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Introduction  

An audit of several walking routes in Biddulph was carried out by 

Sustrans in April 2023. The Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was used 

to score each route in various categories within the following criteria: 

¶ Attractiveness   

¶ Comfort  

¶ Directness  

¶ Safety  

¶ Coherence  

A score of 0-2 was given for each category: 

¶ 0 for poor provision; 

¶ 1 for provision which is adequate but should be improved if 

possible; 

¶ 2 for good quality provision. 

Examples of what each score means for each category are given by the 

WRAT, to provide objectivity. 

A summary of total WRAT scores on all the routes is presented in Table 

1. In the following sections of this document, the key issues for each 

route that were identified by the WRAT are presented ï any scores of 0 

or 1 are highlighted and examples given. Categories that scored 2 are 

not included. The issues which are highest priority for intervention are 

highlighted, with potential solutions suggested.  
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Biddulph  

Route 
Number  

Route Name  Total WRAT 
Score  

1 Newpool Terrace to Lyneside Road 22 

2 Newpool Road to Park Lane 14 

3 Harlech Drive to Conway Road 22 

4 Orme Road to Mill Hayes Road 13 

5 St Davids Way to Lawton Road 23 

6 Woodland Street to Well Street 14 

7 Tunstall Road to Kingsfield Road 16 

8 Meadows Way to Masons Drive 12 

9 Wharf Road to Station Road 18 

10 Lawton Street to Congleton Road 26 

11 Congleton Road 14 

12 Smithy Lane to Humber Drive 26 

Table 1 Summary of WRAT scores on all routes  
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Figure 1 Map of walking routes that were scored using the WRAT in Biddulph  
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Route 1:  Newpool Terrace 

to Lyneside Roa d 

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  5 

Comfort 6 

Directness 5 

Safety 6 

Coherence 0 

Total  22 

Figure  2 ï Map of route 1  

Table 2 ï WRAT scores for route 1  
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Attractiveness  

Maintenance: 1 
There are no major issues, but the area looks tired and uncared for. 

Comfort  

Condition: 0  
Footways in poor condition, 

top surface broken. 

Vegetation growing in the 

gutter. Particularly around 

the Lyneside Road area. 

Consider resurfacing 

footways here. 

Footway width: 1 
Footways are on average wider than 1.5m. 

Width on staggered crossings/pedestrian islands/refuges: 1 
No pedestrian crossings. 

Directness  

Footway provision: 

0 
Junction radii are very wide 

making it difficult and often 

dangerous to cross the 

roads. 
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Location of crossings in relation to desire lines: 1 
Newpool Road is busy and not easy to cross outside primary school ï 

consider new crossing to northern entrance of Kynpersley First School on 

Newpool Road. 

Coherence  

Dropped kerbs and tactile paving: 0  
Lack of dropped kerbs and tactiles. 

 

Route 1 ï The issues  with highest priority for intervention are:  

¶ Footway condition and provision ï consider resurfacing, 

installing new footways where missing, tightening junction radii, 

and installing continuous footways. 

¶ Lack of dropped kerbs and tactiles ï consider installation of 

both. 
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Route 2: Newpool Road to 

Park Lane  

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  4 

Comfort 4 

Directness 5 

Safety 0 

Coherence 1 

Total  14 

Figure 3 ï Map of route 2  

Table 3 ï WRAT scores for route 2  
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Attractiveness  

Traffic noise and 

pollution : 0 
Relatively high levels of 

traffic, particularly at the 

crossroads.  

Comfort  

Condition: 0  
Poor footway surface. Top layer damaged creating trip hazards. 

Footway width: 0  
Footway width is on average between 1.5m and 2m but there are many 

stretches where there is only 

one side of the road that has 

a pavement. 

Footway parking: 1 
Some evidence of footway 

parking which may be worse 

during school drop off and 

pick up. 

Directness  

Footway provision : 0 
Some sides of the roads are missing a footway on one side. 

Location of crossings in relation to desire lines: 1 
Desire lines at the crossroads are to travel diagonally. This is not catered for. 
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Impact of controlled crossings on 

journey time: 1 
Crossings are single phase at crossroads. 

Green man time: 1 
Green man crossing times could be 

improved. 

Safety  

Traffic volume: 0 
High traffic volume 

Traffic  speed : 0 
Relatively high traffic speed 

Visibility : 0 
Visibility is poor at some 

junctions, particularly at the 

crossroads. 

Coherence  

Dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving: 1 
Some dropped kerbs and 

tactiles but not consistent. 
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Route 2 ï The issues with highest priority for intervention are:  

¶ Footway condition, width and provision ï consider widening, 

resurfacing, installing new footways where missing, tightening junction 

radii, and installing continuous footways. 

¶ Traffic noise, pollution, speed and volume ï consider schemes to 

reduce these or create alternative direct walking routes away from 

here. 

¶ Visibility at junctions ï consider improving junctions for pedestrians. 
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Route 3: Harlech Drive to 

Conway Road  

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  5 

Comfort 5 

Directness 6 

Safety 6 

Coherence 0 

Total  22 

Figure 4 ï Map of route 3  

Table 4 ï WRAT scores for route 3  
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Attractivenes s 

Maintenance: 1 
Harlech Drive is in poor condition, but verges are well maintained along 

Conway Road. 

Comfort  

Condition : 0 
Footway surface is in poor 

condition. Road surface and 

therefore footway along 

Harwich Drive is in poor 

condition.  

Footway  width : 0 
Some footways are less than 1m in width ï particularly on Conway Road and 

surrounding roads built at the same time. Consider narrowing or removing the 

verge to provide sufficient 

footway space. 

Coherence  

Dropped  kerbs and 

tactile paving : 0 
Dropped kerbs and tactiles 

are not present. 

Route 3 ï The issues with highest priority for intervention are:   

¶ Footway condition and width ï consider resurfacing, widening, 

tightening junction radii, and installing continuous footways. 

¶ Lack of dropped kerbs and tactiles ï consider installation of both. 
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Route 4:  Orme Road to Mill 

Hayes Road 

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  2 

Comfort 3 

Directness 5 

Safety 3 

Coherence 0 

Total  13 

Figure 5 ï Map of route 4  

Table 5 ï WRAT scores for route 4  
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Attractiveness  

Maintenance: 1 
Some verge parking and 

therefore patches of mud 

Fear of crime : 0  
Orne Road is dark, 

unpleasant and not 

overlooked.  

Traffic noise and pollution: 1 
Low traffic noise and low levels of pollution. Orne Road feels forgotten.  

Comfort  

Condition : 0 
Footways in poor condition, 

especially along Orne 

Road. 

Footway width: 0  
Footway is less than 1m 

and only one footway on 

Mill Haynes Road. 

Footway parking: 0  
Evidence of footway parking from churned up verge.  

Directness  

Footway provision: 1 
Lack of footway on both sides of Mill Haynes Road. Verges prevent easy 

crossing on Colwyn Drive. 
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Safety  

Traffic volume: 1 
Evidence of rat-running from speed bumps. 

Traffic speed: 1 
Evidence of rat-running 

from speed bumps. 

Visibility: 1 
Some difficult roads to 

cross due to poor 

visibility.  

Coherence  

Dropped  kerbs and tactile paving : 0 
Little provision of kerbs and tactiles, where they are located, they are in a 

position with poor visibility. 

 

Route 4 ï The issues with highest priority for intervention are :  

¶ Footway condition and width ï consider resurfacing, widening, 

tightening junction radii, and installing continuous footways. 

¶ Footway parking ï consider signs and behaviour change project. 

¶ Lack of dropped kerbs and tactiles ï consider installation of both. 

¶ Fear of crime ï consider lighting, CCTV and more people on the street. 
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Route 5:  St Davids Way to 

Lawton Road  

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  5 

Comfort 8 

Directness 6 

Safety 3 

Coherence 1 

Total  23 

Figure 6 ï Map of route 5  

Table 6 ï WRAT scores for route 5  
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Attractiveness  

Traffic noise and pollution: 1 
Perhaps used as a rat-run due to location of speedbumps. 

Comfort  

Width on staggered crossings/pedestrian islands/refuges: 1 
Some central refuges are insufficient in size. Overgrown vegetation on 

Cornfield Road ï consider removing. 

Footway parking: 1 
Some evidence of 

footway parking. 

Safety  

Traffic volume: 1 
Speedbumps indicate 

relatively high volumes 

of traffic, however this 

wasn't observed on site. 

Traffic speed: 1 
Speedbumps indicate relatively high speeds, however this wasn't observed 

on site. 

Visibility: 1 
Poor visibility and high speeds at roundabout on St Davids Way/ Park Lane/ 

Mill Hayes Rd. This junction is dangerous for pedestrians ï consider altering 

the geometry of the junction to support pedestrian movements. 
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Coherence  

Dropped kerbs and 

tactile paving: 1 
 
Good provision of dropped 

kerbs, but provision of 

tactiles is mixed.  

 

Route 5 ï The issues with highest priority for intervention are :  

¶ None more urgent than others. 
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Route 6:  Woodland Street to 

Well Street  

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  3 

Comfort 3 

Directness 5 

Safety 3 

Coherence 0 

Total  14 

Figure 7 ï Map of route 6  

Table 7 ï WRAT scores for route 6  
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Attractiveness  

Maintenance: 0  
Bus stop in bad state of 

repair. 

Fear of crime: 1 
Poor condition of road and 

street furniture increases 

the sense of potential 

crime.  

Comfort  

Condition : 0 
Poor condition of footways. 

Footway width : 0 
Footway width are on 

average around 1.5m. 

Footway parking: 1 
Clearance widths between 

approximately 1.5m and 2m. 

Occasional need for ógive and takeô between users and walking on roads due 

to footway parking. Footway parking causes some deviation from desire lines. 

Directness  

Footway provision: 1 
Some footways divert around parking so are less direct. 
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Safety  

Traffic volume: 1 
Traffic volume is relatively high hence the presence of speedbumps. 

Traffic speed: 1 
Traffic speed is relatively high hence the presence of speedbumps. 

Visibility: 1 
Visibility is an issue at 

some junctions. 

Coherence  

Dropped kerbs 

and tactile 

paving : 0 
No dropped kerbs or 

tactile paving. 

 

 

Route 6 ï The issues with highest priority for intervention are :  

¶ Footway condition and width ï consider resurfacing, widening, 

tightening junction radii, and installing continuous footways. 

¶ Bus stop maintenance ï consider improvements. 

¶ Lack of dropped kerbs and tactiles ï consider installation of both. 
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Route 7:  Tunstall Road to 

Kingsfield Road  

 

Criterion  WRAT scores  

Attractiveness  5 

Comfort 3 

Directness 5 

Safety 3 

Coherence 0 

Total  16 

Figure 8 ï Map of route 7  

Table 8 ï WRAT scores for route 7  
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Attractiveness  

Maintenance: 1 
Some evidence of disrepair. 

Comfort  

Condition : 0 
Footways are in a poor condition. 

Footway width : 0 
Some footways are less than 1m. At the pedestrian crossing on Tunstall 

Road, the pavement is not wide enough. 

Directness  

Footway 

provision: 1 
Navigating the double 

roundabouts is not 

direct. Slater Street 

only has a footway on 

one side. 

Location of 

crossings in relation to desire lines: 1 
Desire lines are not possible across traffic roundabouts. Some footways are 

not present. 

Gaps in traffic (where no controlled crossings present or if 

likely to cross outside of controlled crossing): 1 
Crossing at roundabouts is difficult but otherwise crossing the road is 

acceptable. 


