% of open survey respondents disagreed
with the proposal.

Figure 16: Agreement with the proposed contraflow along St Swithun's Road (open
survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
contraflow along St Swithun’s Road were:

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who cycles in the area
— Aged 18 — 54 years




In contrast with the open survey respondents, face to face survey respondents were
significantly more likely to agree with the proposed contraflow.

Figure 17: Agreement with the proposed contraflow along St Swithun's Road
(comparison between surveys)
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3.3.2 Christchurch Road roundabout

3.3.2.1 Puffin crossing on northern arm of Ashley Road

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
puffin crossing on the northern arm of Ashley Road. 49% of open survey
respondents agreed with the proposal.

Figure 18: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on northern arm of Ashley
Road (open survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
puffin crossing on the northern arm of Ashley Road were:

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who walks, cycles or travels by bus in the area
— Aged 18 — 64 years

— Female

— Someone with a disability




While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the northern arm of Ashley Road, face to face survey respondents were
significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the proposed
crossing.

Figure 19: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on northern arm of Ashley
Road (comparison between surveys)
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3.3.2.2 Puffin crossing on southern arm of Ashley Road

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
puffin crossing on the southern arm of Ashley Road. 48% of open survey
respondents agreed with the proposal.

Figure 20: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on southern arm of Ashley
Road (open survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
puffin crossing on the southern arm of Ashley Road were:

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who walks or cycles in the area

— Aged 18 — 64 years

— Female

— Someone with a disability




While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the southern arm of Ashley Road, face to face survey respondents were
significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the proposed
crossing.

Figure 21: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on southern arm of Ashley
Road (comparison between surveys)

7%

31%

21%
14%

Disagree Neither Agree

mFace to Face survey (190) = Open survey (601)

Base: varied as labelled




3.3.2.3 Puffin crossing on west arm of Centenary Way

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
puffin crossing on the west arm of Centenary Way. 47% of open survey respondents
agreed with the proposal.

Figure 22: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on west arm of Centenary
Way (open survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
puffin crossing on the west arm of Centenary Way were:

— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who walks or cycles in the area

— Female

— Someone with a disability




While the majority of open survey respondents agreed with the proposed puffin
crossing on the west arm of Centenary Way, face to face survey respondents were

significantly more likely than open survey respondents to agree with the proposed
crossing.

Figure 23: Agreement with the proposed puffin crossing on west arm of Centenary
Way (comparison between surveys)
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3.3.3 Christchurch Road
3.3.3.1 Zebra crossing

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a proposed
zebra crossing on Christchurch Road between Clarence Park Road and Spurgeon
Road. 50% of open survey respondents agreed with the proposal.

Figure 24: Agreement with the proposed zebra crossing on Christchurch Road (open
survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
zebra crossing on Christchurch Road were:

— Aresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Aresident living in one of the roads included in the map
— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who walks or cycles in the area

— Aged 18 — 54 years

— Female




While the majority of both open survey and face to face survey respondents agreed
with the proposed zebra crossing on Christchurch Road, face to face survey
respondents were significantly more likely to agree with the proposed crossing.

Figure 25: Agreement with the proposed zebra crossing on Christchurch Road
(comparison between surveys)
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3.3.3.2 Wands/bollards on existing cycle lanes

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with proposed
wands/bollards on the existing cycle lanes along Christchurch Road between
Wolverton Road and Heathcote Road. 50% of open survey respondents disagreed
with the proposal.

Figure 26: Agreement with the proposed wands/bollards on existing cycle lanes (open
survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
wands/bollards on the existing cycle lanes along Christchurch Road were:

A resident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map
— Someone who cycles in the area

Aged 18 — 44 years

— Someone with a disability




While the majority of open survey respondents disagreed with the proposed
wands/bollards on the existing cycle lanes along Christchurch Road, face to face
survey respondents were significantly more likely to agree with the proposed
wands/bollards.

Figure 27: Agreement with the proposed wands/bollards on existing cycle lanes
(comparison between surveys)
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3.3.4 Palmerston Road roundabout
3.3.4.1 Reconfiguration of splitter island

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposed
reconfiguration of the splitter island on north arm of Palmerston Road roundabout.
Open survey respondents were split in terms of their agreement with this proposal,
with 36% disagreeing and 40% agreeing with the proposal.

Figure 28: Agreement with the proposed reconfiguration of splitter island (open
survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
reconfiguration of splitter island on north arm of Palmerston Road roundabout were:

— Aresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map
— Someone who cycles in the area
— Aged 18 — 54 years




While open survey respondents were split in terms of their agreement with the
proposed reconfiguration of splitter island, face to face survey respondents were
significantly more likely to agree with the proposed reconfiguration.

Figure 29: Agreement with the proposed reconfiguration of splitter island
(comparison between surveys)
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3.3.5 Impact of the road safety measures

Respondents were asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed road safety measures.

281 respondents to the open survey and 100 respondents to the face to face survey
provided feedback to this question. Responses have been coded into nine key
themes to make them easier to interpret. Please note that where respondents have
provided comments that relate to more than one theme, their feedback has been
categorised into multiple categories.

Theme Number of comments

General support for the proposed road safety measures 122
General opposition to the proposed road safety measures 222
Proposed road safety measures along St Swithun’s 25
Proposed road safety measures at Christchurch Road roundabout 39
Proposed road safety measures along Christchurch Road 86
Proposed road safety measures at Palmerston Road roundabout 27
Suggested alternative / additional measures 25
Comments about the other proposals / consultation process 48
Other comments 45

3.3.5.1 General support for the proposed road safety measures

There were 122 comments in favour of the proposed road safety measures
generally, without specifying which one(s) they were in favour of. 27 respondents
commented that the proposed road safety measures were a good idea in general,
while 69 respondents commented that these proposals would make the roads easier
to cross, the roads they are proposed on are busy roads, motorists need to be
encouraged to slow down and the proposals would improve safety for pedestrians,
cyclists and children.
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122 comments

“The various road crossing are much needed.”
“Pedestrians do struggle to cross so more crossings are a good plan.”

“Please make all roads safer for cyclists and pedestrians.”

“Something is needed as it’s so busy here now.”




13 respondents commented that it was important to prioritise pedestrians and
cyclists over motorised vehicles and that the proposals promote sustainable and
active travel.

X “It is vital to take measures to encourage walking and cycling as well as
public transport.”

“Anything that slows traffic and prioritises sustainable journeys in support.”

12 respondents suggested that road safety measures were required elsewhere
within both the surrounding and wider BCP area, while 1 respondent felt that the
proposals would prevent illegal parking.
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edestrian crossings (even just painted) - do this MORE PLEASE... all
over BCP.”

“Anything to slow down traffic, stop illegal parking, especially on
pavements would help us all.”

3.3.5.2 General opposition to the proposed road safety measures

There were 222 comments opposed to the proposed road safety measures
generally, without specifying which one(s) they were opposed to. 50 respondents
commented that the proposed road safety measures were unnecessary, the roads
are fine as they currently are, they wouldn’t make a difference and would be a waste
of money. In addition, 15 respondents commented that there was a lack of
sufficient evidence that the measures were suitable.

2

222 comments

“If you want to cross, go to a pedestrian crossing. No need to change.”
“If it is not broke just leave it alone and spend the money more wisely.”

“The council has failed to demonstrate that there is excessive risk at any
of these places, nor demonstrate what the changes will achieve other than
in vague conceptual terms.”

62 respondents commented that the money would be better spent on other
services and improvements, particularly fixing potholes, resurfacing roads and
pavements, traffic flow improvements and more enforcement.

Y

“Waste of money that could be used to bolster essential services.”




“At this current time in global and local affairs, this money is better spent
helping the people in a far more urgent way. Tax payers should be asked
if this is what they want.”

“Total waste of money, money should be used on the roads and need to
repair all the potholes, road surfaces etc.”

“Surely the money could be used for filling in potholes, which are a danger
to all road users especially when people try to avoid them.”

39 respondents commented that the road safety measures would increase
congestion and that traffic was already slow as it is without implementing the
proposals. 15 respondents commented that there are already enough crossings on
the proposed routes, while the proposals would clutter the road system and different
crossing types are confusing for drivers. In addition, 11 respondents commented
that crossings that are installed close to roundabouts are unsafe.

2

“Every previous so called improvements have only resulted in delayed
Journeys.”

“All proposals will further contribute to the slow progress of traffic through
the area.”

“There are plenty enough zebra/puffin crossings on this map area...
pedestrians just choose not to use them and cross wherever they like,
even if they are 10 yards away from it! We do not need more pedestrian
crossings.”

“Too much road furniture leads to distraction for drivers.”

“Placing crossings on the entrance/exit points of roundabouts always
causes congestion, leading to potential accidents. They should always be
situated a minimum of 50 yards away from the roundabout for the safety of
pedestrians, cyclists and motorists.”

21 respondents felt that the proposals were part of a wider anti-car agenda led by a
vocal minority, while 3 respondents commented that the proposals would
negatively impact on the timetables and cost of buses and taxis.

)Y

“All these measures are to PUNISH drivers. The ideological drive of the
council against cars and driving is here for ALL to see.”

“If you totally jam-up the roads the buses won't flow freely and that then
creates even more of a problem for an already over congested road
system.”




3.3.5.3 Proposed road safety measures along St Swithun’s
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25 comments

7 respondents commented that the proposed contraflow along St Swithun’s Road
was not needed, would be dangerous and confusing to all users, while 1
respondent felt that it would increase congestion in the area. 1 respondent praised
the proposed contraflow because it prioritises pedestrians and cyclists over
vehicles. 3 respondents suggested that cycle lanes around the roundabout
should be installed instead of a contraflow.
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ontraflow cycle lanes are not intuitive for drivers and | therefore feel less

safe on them when approaching junctions than | would if | was cycling on
the road in the correct direction.”

“St Swithun's Road roundabout, to adapt as per the suggestion would
make the lanes smaller and would cause more traffic because it is more
likely to have one lane to the roundabout rather than two.”

“St Swithun’s roundabout is daunting for many cyclists but abysmal for
pedestrians. Demonstrate to drivers that more vulnerable users have
priority.”

“It is better to have wide cycle lanes either side, going with the flow.”

5 respondents commented that the proposed toucan crossing at St Swithun’s
roundabout was a good idea because it would improve safety for pedestrians and
cyclists. However, 7 respondents commented that it would reduce safety as it would
be positioned too close to the roundabout, causing vehicles to break suddenly,
while 1 respondent commented that there were already enough crossings in the
nearby area.
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oucan crossing is needed at St Swithun's as crossing the Christchurch

Road isn't easy as vehicles can come too fast round the corner.”

“The pedestrian crossings at St Swithun's roundabout are too close to the
roundabout and need to be further away to avoid risks of collisions for cars
coming off the roundabout.”

“There are plenty of pedestrian crossing by St Swithun’s roundabout -
even more will cause more traffic chaos and traffic jams and they aren’t
needed.”




3.3.5.4 Proposed road safety measures at Christchurch Road roundabout
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39 comments

11 respondents praised the proposed crossings at Christchurch Road
roundabout and that they would make the area safer and easier to cross. 1
respondent commented that they feel unsafe using the underpass, while 2
respondents suggested that while they were in favour of some form of crossing,
zebra crossings would be more appropriate.

X “Crossings over Ashley Road are a good idea as can be hard to cross if
traffic going quick.”

“Crossing at the Christchurch Road roundabout is currently unsafe due to
traffic speed on northern arm, a wide carriageway on southern arm and a
poorly lit subway on western arm.”

“Christchurch Road Roundabout crossings - | think with speed reduction
measures that a zebra crossing is more appropriate.”

However, 18 respondents commented that the proposed crossings were not needed
because there are already enough crossings nearby as well as an underpass. 7
respondents commented that the crossings would create congestion in the nearby

vicinity.
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You don’t need 3 crossings on the roundabout. They already have the
underground walkway. It would cause hectic traffic in an already busy
areal”

“There is an underpass by bus station so no need to change things.”

“I think this will exacerbate the already difficult traffic queuing on what is
only a short stretch of road. This is likely to leave vehicles stopped in
unsafe positions whilst offering only marginal benefit to pedestrians.”

3.3.5.5 Proposed road safety measures along Christchurch Road
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86 comments

9 respondents commented that a crossing near Clarence Road was needed,
although some of these respondents suggested it should be moved slightly to
accommodate where people currently tend to cross. 1 respondent suggested that the
crossing should be controlled as opposed to the proposed zebra crossing.




However, 4 respondents suggested that there are enough crossings nearby
already, while 2 respondents felt that this crossing would increase congestion.
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“This is long overdue, it is needed closer to Clarence Park Road so it will
be used by those going to Kings Park or the schools at both Avonbourne
and Avonwood, having it further down the hill only serves those going to
St James school, everyone else will attempt to cross sooner coming from
the west.”

“l agree in principle with the provision of a new crossing close to Clarence
Park Road but | don’t believe this should be an uncontrolled zebra
crossing.”

“A zebra crossing at Clarence Park Road would be good but that means
there are a lot of crossings between Southbourne Road and Seabourne
Road. Seems overkill.”

“A zebra crossing will lead to massive traffic jams.”

29 respondents commented that they agreed with the installation of wands/bollards
on the existing cycle lanes to increase safety for cyclists and to prevent vehicles
from parking in the cycle lane, which forces cyclists into the flow of traffic. Some of
these respondents suggested that the bollards should not be plastic so that they are
not broken easily by vehicles. A further 8 respondents commented that
wands/bollards should be installed along more cycle lanes.
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regularly cycle through the area and it’s a joke how dangerous the whole

road is with cars parking on double yellow (no waiting) and kerb marked
(no loading) streets. The wands would be a massive improvement on the
east side, would also like to see the west side get similar protection.”

“Please extend the wands/bollards both sides starting from Wolverton
Road through to where the Sovereign Precinct starts and after from
McDonalds, Boscombe, Ashley Road, through to Boscombe Crescent.
The total abuse of parking on double yellow lines both sides by business
owners, food deliveries, customers, is astonishing and uncontrolled and
from morning until late night.”

However, 16 respondents commented that wands/bollards on cycle lanes are not
needed, they do not work and prevent buses from accessing bus stops and delivery
drivers who need to drop off goods at local shops. In addition, 13 respondents
commented that wands are dangerous because they reduce the width of roads for
vehicles, cause congestion and prevent emergency vehicles from navigating
through traffic. 4 respondents proposed that policing of illegal parking in cycle
lanes should be prioritised instead of installing wands/bollards.




" “Wands/bollards are not needed.”

“The installation of wands means congestion as bus stops will have to be
in the main carriage way causing congestion and pollution and create a
hazard for those alighting / getting off buses having to cross the cycle
lanes. This need could be avoided if traffic wardens enforced the no
parking unloading which creates the hazard for cyclists.”

“Bollards on cycle lanes means cars cannot move over if an emergency
vehicle tries to get through.”

“You need to give fines to cars parked on bicycle paths.”

3.3.5.6 Proposed road safety measure at Palmerston Road roundabout

6 respondents commented that it was a good idea for there to be a crossing close
to Aldi, while 5 respondents commented that there is not a problem close to Aldi
and that there is no need to reconfigure the splitter island due to there being an
existing crossing. 3 respondents commented that the crossing should be
controlled, while 1 respondent suggested that a zebra crossing should be installed
instead of a splitter island.

©n

27 comments

“The better crossing by Aldi is a good idea.”

“There are enough crossings already and the roundabout by Aldi already
has uncontrolled crossing.”

“Should be a formal crossing.”
“Palmerston Road crossing should be a zebra.”

In addition, 3 respondents commented that the nearby shared space is dangerous,
while 8 respondents suggested that the current space is confusing and would benefit
from some form of formal crossing and restrictions. 1 respondent commented that
there is no issue with the current shared space.
[ Gt , . .
et rid of the so called ‘shared space’, it needs to be clearly defined as a
road or pavement, not ambiguous like it has been for the last few years.”

“The crossing by McDonalds is confusing. Maybe a more formal crossing
please.”

“The existing crossings are ok at McDonalds. Do not stifle traffic more.”




3.3.5.7 Suggested alternative / additional measures
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25 comments

8 respondents commented that consideration was needed for the safety and
increased use of other roads where traffic would displace to in order to avoid the
proposed changes.

@ “Strategically it’s unclear how these proposal link to wider network
connections. It appears to focus on the key routes while maybe ignoring
issues with side roads and shortcuts.”

11 respondents commented that crossings that are controlled by lights would be
preferable and are safer for all users, while 1 respondent proposed a footbridge be
built instead to aid with crossing roads. 1 respondent suggested that zebra
crossings would generally be better than the proposed changes.
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seem to be good ideas, a bit worried about uncontrolled pedestrian
crossing from safety point of view.”

“Need to get traffic moving quicker not slow it down, maybe a footbridge?”

“If the speed limit drops to 20mph surely zebra crossings are more broadly
applicable and would facilitate free movement of folks however they
choose to get about.”

3 respondents commented that it was important that parking is not removed and
that car parks should not be built on, while 1 respondent proposed that the whole
area be pedestrianised.

" “‘Hawkwood Road car park is being used up with building. reduces parking
spaces.”

“A pity bolder measures are not being considered to wholesale
pedestrianise and get the cars out of congested areas all together.”

3.3.5.8 Comments about the other proposals / consultation process
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48 comments




11 respondents were critical of the consultation process, felt that it had been under
publicised and that decisions had already been made regardless of the feedback
received.
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“These decisions need to be made by the community as a whole, not the
BCP.”

30 respondents were critical of the proposed 20mph zone, while 5 respondents
commented that they were in favour of the 20mph zone proposal. 2 respondents
were critical of the design of the proposed side road entry treatments.
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There is no need to slow the traffic down to 20mph.

“Pedestrian crossings work well in 30mph routes so there is no reason
why this could not be done, without changing the speed limit to 20mph.”

“The more 20mph zones the better in my opinion.”

“Narrow road junctions can cause congestion and bottlenecks making the
road difficult to see. Lots of side roads along a main road can be a
nightmare for cyclists as cars pull out.”

3.3.56.9 Other comments
©»

There were 45 other comments to this question, all of which focused on cycling and
the use of scooters. 14 respondents commented that there is a need for more cycle
lanes across the BCP conurbation. Cycle lanes need to be joined up and not just
stop and filter back into traffic on the roads. However, 19 respondents commented
that cycle lanes are not used, there are not enough cyclists to justify investing in
them and that cyclists continue to ride on roads even when cycle lanes are available.
9 respondents commented that it is important that cyclists are kept separate from
pedestrians and that they are prevented from cycling on pavements. 3 respondents
were critical of the use of e-scooters in the local area.
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45 comments

“Tiny sections of bicycle crossings and bicycle paths are useless. We
need actual cycle paths that are continuous. Weaving in and out of traffic
on bicycle paths that appear and disappear is dangerous.”

“l think cycle infrastructure is a waste of public money as cyclists still insist
on using the main carriageway or, worse, the footpath.”




“l do not feel safe as a pedestrian because of the amount of cyclists using
pavements and footpaths along Christchurch Road ignoring the cycle
lanes.”

“Scooters are a problem and near misses with bikes.”




3.3.6 20mph zone

A reduction to the existing speed limit, from 30mph to 20mph, is proposed for the
following roads to create a 20mph zone:

— The A35 (Christchurch Road, east of the junction with Warnford Road to its
junction with Heathcote Road).

— Ashley Road (from north of the junction with Heathcote Road to north of the
junction with Windam Road)

In addition, a number of side roads would also be included and an extension of
existing 20mph zones in the area is also proposed. These extensions would link into
the proposed speed reduction area to enable drivers to maintain a consistent speed
within the area.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposed
20mph zone. 71% of open survey respondents disagreed with the proposal.

Figure 30: Agreement with the proposed 20mph zone (open survey respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
20mph zone were:

— Aresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Avresident living in one of the roads included in the map
— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who cycles in the area

— Aged 35 — 44 years

— Someone with a disability




In contrast to the open survey, face to face survey respondents were split in terms of
their agreement with the proposed 20mph zone. However, significantly more face to
face survey respondents than open survey respondents agreed with the proposed

20mph zone.

Figure 31: Agreement with the proposed 20mph zone (comparison between surveys)
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3.3.7 Impact of the 20mph zone proposal

Respondents were asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed 20mph zone.

461 respondents to the open survey and 124 respondents to the face to face survey
provided feedback to this question. Responses have been coded into four key
themes to make them easier to interpret. Please note that where respondents have
provided comments that relate to more than one theme, their feedback has been
categorised into multiple categories.

Theme Number of comments

Support for the proposed 20mph zone 178
Opposition to the proposed 20mph zone 707
Amendments / alternative suggestions to the proposed 20mph zone 181
Other comments 6

3.3.7.1 Support for the proposed 20mph zone

There were 178 comments in support of the proposed 20mph zone, with these split
between the open survey and face to face survey respondents. 28 respondents
commented that the proposal was a good idea, they supported it in general and that
20 is plenty. 24 respondents commented that vehicles need to slow down and
that it would act as a deterrent to driving at high speeds.

Y

178 comments

“Would support it to slow traffic down.”

“The proposed 20mph zones are narrow residential streets so the limit is a
sensible proposal.”

“You don’t often get above 20 safely on any side road so mandating this is
a good idea.”

“Great idea. Motorists regularly speed down the main road, using it as
some sort of personal racetrack, and this needs to stop.”

10 respondents commented that the reduction in speed would not impact on

journey time, while 10 respondents commented that cars are unable to go faster
than 20mph in the area anyway. 6 respondents commented that it is important to
encourage people out of their cars and it would be better for the environment.




“The difference in total journey time over the entire area would be
negligible, whilst significantly improving the pedestrian experience.”

“Congestion in BCP is appalling and 20mph enabling public transport use,
cycling and walking is the only way to tackle this.”

“In busy periods the traffic is often around 20mph anyway so | don't really
think it will make much of a difference.”

“Lower speeds through this area will have minimal impact on traffic flow,
will help keep vulnerable road users safer and also will help reduce
exhaust emissions.”

66 respondents commented that the area is densely populated with shoppers,
pedestrians and cyclists and would make the area safer for all. In addition, it
would encourage people to walk and cycle and parents would be more willing to
allow their children to ride their bikes in the area.

)Y T . . o .

is is a busy area with many people walking and cycling, including

people needing to cross the road. Reducing motor vehicle speeds
decreases the likelihood of collisions with pedestrians and cyclists as well
as reducing the severity of such collisions that do occur. It also makes
people feel safer and more likely to visit the area. | am strongly in favour of
all 30mph roads within BCP being reduced to 20mph.”

“Safer streets, | think more parents would allow their children to cycle to
school which would lower the number of car journeys.”

“I think built up areas with lots of pedestrians and cyclists should be
standard 20mph.”

34 respondents suggested that the 20mph zone should be extended. This included
along Ashley Road and in both directions on Christchurch Road. Other suggested
extensions included additional roads in the nearby area, while it was also suggested
that 20mph zones should be implemented throughout the entire BCP conurbation.

2 “l strongly support any new 20mph zones and feel they should be
standard in dense urban areas such as these.”

“It makes total sense to make all those residential roads 20mph (should be
on all residential roads in BCP!).”

“Chessel Avenue would be good for a 20mph zone, because it is used as
a cut through and vehicles travel at up to 50mph, killing pets and wildlife.”

“This should be extended to the beach access areas to avoid rat runs.”

“Ashley Road all the way to the lights.”




“20mph should extend to both roundabouts (St Swithun’s and Iford) as it's
here where drivers make key speed decisions. Introducing it halfway along
routes leads to signs being missed and the entry points still having
speeding vehicles into the 20mph zone.”

3.3.7.2 Opposition to the proposed 20mph zone

There were 707 comments in opposition of the proposed 20mph zone. 52
respondents commented that the proposed 20mph zone is unnecessary, a waste
of money and would cause more problems than it would solve. 42 respondents
commented that 20mph is too slow and that the current 30mph limit is adequate.
67 respondents commented that the traffic conditions dictate how fast cars travel
in the area and that it is not possible to drive faster than 20mph due to congestion
and the amount of parked cars on side roads. These respondents commented that it
is unreasonable to restrict cars to 20mph when the road is quiet, particularly in
the evening. 12 respondents commented that traffic lights and road crossings in
the area slow vehicles down already.

707 comments

@ “It is not necessary. 30mph is a perfectly adequate speed.”

“Waste of money, not necessary. Standard speed limit of 30 is absolutely
fine; and, at busy times traffic has to move more slowly anyway.”

“30mph is fine. Stop being a nanny state.”

“There's no need for 20mph speed limit. The traffic speeds adjusts
naturally based on conditions.”

“It's a waste of money as cars can’t go more than 20 most of the time and
when they can it would be unlikely to be enforceable for the few that might
speed.”

“3 or 4 crossings slow down traffic anyway.”

68 respondents commented that the money would be better spent on other
services, including fixing potholes and improving road surfaces. In addition,
alternative traffic management and road safety schemes including road safety
education, separate spaces for cyclists and pedestrians, parking restrictions, road
humps and enforcing the current 30mph limit with speed cameras would be better
alternatives.

<X “Spend the money on more useful aspects of town improvement, NOT
20mph.”




“This money would be better invested in road maintenance - potholes etc
and investing in any maintenance being completed at pace.”

“Not required. Better safety improvements by removing any parking and/or
loading on arterial roads and better maintenance of all roads, potholes,
poor tarmac conditions etc.”

“Area through back streets from Ashley Road to Pokesdown are a rat run,
maybe a 20mph enforcement would make the area slightly safer but
parking on corners and enforcement will be needed to ensure that even a
drop in speed will make the area safer.”

“l do not believe that the existing limit of 30mph should be reduced but
believe that speed cameras should be in place to deter those who exceed
the current limit.”

137 respondents commented that the proposed reduction in speed limit would result
in additional congestion, pollution and reduced air quality. Cars would be driven
in lower gears due to the reduced speed, resulting in greater CO2 emissions, while
modern cars are not designed to be driven at lower speeds.
" “ ;. ”
Makes it more congested to travel through Boscombe.

“A vehicle will consume less fuel at 30mph in 4th gear than at 20mph in
2nd gear as the engine revolutions and emissions are much higher.

Higher revolutions always result in higher fuel consumption and
emissions.”

“Cars are not built for 20mph. By driving a diesel or petrol car you will
need to be engaged in a lower gear which will increase the revs which will
cause more pollution. | thought the idea for which the whole world is trying
to fight is to reduce pollution not to increase it.”

25 respondents questioned whether there was sufficient evidence to support the
need for the 20mph zone across the entire proposed area. 40 respondents felt that
the proposal is part of a wider anti-car agenda locally and the majority would be
opposed to the proposal. 25 respondents commented that 20mph zones have not
worked elsewhere within the UK and that central government are against the
implementation of similar schemes.

Y

“I have not been shown any evidence to suggest that there is any benefit
in reducing the limit to 20mph. In fact driving at such a speed will cause
pollution.”

“BCP Council need to start considering the majority not the minority, this is
not needed and a further overreach.”




“The government are cancelling 20mph so it will just waste our money that
could be spent more wisely.”

“Having experienced 20mph limits in London and Wales, | can confirm that
they are universally hated by all but about 3 very vocal cyclists. This is
nothing to do with pedestrian/cyclist safety, it's about making the driving
experience so unpleasant that we all switch to bikes or non-existent public
transport.”

30 respondents commented that the proposal would negatively impact the local
economy and would dissuade tourists and shoppers from visiting the area, while 9
respondents felt that the scheme only serves as income generation for the
council.

Y

“This is a ridiculous, lazy and money robbing scheme.”
“The 20mph limit will put tourists off visiting the area and is unnecessary.”

“There is more and more comments about the damage to local businesses
and traffic congestion relating to the introduction of blanket 20mph speed
limits.”

33 respondents were concerned that the proposal would adversely impact on
public transport, with buses taking longer to travel through the area, affecting their
schedule to the extent that buses would be discontinued. These comments also
suggested that taxis would be impacted, and that both bus fares and taxi costs would
increase as a result.

Y

“Main roads are used by buses as well. A 20mph speed limit would impair
the finely tuned timetables and connections.”

“I believe this scheme will cause longer journeys for bus companies
meaning they will probably have to change their timetables, which in turn
would impact those using public transport for work. Taxi's would put their
charges up.”

While 16 respondents commented that the area and roads are already safe, 16
respondents commented that the changes would not improve safety and 125
respondents felt that it would actually make the area more dangerous. Drivers
would ignore the speed limit due to it being hard to enforce, while having to
constantly check the speedometer would be distracting and could cause collisions.
Drivers would get frustrated and impatient, leading to an increase in erratic driving on
the main roads, while drivers would speed down the side roads trying to avoid the
increased congestion on the main roads. Furthermore, it would make it harder for
pedestrians to cross the roads, while respondents also felt that pedestrians would
have a heightened feeling of safety, stepping out into the road while not paying
attention. Some of these respondents also felt that the proposal would also mean




that cyclists would be able to travel at faster speeds, endangering pedestrians and
other road users.

Y

“I do not see the point there is no need to slow down the area as it is
already safe and slowly enough.”

“20mph roads do not increase safety, they make road users irate which in
turn causes accidents. It is also difficult to drive at 20mph without looking
at the speedometer constantly also causing poor driving by not keeping
eyes on the road.”

“20mph zones are more dangerous as the reduced speed causes the
drivers not to concentrate and be distracted easily.”

“What is the point reducing to 20mph as you can’t enforce 30mph.”

“l agree, but they are not enforceable. This is proven by the lack of control
of speeding vehicles across the area, and that is speeding above 30mph.”

“Would cause chaos. Drivers would get impatient.”

“Pointless and will encourage poor driving around the back roads to avoid
traffic. It’s a danger!”

“The 20mph will only work if cyclists and scooter riders stick to the speed
limits too [and they] comply with the highway code, don’t ride on
pavements.”

3 respondents commented that 20mph zones already exist where they are
needed, 4 respondents commented that the area does not need any more 20mph
zones and 3 respondents felt that all 20mph zones should be removed.

Y

“20 mile zones already in place where required.”

“We simply do not need this. We already have 20mph zones in BCP, we
do not need any more.”

‘REMOVE ALL 20mph zones with IMMEDIATE EFFECT.”

3.3.7.3 Amendments / alternative suggestions to the proposed 20mph zone

D

181 comments

There were 181 comments that suggested amendments or alternative approaches to
the proposed 20mph zone. 11 respondents felt that the proposed area was too big
and that not all roads should be included. 81 respondents commented that the
20mph zone should only be implemented on side roads and should not include




Christchurch Road or Ashley Road. 14 respondents commented that the 20mph
zone goes too far along Christchurch Road towards Pokesdown and Iford, while 5
respondents felt that that it should only be in place near to the high street and
pedestrianised area.

Y

“We don’t need a 20mph speed limit over this large area, | agree with near
schools but not here.”

“Some areas clearly benefit from reduced speed limits, but only when
thought through correctly. Blanketing 20mph zones as proposed will be a
costly mistake, both from the outlay to install and the damage caused.”

“l agree with the proposed 20mph zone on the side roads, but not on most
of Ashley Road and to have a 20mph zone on a major artery like the A35
makes no sense at all.”

“l strongly disagree about having a 20mph limit between Iford roundabout
and the train station. This is a zone in which travel moves freely and does
not need slowing down. There is plenty of crossings for pedestrians for it
to remain safe. Past Pokesdown Station, | can see the logic a bit more but
before that is outrageous.”

“Disagree with 20mph other than the immediate locations along Boscombe
high street (e.g. 100 yards).”

63 respondents commented that the 20mph zone should only be installed where
appropriate, including close to schools, parks and medical facilities.

Y

“I disagree in principle with 20mph limits other than in targeted areas for
safety (i.e. schools or parks).”

“These limits should be carefully applied for schools and hospitals only -
otherwise not.”

6 respondents felt that it was important to enforce the 20mph zone with physical
deterrents, including speed cameras and speed humps. 1 respondent suggested
that the speed limit should be reduced to 25mph instead.

n

“It's a good idea but need to be implemented with physical changes not
just signs.”

“25 would be acceptable.”




3.3.7.4 Other comments

Dy

6 comments

There were 6 other comments to this question. 3 respondents commented that the
proposed changes do not affect them and they are indifferent as to whether the
proposal is implemented or not, while 3 respondents commented that shared
spaces are unsafe and inappropriate.

Y

“I don't drive so am not concerned about it.”

“This shared space is an obvious hazard, especially for unfamiliar
tourists/visitors. It still comes under ‘road safety’ (do not care that funding
has previously been spent/wasted). It needs addressing more urgently
than other points.”




3.3.8 Side road entry treatments

Side road entry treatments are proposed at a number of locations along Christchurch
Road and Ashley Road. These would consist of a raised table (increasing the road to
pavement level, indicating where pedestrians are to cross the road and to slow down
traffic) with ramps for vehicles to enter/exit onto and off the table. The road would
also be narrowed at the junction to shorten the crossing length for pedestrians and
entry/exit angles reduced to lower vehicle speeds, thus making crossing the road
safer for pedestrians. Some of these would be at the entry/exit points of the
proposed 20mph zone.

Respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with the proposed
side road entry treatments. While 34% of open survey respondents agreed with the
proposed side road entry treatments, 44% of open survey respondents disagreed
with the proposals.

Figure 32: Agreement with the proposed side road entry treatments (open survey
respondents)
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Respondents to the open survey who were most likely to agree with the proposed
side road entry treatments were:

— Arresident living in an existing 20mph zone in the map

— Aresident living in one of the roads included in the map
— Someone who has a child who goes to school in the area
— Someone who regularly visits the area

— Someone who cycles in the area

— Aged 18 — 54 years




In contrast to the open survey, significantly more face to face survey respondents
agreed with the proposed side road entry treatments.

Figure 33: Agreement with the proposed side road entry treatments (comparison
between surveys)
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3.3.9 Impact of the side road entry treatments

Respondents were asked to explain why they either agree or disagree with the
proposed side road entry treatments.

197 respondents to the open survey and 44 respondents to the face to face survey
provided feedback to this question. Responses have been coded into four key
themes to make them easier to interpret. Please note that where respondents have
provided comments that relate to more than one theme, their feedback has been
categorised into multiple categories.

Theme Number of comments

Support for the proposed side road entry treatments 78
Opposition to the proposed side road entry treatments 140
Alternative suggestions to the proposed side road entry treatments 53
Other comments and suggestions 40

3.3.9.1 Support for the proposed side road entry treatments

There were 78 comments in support of the proposed side road entry treatments, with
these split evenly between the open survey and face to face survey respondents. 12
respondents commented that the proposals were a good idea in general, while 13
respondents commented that it would make the roads and junctions safer.

Y

78 comments

“All locations and crossings need to have at least equal priority for
pedestrians. Any measures that can help with this are to be supported.”

“Who wouldn't want safer roads and all the proposed crossings would be
great.”

42 respondents commented that the proposals would make crossing side roads
easier for a range of users, including pedestrians, those with a disability or limited
mobility, the elderly, cyclists, children and those with pushchairs, prams and mobility
scooters.

2 ., S . .

ill make it easier to cross the road. Especially good for wheelchair users

and mums pushing buggies etc as don't have to keep bumping up and
down.”

“Would help disabled and elderly.”




“It would make crossing the side roads easier. Crossing with Kids is
troublesome.”

9 respondents commented that the side road entry treatments would change the
mindsets of motorists and remind them that pedestrians have priority, while 2
respondents commented that the proposals would make it easier to exit and enter
side roads.

2

“This will remind drivers of the new highway code rules which say that
they must give way to pedestrians at side roads.”

“As long as this makes it easier for cars to exit side roads.”

3.3.9.2 Opposition to the proposed side road entry treatments

There were 140 comments in opposition of the proposed side road entry treatments,
with the majority of these being from open survey respondents. 57 respondents
commented that the side road entry treatments were unnecessary and a waste of
money, while 5 respondents commented that the proposals were trying to fix a
problem that does not exist. A further 7 respondents commented that there is a
lack of evidence to support the need for side road entry treatments. 5 respondents
commented that the traffic moves slowly in the area due to congestion and so the
side road entry treatments are not needed, while 5 respondents commented that
there are already crossing points in or near the proposed locations. 2
respondents commented that side roads are not used by pedestrians, while 4
respondents felt that the proposals were part of an anti-car agenda.
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140 comments

“Not needed, everything fine so leave it alone.”
“It is a solution in search of a problem.”

“What the council should be providing is statistics showing the official
accident rates and problems with the existing model and the benefits and
differences the changes would make.”

“It is busy and slow enough anyway.”

“l don’t recall finding myself in a situation in these areas where there was
not an opportunity to safely cross the road.”

“My experience of these side roads, admittedly not great recently, does
not show much pedestrian movement. As such the proposed side road
treatments is unnecessary expense.”




“Should motorists just be told to give up their car and their liberties?”

33 respondents commented that the proposals would make it more difficult for
cars, vans and emergency vehicles to access the side roads and that narrowing
junctions and tightening entry angles would mean that vehicles mount pavements,
resulting in greater risk for pedestrians. The proposals would also result in greater
congestion in the area. 6 respondents commented that the raised tables would
damage vehicles.

)Y Th , . . - ,

ey don’t do anything other than make it more difficult to see what’s

coming when pulling out.”

“Many of these roads are a struggle for emergency services already. Fire
engines struggle to navigate them now.”

‘Ruins car and bus suspensions.”

1 respondent commented that there is no need for the side road entry treatments
because the highway code already addresses pedestrian priority, while 4
respondents commented that drivers would ignore the priority of pedestrians
and would find the road changes confusing.

2 “New highway code rules already deal with this problem if there is one.”
“Drivers wouldn't take any notice.”

3 respondents commented that the proposals would not improve safety in the area
in general, while 3 respondents commented that the changes would encourage
increased speed of cyclists and scooters, making it more dangerous for all users.
" “ H H 4 ”
It will not increase safety and it’s a waste of money.
“Because of higher speed pavement users these could also cause more
danger. If pavement cyclist and scooter users think they have a right not to

look before crossing side roads, this will effectively turn the pavement into
even more of an unofficial cycle scooter lane.”

5 respondents commented that the installation of the side road entry treatments
would cause disruption to local residents and negatively impact on local
businesses.

Y

“Some of these side roads can be quite awkward, however | am
concerned that the work will be disruptive to residents and not worth the
payout.”




“Help the businesses in the area and road by adding more free street
parking close to the shops. Otherwise they will all be closing down. This
will reduce the parking causing many issues.”

3.3.9.3 Alternative suggestions to the proposed side road entry treatments

2

53 comments

There were 53 alternative suggestions to the proposed side road entry treatments.
All but one of these alternative suggestions were made by respondents to the open
survey. 14 respondents commented that the money would be better spent
elsewhere and on other council services. In addition, 20 respondents, all but one of
whom were respondents to the open survey, suggested that potholes and road
surfaces should be improved instead of spending money on side road entry

treatments.

Y

“The council can spend its money better on other things at a time when
funds are so tight than doing this.”

“Don't mess with the roads, use the money to fix the surfaces!”

9 respondents suggested that there should be parking restrictions near side road
junctions in order to improve visibility and safety for all users. In addition, 7
respondents suggested that signage at road junctions informing motorists that
pedestrians have priority, as well as road markings, would suffice.

s

“The issue is not just the entry but the parking and yellow lines which allow
the junctions to be unsafe due to reduced visibility when turning in and out
of them.”

n

“Drivers know that a dotted line means "give way".

“Put some signage that recognises the existence of the pedestrian right of
way when a vehicle is turning into a carriageway.”

1 respondent commented that all that is required is greater education of all users,
while 2 respondents commented that there would be no need to introduce the side
road entry treatments if the proposed 20mph zone was implemented.

2

“All road safety issues can be better addressed by user education!
Pedestrians, cyclists, car, vehicle motorists, all kinds, require significant
improvement in 'awareness' of other users. Conditions and tolerance, and
finally, taking responsibility for their own actions instead of irresponsible




actions and blaming others afterwards. This would be far more effective
than multiple street furniture modifications.”

“If the speed is reduced to 20mph, | simply don't see the need for road
entry treatments.”

3.3.9.4 Other comments and suggestions

There were 40 other comments and suggestions from respondents to the two
surveys. 1 respondent commented that they did not mind whether the side road
entry treatments were installed or not. 18 respondents, all of whom were
respondents to the open survey, commented that they did not know what the side
road entry treatments were.

40 comments

y

@ “I'm not overly fussed either way about having these or not having them.’

“What does 'side road entry treatments' actually mean? This is
TECHNICAL JARGON that means absolutely nothing to me.”

5 respondents commented that side road entry treatments should also be installed
elsewhere across the conurbation. 7 respondents, all of whom were respondents to
the open survey, suggested that pavements should be made continuous across
road junctions.
L - . .
is should apply to the adjacent roads to prevent cut through and higher
speed traffic.”

“Make pavements continue across for all the side roads from the main
road so they clearly have priority over vehicles.”

While 6 respondents replied to this question suggesting that the introduction of the
20mph zone was a good idea, 1 respondent commented that speed limits should
not be reduced.

2 “l agree side roads should be 20mph, especially as some are 'rat runs' or
parking makes it difficult to get to a higher speed anyway.”

“While this survey concentrates on just one section of roads in BCP, the
wider introduction of 20mph zones would be a retrograde step. There are
areas where it is necessary, such as around schools but there is certainly
no need for a blanket introduction of 20mph limits - this would be
disastrous!”




2 respondents suggested that scooters should be banned.

< “Scooters should be banned.”




3.4 Other comments and suggestions

Respondents were asked whether they feel there are any other road safety
improvements needed in the area, or if they had any other comments or
suggestions.

347 respondents to the open survey and 43 respondents to the face to face survey
provided feedback to this question. Responses have been coded into five key
themes to make them easier to interpret. Please note that where respondents have
provided comments that relate to more than one theme, their feedback has been
categorised into multiple categories.

Theme Number of comments

General comments about the proposals 138
Comments regarding the proposed road safety measures 159
Comments regarding the proposed 20mph zone 100
Comments regarding the proposed side road entry treatments 19
Other suggestions 183

3.4.1.1 General comments about the proposals

There were 9 comments that were in support of the proposals overall and that
they would improve the safety of the area as a whole.

5

138 comments

“The more safety measures the better.”
“Existing traffic calming systems are often dangerous.”

In contrast, 19 respondents commented that the proposals were unnecessary, the
area is fine as it is and they would be a waste of money. 15 respondents
commented that the proposals are part of an anti-car agenda, while 8 respondents
felt that the proposals would create congestion and pollution. 3 respondents
commented that the proposals would result in frustration amongst drivers and
could cause incidents of road rage and accidents.
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“Leave it alone and stop wasting our money.”

“Everything you do seems to be aimed at making the lives of drivers even
more miserable. STOP!”




“The congestion will only be made worse by these proposals. They will
make driving even more frustrating and I'm sure will cause far more road
rage etc.”

3 respondents commented that there was a lack of joined up and strategic
thinking within the proposals. 5 respondents commented that respect for all users
of the area was required, while 5 respondents commented that appropriate
enforcement measures were required for the proposals to make a difference.
2 . . -
ere is no uniform standard across the conurbation for speed limits,
road infrastructure is a hotch-potch of what was the fashion at the time
and remain as a testament to the failure of the policies at that time.”

“I've no problem with pedestrian crossings, but roads are for vehicles and
pavements for pedestrians. Both need to respect the needs of the other.”

“If it ain't broke' don't fix it - if the current regulations were properly policed
and enforced, none of these proposals would be necessary.”

44 respondents suggested alternative approaches to the proposed schemes,
including funding for road safety education, alternative traffic schemes and travel
flow improvements, as well as spending the money on regeneration of the local area
and encouraging people to visit.

@ “Teach people to cross the road safely, go back to basics and teach
children road safety rather than vilify the motorists!”

“Perhaps you could focus on measures that improve the flow of traffic
rather than putting obstacles in the way of drivers.”

“l suggest you spend whatever funds you have to allocate on these
projects to instead reduce crime, improve the cleaning up of the litter,
removing graffiti, improving the park areas, and stop wasting the little
money you have.”

27 respondents commented on the consultation process overall. While
respondents commented that the council need to look at all the evidence before
making any decisions, others reported a lack of awareness and promotion of the
consultation, they felt that decisions had already been made, the survey and
information document lacked detail and comments were also critical of the council.

2 “Any and all improvements should be supported by data on number of
accidents and only where it can be proven that lives will be saved and
injuries reduced.”




“This is a very short and not very well advertised consultation! This should
be much longer and ensure full justification for spending on this project is
warranted.”

“Not sure there is any further point in commenting. You've ignored
comments before and seem to have already decided what you're going to
do. k24

“This is a poorly presented piece of consultation. It fails to be user friendly
and requires multiple sources of information to be open in order to ask
poorly phrased questions.”

“If this proposal is supported by the councillors that represent me then
they can forget my vote. | am all for promoting cycling as a healthy and
sustainable way of travelling but cyclists and illegal scooter riders
continually flout the rules of road safety.”

3.4.1.2 Comments regarding the proposed road safety measures

3 respondents commented that they supported the proposed road safety
measures, while 10 respondents commented that it was good that the proposals
prioritised the needs and safety of pedestrians.

2

159 comments

“Pedestrian crossing should be a priority as can be so difficult to cross
roads with motorists ignoring the highway code to give priority to.”

“Change your mindset! Walking and cycling should be first, if a vehicle
need to cross a foot or cycle route then the vehicle crossing should be
clear and safe for drivers to use.”

In addition, 15 respondents commented that there was a need for more road
crossings locally. However, 9 respondents cautioned that crossings should be
placed appropriately, close to schools and away from junctions. 37 respondents
commented that there is a need for proposals to prioritise cyclists, more cycle
lanes that are joined up and do not filter cyclists into traffic. Proposals should include
enforcement measures that ensure that cyclists and scooters use dedicated
cycle lanes and not ride on pavements. 13 respondents commented that
enforcement measures should also ensure that cars do not park in cycle lanes or
on pavements. 3 respondents proposed that bridges need to be widened to allow
both cyclists and pedestrians to travel through them safely.

@ “More pedestrian crossing especially by bus stops, hospitals and schools.”




“l am in agreement that additional crossings are required across the area,
but these must be appropriate and in safe locations, not as per those
proposed.”

“Better cycle lanes and fines for people who park in them.”

“Cycilists / e-scooters including the Council Beryl e-scooters and bikes to
be removed from pavements. Greater danger to me as a pedestrian than
cars. Similarly “shared” pavements and walking trails. Cars are meant to
give 6ft space when overtaking cyclists, but cyclists can whizz past
pedestrians within inches of us pedestrians on a “shared” path.”

“Improve the safety for people who cycle over Ashley Road railway bridge.
This is the area that | feel most unsafe when cycling. Improve the road
surface quality so cyclist are not forced into the middle of the road in front
of unexpecting drivers.”

However, 18 respondents were opposed to the proposed road safety measures
because they were not needed and would create congestion. These respondents
also commented that alternative measures would be more appropriate, including
bridges, underpasses, traffic light controlled crossings only and the use of school
crossing patrols.

2 ., . . .

ore crossings mean more stoppages which cause cars to build up

behind me if I'm on the bike. On a hill it’s even worse. | don’t think they’re
needed to be honest.”

“More bridges/underpasses for pedestrians and less pedestrian
crossings.”

In addition, 18 respondents commented that there was no need for cycle lanes as
they are not used, there are not enough cyclists to justify their installation and they
do not encourage people to cycle. 10 respondents commented that scooters are
dangerous and there needs to be greater policing of their use. 5 respondents
suggested that road humps need to be removed, while 5 respondents commented
that the timing of traffic lights need to be updated.

)Y Don’

on't waste money on enhanced cycle ways as they are hardly ever used

(Whitelegg Way / Magna Road).”

“Electric scooter crackdown. Some are so fast and dangerous.”

“Get rid of the speed bumps that are damaging people’s cars!”

“The filter at the traffic lights at the junction Christchurch Road/St. Johns
Road which allows cars to turn left out of St. Johns Road when
pedestrians are given the green light to cross Christchurch Road. Several
times in the 20 years | have lived here cars have decided they can turn




right too and | have come close to being hit even though | have right of
way as a pedestrian!”

3.4.1.3 Comments regarding the proposed 20mph zone

9 respondents commented that the proposed 20mph zone makes the area safer,
while 8 respondents commented that the proposed 20mph zone should be extended
further.

Y

100 comments

“We have school streets on the road | live on. It has been a fantastic
improvement to safety and traffic down the street.”

“20mph limits should be made in all residential side streets, shopping
streets where pedestrians are likely to be crossing the road frequently,
near schools (not just outside schools, but on all roads where children
walk to school), roads that have no pavements, roads that are too narrow
to enable safe overtaking of cyclists, and roads where the average speed
of traffic is 20mph or less.”

However, 27 respondents commented that the 20mph zone was not needed, it
would be a waste of money and it would be ignored as there is insufficient
enforcement measures in place. 6 respondents commented that 20mph is too slow
and it is not possible to drive faster than that anyway, while 12 respondents
commented that the proposed zone would increase congestion and pollution in the
area. 5 responses commented that it will increase driver frustration and incidents of
road rage, while 7 respondents commented that the proposal would make the area
unviable for buses due to longer journeys and delays.
2 :

e current system appears to work well enough so | don't see any

reason to spend millions of pounds on the imposition of 20mph limits.”

“You can't stop people from driving, even if there are new speed limits.
How wiill you enforce them?”

“l never see anyone going over the speed limit in these areas, traffic is
normally self-regulating and restricting further at all times is ridiculous and
a waste of resources.”

“Your safety review is a good idea but blanket speed limits of 20mph are
not the way forward. You will cause more pollution, frustration and anger
plus make it more dangerous for vulnerable road users.”




“The bus company will withdraw and reschedule buses, forcing more cars
onto the road.”

9 respondents proposed alternative traffic calming measures, including speed
humps, speed cameras and one-way systems, while road crossings would naturally
reduce the speed of vehicles. 9 respondents commented that it would be sufficient to
enforce the existing 30mph limit properly, while 8 respondents suggested that a
20mph limit should only be implemented where appropriate, including outside

schools.

©n

“Traffic calming measures should be implemented and more pedestrian
crossings, not 20mph zones.”

“l am not in favour of blanket 20mph but think it should apply in some
areas such as schools and hospitals.”

“l would strongly prefer traffic calming and enforcement of the 30mph limit
over a reduction to 20mph.”

3.4.1.4 Comments regarding the proposed side road entry treatments

17 respondents supported the side road entry treatments as well as suggesting
they be implemented elsewhere. Respondents also commented that it was important
to improve junction visibility through the suggested changes, as well as enforcing
parking restrictions close to junctions.

Y

19 comments

“I believe it would be sensible that all junction improvements from a side
road on to a main road should be raised to allow pavements to continue at
one level. This would also reinforce the change from 30 to 20mph.”

“Side roads to main roads you should be able to see.”

“Stop people parking on pavements, at junctions, in bus stops etc. These
are what cause hazards such as obstructions and blind spots, which in
turn become high risk of accidents and injuries.”

However, 2 respondents commented that the side road entry treatments would
reduce safety in the area.

2 “l strongly object to raised roads at junctions so that pedestrians walk
across without checking if vehicles are coming. It’s ridiculous and very
dangerous.”




3.4.1.5 Other suggestions

2

183 comments

111 respondents commented about roadworks. The majority of these related to the
need to fix potholes and road surface improvements. In addition, respondents
commented that pavements require resurfacing and that faded road markings need
repainting. Respondents also commented that there needs to be greater
coordination of roadworks, including with utility companies and that roadworks often
take too long to complete and are left unfinished.

Y

“Dealing with the vast array of potholes will improve safety for drivers and
cyclists alike and should be prioritised over and above everything above.”

“Fix the existing roads. Properly resurface potholes. Redo faded
markings.”

“Resurface roads that need it. Stop wasting money covering it over and
dig them up and lay them properly. Hold utility companies responsible for
the poor surface finish they leave behind in the roads and pavements.”

“A pedestrian isn’t safe on a pavement if it is uneven, with trip hazards
etc.”

“Looks to me like there is an obsession to create more roadworks causing
it to be unsafe.”

“A proper integrated plan for road and pavement surface replenishment
instead of ad hoc work by individual utility companies.”

18 respondents commented on a need for improved safety and security in the area.
Respondents commented that the shared space is unsafe, there is a need for more
street lighting and signage in the area, while there is also a need for more police and
secure bike sheds.

Y

“Please don’t put in any more pedestrian/vehicle ‘shared spaces’ (such as
in Boscombe and Horseshoe Common). They are confusing and
dangerous.”

“I feel that the lights around the majority of existing crossings of every kind
should be.”

“More police to enforce the perfectly good road network rather than
throwing ratepayers money at this.”




30 respondents commented on parking within the area. While the majority of these
related to the need to enforce parking rules, respondents were also split in terms of
whether there is a need for more parking to be made available or if parking should
be removed to discourage poor parking and encourage active travel.

Y

“More enforcement of fines for those parked on double yellow lines
especially around Co-op on Christchurch Road.”

“Help the businesses in the area and road by adding more street parking
close to the shops. Otherwise they will all be closing down.”

‘Remove all on street parking along Christchurch Road.”

21 respondents commented on access improvements. Respondents commented
that public transport should be improved, including the provision of bus lanes, while
others reported issues along Castle Lane. Furthermore, some respondents
commented on the need for road closures to be removed, including reinstating
vehicle access to Poole Park.

" “Better public transport subsidised by BCP.”
“Castle Lane near Tesco, whoever, if anyone, did a risk assessment
should not have the job. End of cycle lane just where cars, vans and
lorries are changing lanes to go into Tesco. Cross at lights traveling
towards Iford and Holdenhurst Avenue and the cycle lane disappears.”

‘Reinstate the drive through for Poole Park with immediate effect and
bring the discussion of this forward instead of moving the date.”

3 respondents commented on driving age eligibility. Respondents commented that
driving age should be increased and that older drivers should have to take tests to
ensure they are still able to drive safely.
@ . . g
Increase the age of male drivers can start driving, about 70 would be
good.”

“Compulsory retests for drivers over 70. As a cyclist | have been hit twice
both times by over 70's drivers.”




4 Email responses

Six emails were received in response to the consultation. Details of these responses
can be found below:

Email 1

Sir,

| wish to comment (extensively) on various sections of Christchurch Road (the A35)
in the Safer Roads Proposals.

These are contained in the attached text file - for ease of your usage.

References [Gnn] refer to sections in the DfT Guidance: Setting Local Speed Limits
of 17 March 2024.

In general, | object to a 20mph limit South of King's Park/The Church and consider
the proposed changes adjacent to Crabton Close Road to increase the danger to
cyclists. Other changes | have no objection to and support the surface provisions
around Boscombe Bus Station.

However, the new DfT Guidance for 20mph provision contains items that may
invalidate a lot of the provisions for the 20mph area - especially between Iford
Roundabout and Pokesdown.

Overall:

(O01) I have done copious research - including the documentary timeline of the
submission to HMG by [name removed] and onward Councillor interactions - and am
fully aware of the history of this Safer Roads proposal

(002) My local BCP Commons Ward Councillors were unaware of this proposal
having confused it with the general BCP 20mph paradigm

(O03) I am familiar with the sections under consideration, and have visited several
sections to see what is the current position

(O04) I acknowledge the very informative and helpful interaction with the planner at
Southbourne Library

(O05) I regret that my overall suspicion is that to pay for a new cycle lane near
Bournemouth Station, and surface works around Boscombe Bus Station, an
excessive distance of Christchurch Road (the A35) has been considered ripe for a
20mph restriction - this being the length of carriageway needed to get HMG funding
for the aforementioned works.




(0O06) [G92] requires consultation with all levels of Local Authorities. Christchurch
Town Council - being affected by the proposition - was not invited to consider the
topic.

I, therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with DfT
Guidance.

(O07) [G92] requires consultation with all levels of Local Authorities. Christchurch
Commons Ward BCP Councillors - whose Wards is affected by the proposition - tell
me they were neither informed of the Project nor invited to consider the topic. I,
therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with DfT Guidance.

(0O08) [G92] requires consultation with all levels of Local Authorities. Christchurch
Commons Ward BCP Councillors - whose Wards is affected by the proposition — and
who are part of the BCP Cabinet - tell me they were neither informed of the Project
nor invited to consider the topic.

I, therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with DfT
Guidance.

(009) [G20] [G:Urban: Main Points] [G92] all require Local Residents to be consulted
and opinions valued. There has not been any attempt to inform such BCP residents
of the proposals. There has not even been an Echo article on the proposal, just
something on a BCP Web Page.

I, therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with DfT
Guidance.

(O10) Christchurch Road is part of the A35. The A35 is part of the English Strategic
Road Network. The Strategic Road Network is managed by National Highways. BCP
implies that it is uniquely responsible for the portion of the A35 in its area: which is
incorrect. | do not see any evidence that NH has been consulted nor its opinion on
the scheme invited.

I, therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with National
Highways standards.

(O11) No data has been presented as to the function of the proposal or it's impact as
extensively required in the DfT Guidance.

I, therefore, consider the Safer Roads project to be non-compliant with DfT
Guidance.

X: Impact on Christchurch:

(X01) The imposition of a 20mph limit on the Bournemouth side of Iford Roundabout
will generate consequential effects on the Christchurch side. There is no discussion
of this, and the issue is seemingly deemed irrelevant to the BCP Traffic Planners.




Modelling is required by [G12] [G24] but there is no evidence of this having been
performed.

| formally object to this omission and consider this to be a critical failure in the
proposal.

(X02) Imposing a slower exit into Bournemouth will cause a slower traversal of the
Roundabout - hence diminishing throughput. A reduction in throughput will lead to
increased queuing on the entrances to the Iford Roundabout. Therefore, long queues
will develop on the Christchurch side of Iford Roundabout due to the increased
inability to access the roundabout.

| formally object to this omission and consider this to be a critical failure in the
proposal.

(X03) This will lead to increasing queue on the main artery from Christchurch to
Bournemouth and so increased pollution. This drawback on a main English Strategic
Road is not considered. A side effect will be to increase Traffic on Fairmile Road - so
this will become even more overloaded all day.

| formally object to the increase in traffic along Fairmile Road due to increased
intervals rounding Iford Roundabout.

I: Between Iford Roundabout and Kings Park:

(I01) The scheme does not consider the A35 to ba a Main Route due to housing.
This is contrary to [G Urban Upped Limits Main Points]

(102) There is no consideration of impact of increased transit time on the roundabout
and associated A35 bunching [G86]

(I03) The physical requirements for 20mph are not considered. It's just the provision
of a few 20mph signs - the new guidance requires physical changes and not just
20mph signs or 20 on roads [G83] and [G98]

(104) Did not consider Dorset police unenforcement to be a concern. There is no
justification as to the therefore required self-policing function. [G Urban Speed Limits
Main Points] among continuous references observe this is likely to cause a
systematic failure

(105) Future separated cycle lanes may well be provided - but no thought about
impact of the (recent) parking on the pavements which would be impacted. The
existing cycle lane markings are largely faded

(106) There is No justification at all for a 20mph limit in this part of the A35. It seems
to the cynical [removed] me to be a cunning plan to extend the area to get HMG to
pay for other more worthy changes




(I07) This whole area is Not complaint with the new guidelines - especially the
physiological bits to encourage compliance.

(108) I, therefore, consider the proposal for a 20mph limit from the Iford Roundabout
To The Church at King's Park to be non-compliant with DfT Guidance. There is no
justification for such a restriction, and no discussion - as required by the DfT
Guidance of the Pros and Cons of the proposal.

I, therefore, STRONGLY object to a 20mph limit between Iford Roundabout and the
Church at King's Park.

K: Between The Church/Kings Park and the Pokesdown Traffic Lights:

(K1) I note the concern about Tesco shoppers not using the Traffic Lights

(K2) This section is very narrow and dangerous - 20mph would be suitable here
even if not further East

(K3) Therefore, | am happy to agree with this part of the A35 to go to 20mph, as |
agree with <K1/2>

(K4) The <P> section would be 20mph as well, so seems like a good place to start
20mph as [G39] agrees with this possibility

P: Between Pokesdown Station and the Catholic Church:

(P1) No Cycle lane could be provided this would require deletion of parking

(P2) Carriageway default is 2.7m, but here is a min of 3.2m due to bus and lorry
traffic

(P3) BCP did not know the Volvo Buses cascaded from m1/2 are wider than Double
Deckers! So lane widths may be too small at the moment

(P4) Nothing really in the plan for this section: a strange omission

(P5) I have no objection to a 20mph limit in this section as this is about the normal
speed during the day due to the traffic lights and bus stopping patterns

C: Between the Catholic Church and Precinct including Crabton Close Junction:

(C01) The only cycle lanes are in this small area: no more planned

(C02) There is a 1m long cycle lane of the S-side after the Crabton Close Junction
and the Bus Stop. This is clearly [illogical] and of no value




(C03) I think the Primary aim of WHOLE plan is to put bollards on road to separate
cycle lanes and stop illegal parking blocking these cycle lanes. However, observation
suggests the parking issue is not really the issue. Parking Enforcement could easily
cope with the few infractions.

(C04) It would be an obvious update to the S-side Cycle lane ending at the CC
junction to be coloured green (as the newer part is) both for rider confidence and car
avoidance

(C0O5) The N-side CC turn lane has a divided carriageway. This prevents a S-side
cycle lane.

(C06) There is No plan to remove the N-side turning lane into CC. This means the N-
side cycle lane transit cannot be improved

(CO7) It is assumed that Cyclists will stop at CC the traffic lights despite a differing
environment due to Bollardisation and a reserved lane. This is so unwise an
assumption that it calls into doubt the safety of Bollardisation on the S-side

(C08) The is No proposal to clone lights at cyclist eye-level to prevent accidents (no
change to control circuits for a simple light copy)

(C09) The will be No change to the existing bus stops just before/after the precinct.
The now unreserved cycle lanes (as of now) will simply go round the bays. In effect
the Cycle Lane just go from the Catholic Church to/from the CC Junction. The rest of
the cycle lanes are - as of now- just lines in the road

(C10) The Separate/Non-Separate cycle lane go round the Bus Stops. This does not
fell like a safe or generally applicable long-term solution. The Plans assume no
safety change without any data to support this assumption

(C11) Strangely, the proposed Bollardisation (by removing parked vehicles)
encourages a degree of cyclist safety which will lead to cyclists potentially ignoring
the dangerous CC junction lights. No consideration of this, maybe, massive
decrease in cyclist safety.

Consequently, | oppose anything to do Bollardisation of cycle lanes as this arguably
increases the degree of dangerousness to the using cyclists

B: Around Boscombe Bus Station:

(B1) The restoration of surface crossings to trolley bus-era layout (before precinct
and its bypass) on the triangle is fine by me




(B2) The (now redundant) subway will not be closed to prevent anti-social behaviour.
| gather that BCP has not got the cash so to do (?) However, | think some sort of
gates could be used in pursuit of a better situation

(B3) So all of this work is fine by me. As a user of the E-bound stop, I'm happier with
a surface crossing

W: Further West:

(W1) A35 minor changes without cycle lanes
(W2) The Stationish Cycle Lane is fine by me as long as the Bus Stop is preserved.

Z : Conclusion

(Z0) There is a lot of non-compliance with DfT guidelines. So | have a global
objection to the whole Safer Roads proposal.

(Z1) 1 Strongly object to 20mph limit affecting the Iford Roundabout due to impact of
transit delays and increased pollution on the Christchurch Side.

(Z2) | much prefer the 20mph limit to start at King's Park/The Church at Pokesdown.

(Z3) Bollardisation of the Cycle Lane between the Catholic Church and the Crabton
Close Junction decreases Cyclist safety unless the traffic lights are modified

(Z4) Boscombe Bus Station surface crossings very welcome

====Fnd of Document=====================

Email 2
Hello
| have received the proposed improvements letter in my area (ref: 2342).

| wanted to ask or if you can provide me to the correct department where | can ask
for a disabled parking and access.

| have been living at my address for years now and | am trapped. | cannot access to
go out as | don't have parking near my home. My [child] and myself both are disabled
and we both can’t go out the house as we have no access to parking. We have to
rely on family members to take us out the house once they are free so do so,
therefore at weekends both my [child] and | are stuck at home.




The pedestrian crossing outside next to Warnford Road can become dangerous for
my [child] and |, as people tend to stand outside our home at the crossing and
makes access difficult for us to come out of our gate. It's next to junctions so gets
dangerous to cross and also one side of the crossing is very steep and can be
difficult for a wheelchair user to access independently as | cannot self-propel or
electric wheelchair gets stuck.

While there is a proposal for new improvements, | wanted to ask if there would be
possibility to add a disabled parking near my home (which | am happy to pay) or
move the crossing elsewhere so | can have a driveway installed. | cannot apply via
the “normal” way on the website as it's complicated so can'’t just pay for bay parking
or dropped kerb and then get rejected! | need to discuss with your department and
see what possibilities there are for us.

If you need any evidence or backing letter from professionals, | can request this for
you such at occupational therapy or my specialist Neurology nurse consultant.

| would be so grateful if this can be looked into as it's perfect time whilst there is a
proposed road safety in my area. We both are trapped inside our home and
accessing outdoor is too much of a challenge for us and we are hoping that we can
live life like the rest of the people by simply having access to parking.

| wait to hear from you soon.
Kind regards

[Name removed]

Email 3
Good morning,

| just want to register my approval of 20mph zones in the BCP area. Calming traffic
and rebalancing comfort and safety for pedestrians and residents is most welcome.

| also think that LTNs are also a good idea provided measures are taken to improve
the flow of traffic along our main roads.

Thank you for taking these measures in our area.
[No reply needed]

Kindest regards

[Name removed]




Email 4

*A35 Safer ROADS improvement scheme consultation.
| have been made aware of this and filled in the paper consultation document attached.
This preceding page is for relevant additional commentaries.

1
This consultation has been very poorly managed.

Woefully poor advertising will lead to very poor response.

Further more the very bare minimum of public meetings available face to face officers.

Two meetings is pitiful and a third was in the offing, but | could find no information anywhere.
The hours were wholly unsuitable for day workers..

There should have been availability at least 10 times including evening and weekends otherwise it appears to
be a "box ticking " paper exercise.

There is no detailed information as to the locations of and types of incidents mapped on the route where
modifications are proposed.

Without detailed information to be evaluated how can the best decisions be concluded?

Overall very poor indeed and should be adjourned and rerun.




2
| have extensive experience of travel via pedestrian, cycle, motor cycle, car, van and towing large trailers /
caravans in built up and rural areas and hold advanced driving qualifications. (1AM, ROSPA).

The majority of RTCs RTls, can usually be attributed to a large degree by lack of concentration and awareness
of surroundings and conditions.

I

This is achieved by education of all the categories of road network users.

Various engagement programs,
For young children in schools etc. Such as the Tufty Club, 1953, and latterly the Green Cross Code were
common place, backed up by TV, and poster campaigns.

There are were similar ones for cyclists , the proficiency course,
Motor cycles have Bike safe and Think Bike for Drivers.

It is about establishing " responsibility and accountability for one's own actions and consequences " and not
looking for fault- Blame of others.

There will be an element of incidents where unforeseen external influences cannot be assessed, such as the
Shoreham light plane crash landing onto stationary vehicles at traffic lights.

There are many distraction in todays society which are a significant contribution in factors causing incidents.
Phones, Sat navs, info centres in cars, personal Hi Fi. to name a few.




“Add to that increased congestion,
In some cases multiple street furniture and signage, poor road markings are another.

Hard Physical attempts to avert incidents cannot work. Eg dividing barriers on cycle lanes.

Many cyclists do not use the cycle lanes but remain on the pavement or, as on Castle Lane West go on the
wrong way when they are on dedicated one way cycle ways.

There must be penalties for non usage of expensive cycleways.

Much the same for pedestrians.
In America not using crossings is Jaywalking and penalised

The money would be better spent on engagement and also fixing the diabolical state of roads.

Pot holes are massive and will easily cause unplannes deviation of cycles and motorcycles which 4 wheel
vehicles can cope with easier, but can still affected and damaged.

The same for Tar Banding which is often breaking up and causes ruts / tramlines which will influence any
wheel that drops in it in a negative way.

It is all encompassed in Road Safety and although some Physical interventions may reduce statistics it will not
be as effective as awareness and consideration for other users.

We have adopted the Dutch Hierarchy system of fault blame where HGV are top to pedestrian at the bottom.

3

A large hazard on the A35 Boscombe is the Shared area by where the precinct meets Christchurch Road by

MacDonalds.
This is notoriously blurred area with multiple distractions, no clear demarcation especially for anyone

unfamiliar with the area and needs much improving.
| care not how much has previously been spent on modifications as it is still an obvious defect in addressing

road Safety and should be prioritised.

Email 5

Hi,

I've had an email to give feedback about the proposed changes and wanted to say
how massively helpful and life changing having a zebra crossing where you're

proposing it to be near St James school on the main road would be. We cross here
everyday so would be so helpful to have it more safer.

Kinds regards

[Name removed]




Email 6

Christchurch Town Council

Old Town Hall
30 High Street
Christchurch
Dorset
BH23 1AY
Marie Barnsley IEng FIHE
Principal/Senior Engineer
BCP Council
Via email only: saferroads@bcpcouncil.gov.uk
26 April 2024

REF: Safer Roads Proposals

Dear Marie,
Following the Town Council's Planning & Regulatory Committee held on 24™ April

2024, | have attached the Council’'s comments on the Safer Roads proposals for your
information.

Yours Sincerely,

Z__»“—/(

Dr Zeynep Aktuna

Acting Assistant Town Clerk

Minute No 440: BCP Safer Road Proposals

Members received a report and a presentation from the Acting Assistant Town Clerk
on BCP Safer Roads proposals.

Members acknowledged the benefits of implementing the 20mph speed limit from
Pokesdown Station to Boscombe as originally proposed. Additionally, they
recognised the necessity for safer crossing facilities, particularly around schools and
residential areas.

The Chairman expressed concern about the widespread assumption that reduced
traffic speed would automatically decrease accidents and pollution. He highlighted




research indicating that slower-moving traffic tends to result in more minor accidents.
He added that no justification was provided for the proposal to extend the
implementation of the 20mph speed limit from Pokesdown Station towards the Iford
Roundabout.

A Member highlighted the presence of St. James Primary School located along the
A35 and suggested that implementing the 20mph speed limit at this specific location
should be encouraged.

RESOLVED That the Committee:

- acknowledges that there is not a universal acceptance regarding the efficacy of the
20mph limit scheme in reducing the accident rates;

- notes the existing congestion issues at the Iford Roundabout, particularly during
peak hours, and expresses significant concern about any proposal that may
exacerbate this congestion;

- endorses the initial proposal to extend the 20mph speed limit from Pokesdown
Station further into Boscombe, but expresses concerns about the lack of justification
for extending the limit further toward the Iford Roundabout;

- Supports the implementation of a 20mph speed limit outside St. James's School




5 Respondent profile

The equalities profile is shown below.

Equalities Group Open survey Face to Face survey
Number % Number %
18 - 24 years 5 0.8% 15 7.4%
25 - 34 years 33 5.1% 34 16.7%
35 - 44 years 79 12.2% 32 15.8%
45 - 54 years 116 17.9% 30 14.8%
Age 55 - 64 years 158 24.4% 44 21.7%
65 - 74 years 134 20.7% 22 10.8%
75 - 84 years 63 9.7% 25 12.3%
85+ years 5 0.8% 1 0.5%
Prefer not to say 55 8.5% 0 0.0%
Female 180 27.9% 106 52.2%
Gender Male 372 57.7% 97 47.8%
Prefer not to say 93 14.4% 0 0.0%
Yes 496 79.7% - -
Same gender 0 _ _
at birth? No 3 0.5%
Prefer not to say 123 19.8% - -
Straight / Heterosexual 405 66.4% - -
S‘?X“a' . All other sexual orientations 41 6.6% - -
orientation
Prefer not to say 164 26.9% - -
Yes - limited a little/a lot 93 14.6% 40 19.8%
Disability No 448 70.4% 162 79.8%
Prefer not to say 95 14.9% 1 0.5%
\White English / Welsh / Scottish / o o
Northern Irish / British 469 | TAT% | 179 | 88.2%
Ethnic Group Other White 22 3.5% 15 7.4%
BME 14 2.0% 14 4.5%
Prefer not to say 125 19.9% 0 0.0%
No religion 235 38.2% - -
o Christian 222 36.1% - -
Religion —
Any other religion 16 2.6% - -
Prefer not to say 142 23.1% - -




Open survey Face to Face survey

Number % Number %
0-4 years 39 5.9% 17 9.0%
Children 5-11 years 60 9.1% 28 14.9%
12-16 years 72 10.9% 19 10.1%
Yes 5 0.9% - -
Pregnant No 437 79.9% - -
Prefer not to say 105 19.2% - -

Open survey ‘ Face to Face survey

Number % ‘ Number %

A re3|c_lent I|V|ng in one of the 105 15.9% 69 34.0%
roads included in the map
A resident I|V|.ng in an existing o7 4.1% 5 2.5%
20mph zone in the map
A BCP resident (living outside of 465 70.5% 107 52 7%
the proposed area)
Someone who owns / runs / 51 77% 7 3.4%
works for a business in the area
Someone who has a child who o o
Respondent goes to school in the area 38 58% 5 2.5%
type Someone who shops in the area 262 39.7% 83 40.9%
Someor_1e \_/vho drlv_es for a living, 20 3.0% 3 15%
e.g. taxi driver, delivery driver
Someone who travels through the
area for work, school, leisure or 332 50.3% 31 15.3%
other
A regular visitor to the area 187 28.3% 28 13.8%
A membgr of a local group or 12 1.8% 0 0.0%
organisation
Other 17 2.6% 3 1.5%
Other respondent: Group / Organisation: ‘
Dorset resident Active Travel
BCP employee Bishop and local priest with congregants in the proposed areas
Dog walker Boscombe and Pokesdown Neighbourhood Plan Forum
Driver of a disabled partner Bournemouth Natural Science Society and Museum
Frontline ambulance crew Local gym
Travel by electric bike with grandson in a trailer Landlord
Parent of teenagers regularly cycling through area [ROSPA - Motor Advanced Group Dorset
Student St Clements Church
U3A




|Qolunteer at Feed Our Community (Hub on Haviland Road)




Road that respondent
lives, or has a business in Open survey lives, or has a business in Open survey

Road that respondent Face to Face

survey

Face to Face

survey (number of respondents)

Count Count Count Count

(number of respondents)
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Equalities Group

Number

Group

Number

BCP resident 695 Fareham resident 1
Dorset resident 15 Hackney (London) resident 1
kﬂ?ﬁérity New Forest resident 8 | Test Valley resident 1
Brighton and Hove resident 2 Wiltshire resident 1
Southampton resident 1
Alderney & Bourne Valley S Littledown & Iford 71
Bearwood & Merley 7 Moordown 17
Boscombe East & 103 Mudeford, Stanpit & West 10
Pokesdown Highcliffe
Boscombe West 95 Muscliff & Strouden Park 32
Bournemouth Central 16 Newtown & Heatherlands 5
Broadstone 4 Oakdale 9
Burton & Grange 10 Parkstone 6
BCP Canford Cliffs 6 Penn Hill 8
Ward Canford Heath 1 Poole Town 5
Christchurch Town 8 Queen's Park 36
Commons 17 Redhill & Northbourne 4
Creekmoor 4 Talbot & Branksome Woods 17
East CIiff & Springbourne 68 Wallisdown & Winton West 3
East Southbourne & Tuckton 40 West Southbourne 46
Hamworthy 2 Westbourne & West Cliff 8
Highcliffe & Walkford 11 Winton East 7
Kinson 14




Figure 34: Respondent postcodes (all respondents)
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