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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

General

1.1.1

SYSTRA Ltd (SYSTRA) has been commissioned by Highway Services, Department of
Infrastructure, Isle of Man Government (‘the Client’) to undertake a PERS audit for 15
settlements across the Isle of Man. This report provides a summary of the methodology and
results of the audit undertaken at Castletown, followed by conclusions regarding the quality
and condition of the current pedestrian environment surrounding Castletown.

1.1.2

The client is undertaking an assessment of the coherence of the highway network for all users,
and there is a requirement to obtain evidence relating to the pedestrian network, in order to
support the decision-making process. The PERS audits will provide a key piece of the evidence
base.

1.1.3

There is a particular focus on people’s access to facilities and services including:
 Health (health)
 Schools (education), and
 Local centres (economy)

1.2

Survey Description

1.2.1

A Pedestrian Environment Review System (PERS) audit is a walking audit of a specified area,
which seeks to assess the quality and composition of a range of pedestrian environments to
understand how they may impact on walking movements.

1.2.2

PERS auditing techniques are used in the context of development proposals to identify the
key routes which are likely to be used by those visiting, working, or living at the proposed
development and for auditing existing routes to identify any necessary changes which need
to be made to improve the pedestrian environment. These routes relate both to other
transport modes (such as bus stops and rail stations) and also to local amenities.
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2.

PERS AUDIT

2.1

Survey Methodology and Scope

2.1.1

A PERS-style audit was conducted in Castletown on the 16th October – 17th October 2018
between 08:30 and 18:00. The audit is designed to assess the existing pedestrian
environment and give the infrastructure a score from -3 to +3, using a standardised
assessment criteria which has been developed for this purpose. Links (footways), were
assessed as part of the audit. After the audit, the scores are adjusted using standard PERS
weightings. The full results have been provided in Appendix A.

2.1.2

This PERS-style audit was undertaken using the Transport Research Laboratory (TRL) PERS
Checklist, which includes criteria relating to performance, environmental context and
perception of the respective link, public transport waiting area and crossing. These checklists
form the basis of this PERS-style audit and are recommended for use by both TfL and most
London boroughs.

2.1.3

All pedestrian footways identified on the scope map were surveyed on foot, and therefore
this ensured that any clear faults within the local environment were identified within the
audit. As a result of this process, the location of nearby amenities were identified and some
commentary on the quality of the routes to these is provided later in this report.

2.1.4

The scope of the PERS audit is shown in Figure 1 overleaf.
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Figure 1.

PERS Audit Scope – Castletown

© OpenStreetMap contributors and the cartography is licensed as CC BY-SA

2.2

Links

2.2.1

A total of 47 links were assessed as part of the audit, with some links being separated into
different parts, as shown in Figure 1. Photographs taken on-site for each link have been
provided in Appendix B.

2.2.2

In Castletown, Link 21 provides footpath access to Castle Rushen High School. However, it
was explicitly stated that no unauthorised access was permitted and therefore this link was
not audited. This is shown in Figure 1.

2.2.3

Link 31c did not have footpath provision of significant length, as shown by 0 on the following
page. It is important to note that this provided access into Castletown Market Square and
hence a significant amount of pedestrian movement is anticipated.
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Figure 2.

Footpath Provision – Castletown

© OpenStreetMap contributors and the cartography is licensed as CC BY-SA

2.2.4

The overall scores, including the weighted RAG score, for each link can be found in Table 1,
and the links have been colour coded according to their weighted score in both the table and
the map in Figure 3.
Table 1. Link Scores

LINK

PHOTO
REFERENCE

LOCATION

PERS
SCORE

WEIGHTED
SCORE

L21

L21

Access to Castle Rushen High
School

N/A

N/A

L26c

L26c.1
L26c.2
L26c.3
L26c.4

School Lane leading to Smetana
Close and Pickard Close

-1.93

-77.0

L23b

L23b.1
L23b.2

Malew Street

-1.00

-49.0

L30

L30.1
L30.2

Parliament Lane

-1.50

-49.0
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LINK

PHOTO
REFERENCE

LOCATION

PERS
SCORE

WEIGHTED
SCORE

L30.3
L30.4
L31c

L31c.1

Farrants Way/Queens Street

-1.50

-49.0

L24a

L24a.1
L24a.2

Milner Terrace

-0.79

-39.0

L26b

L26b.1
L26b.2

Bridge Street

-1.00

-38.0

L32

L32.1
L32.2

Queen Street

-0.71

-38.0

L19

L19.1
L19.2

Malew Street

-1.14

-37.0

L8a

L8a.1
L8a.2

Bowling Green Road

-1.21

-33.0

L1b

L1b.1
L1b.2

The Promenade

-0.57

-21.0

L12

L12.1
L12.2

A5

-0.93

-21.0

L15a

L15a.1
L15a.2

Arbory Road

-0.57

-16.0

L20

L20.1
L20.2

The Crofts

-0.43

-15.0

L24b

L24b.1
L24b.2

Hope Street

-0.29

-7.0

L15b

L15b.1
L15b.2

Arbory Road

-0.21

-3.0

L27

L27.1
L27.2
L27.3
L27.4

Castle Street

-0.14

-3.0

L31b

L31b.1
L31b.2

Farrants Way

-0.64

-3.0

L9

L9.1
L9.2

Alley to Bowling Green Road and
Douglas Street

-0.43

-1.0
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LINK

PHOTO
REFERENCE

LOCATION

PERS
SCORE

WEIGHTED
SCORE

L29

L29.1
L29.2

Quayside and the Quay

0.07

3.0

L5b

L5b.1
L5b.2

A5 – Adjacent to Ronaldsway
Airport

-0.21

4.0

L8b

L8b.1
L8b.2

Douglas Street

0.00

8.0

L13

L13.1
L13.2

A3

-0.36

8.0

L5a

L5a.1
L5a.2
L5a.3
L5a.4

A5 – Adjacent to Ronaldsway
Airport

0.14

18.0

L25

L25.1
L25.2

Bank Street/Thirtle Bridge

0.07

21.0

L33

L33.1
L33.2

Scarlett Road near Knock Rushen

-0.14

23.0

L34

L34.1
L34.2

Footpath and Scarlett Road

-0.14

23.0

L3b

L3b.1
L3b.2

Stanley Close

0.64

24.0

L36

L36.1
L36.2

Kissack Road

-0.14

26.0

L35

L35.1
L35.2

Close Rushen and Farrants Park

0.29

29.0

L10

L10.1
L10.2

A5

0.43

30.0

L23a

L23a.1
L23a.2

Malew Street

0.14

30.0

L22b

L22b.1
L22b.2

Arbory Street

0.29

34.0

L18

L18.1
L18.2

School Hill Avenue and part of
West Hill Avenue

0.07

39.0

L14

L14.1

A5

0.86

43.0
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LOCATION

PERS
SCORE

WEIGHTED
SCORE

L17

L17.1
L17.2
L17.3
L17.4

Footpath along The Buchan School

0.07

45.0

L16

L16.1
L16.2

Bayr Grianagh

0.36

48.0

L7

L7.1
L7.2

College Green

0.57

50.0

L6

L6.1
L6.2

Shore Road

0.29

52.0

L26a

L26a.1
L26a.2
L26a.3
L26a.4

Victoria Road

0.50

52.0

L1a

L1a.1
L1a.2

The Promenade

0.43

61.0

L11

L11.1
L11.2

Road to Castletown Railway
Station

1.07

64.0

L3a

L3a.1
L3a.2

Alley between Orry Place and
James Road

1.00

67.0

L31a

L31a.1
L31a.2

Farrants Way

0.71

69.0

L28

L28.1
L28.2

Cain Bridge

1.64

89.0

L22a

L22a.1
L22a.2
L22a.3

Arbory Street – Pedestrian Area

1.71

98.0

L4

L4.1
L4.2

King Williams Way

1.57

104.0

L2

L2.1
L2.2

James Road

1.79

112.0

-0.03

16.13

LINK

PHOTO
REFERENCE
L14.2

Average
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2.2.5

The scores provided in Table 1 indicate that the quality of pedestrian provision across the
study area varies quite significantly. This can be seen by the wide range of scores obtained,
with some links (L2, L4) scoring over 100, while others (L26c,L30, L31c) have large negative
scores. The weighted average score of all the links in Castletown is 16, which is judged as
‘average’ overall.

2.2.6

In general, sub-urban (and more modern) residential roads tend to receive higher weighted
PERS scores compared to links located in more dense urban areas.

2.2.7

Several links lacked acceptable width for all users (PERS guidance suggests that 1.8m should
be considered the absolute minimum acceptable width, with 2m being a desirable minimum
and 2.6m being preferred), and tactile provision is minimal. There are certain links which only
have footway provision on one side. Where there are ‘destinations’ (such as homes) on the
other side, permeability is therefore reduced, particularly in instances where dropped kerbs
are absent. However, lighting was generally observed to be located at regular, well-spaced
intervals, and is well maintained. Furthermore, there are generally few obstructions observed
on the majority of links audited, but where present, they are commonly peripheral to the link
and hence an impingement to pedestrian movement is not observed.

2.2.8

It is noted that PERS Audits scores can conceal some variation by category and therefore these
are explored in greater detail below.

2.2.9

Further detail is provided below for the highest, lowest and the average scoring links audited
during the PERS assessment.
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Figure 3.

PERS Link Performance Indicator

© OpenStreetMap contributors and the cartography is licensed as CC BY-SA
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Highest Scoring Links
James Road (L2)
2.2.10

James Road is a sub-urban residential street in Castletown and is connected to two other
residential streets, Stanley Close and King William’s Way, as well as the Promenade. The
overall weighted PERS score was 112, judged as ‘Very Good’. An image for this link is shown
in Figure 4.
Figure 4.

James Road (L2)

2.2.11

Footways are provided on both sides of the carriageway and are well maintained with high
surface quality. Tactile information is excellent where present with good alignment and
appropriate colour for distinction from the carriageway, as is seen in Figure 4 above.

2.2.12

The link also provides picturesque views from the Promenade with a high visual appeal and
some activity on the street, suggesting a high level of perceived personal security and quality
of the pedestrian environment. Furthermore, the effective width is sufficient to allow user
flows with no conflict observed.
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2.2.13

The level of pedestrian permeability along the link was somewhat reduced given the
frequency of parked cars. Dropped kerb provision allowing crossing from one side of the
street to the other was typically a side-effect of providing access to driveways. As such,
although there is provision, it is not supported by tactile paving, and dropped kerbs are not
necessarily well aligned.

2.2.14

Overall, Link 2 received high positive scores for all parameters except gradient, permeability
and legibility, in which they were scored neutral. To improve the pedestrian environment
further, rest points could be installed given that the road has a very slight incline, potentially
causing a problem to elderly or mobility impaired pedestrians. Reducing the amount of parked
cars would also aid permeability along the link. A final improvement would be to increase
signage provision to direct pedestrians towards the Promenade and other key places of
interest within Castletown.
King William’s Way (L4)

2.2.15

Another high scoring link was King William’s Way (Link 4), a sub urban residential street
located in close proximity to James Road assessed above. The overall weighted PERS score
was 104, classed as ‘Very Good’. An image for this link is shown in Figure 5.
Figure 5.

2.2.16

King William’s Way

Despite a minor impingement with the grass verge outside the British Legion Building, the
effective width of the footway is acceptable and is provided on both sides of the carriageway.
No obstructions are observed on the link which enables pedestrian flows without conflict.
Frequent lighting and activity on the street also suggests a high level of perceived personal
security. Moreover, King William’s Way scored highly in the provision of dropped kerbs and
tactile paving along the link, which are flush and mostly aligned with pedestrian desire lines.
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2.2.17

One source of concern for this link is the surface quality in parts. There is 3m of missing
footway surface outside the British Legion Building, creating an uneven surface, with minor
trip hazard, and creating the potential for minor pooling of surface water. Evidence of this is
provided in Figure 6. Nonetheless, despite this minor anomaly, the surface quality is
otherwise excellent.
Figure 6.

Missing footway – King William’s Way

2.2.18

Link 4 received maximum or high scores for dropped kerb provision, gradient, obstructions,
effective width, lighting, tactile information, personal security, user conflict and maintenance.
Surface quality was the only parameter to score negatively in the audit.

2.2.19

To improve this link, the section of footway that is missing could be re-surfaced to ensure
consistency with the remainder of the footway, and to limit the potential trip hazards to
pedestrians. Enforcing parking restrictions would also improve permeability given the
frequency of parked cars observed on the side of the footway when completing the audit.
Arbory Street (L22a)

2.2.20

Another high scoring link was Arbory Street, a pedestrianised area located in the centre of
Castletown, lined with shops, restaurants and also a pharmacy. It is expected that this could
be one of the most used links within the settlement. The weighted PERS score is 98, which is
judged as ‘Very Good’. Figure 7 illustrates the link.
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Figure 7.

Arbory Street (L22a)

2.2.21

The link provides a significant amount of pedestrian capacity for movement in both directions
and as the area is a shared surface, the entirety of the link is permeable despite the presence
of some physical barriers. Whilst there are some obstructions on the link such as: lighting;
cycle parking; lampposts and seating, the link was judged to have sufficient space for all
pedestrian uses. The high amount of pedestrian activity and lighting further suggests that
personal security is high on the link.

2.2.22

The link could be improved somewhat by providing some colour contrast at Market Square,
where the footway is the same tone as the car park surface. As this surface acts as an interface
with cars, a lack of tonal difference poses a potential safety risk for the visually impaired in
particular. Nonetheless, colour contrast is evident in parts with black lighting columns and the
bright buildings on either side of the link.
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Average Scoring Links
Bank Street/Thirtle Bridge (L25)
2.2.23

Bank Street/Thirtle Bridge provides pedestrian access to historical attractions such as
Parliament Lane and Castle Rushen. The overall weighted PERS score is 21.0, which is classed
as an ‘Average’ score. An image for this link is shown in Figure 8.
Figure 8.

Bank Street/Thirtle Bridge (L25)

2.2.24

Footway width in general is acceptable however there is a small section where it is restricted
to 1 metre, subsequently lowering the raw score provided for effective width. The link also
scored poorly on other factors, including the lack of dropped kerb provision and tactile
information. Once past Thirtle Bridge and onto Bank Street, there is only footway provision
on one side.

2.2.25

Frequent rest points are provided which offer views onto the Quay, although these act as an
obstruction and contribute to the reduction of footway width . The quality of the environment
is good, largely a result of the Quay and wider historical context, and maintenance is also
good. Furthermore, substantial activity was observed on the link with a lot of vehicle
movement, and thus there is a high level of perceived personal security.

2.2.26

Installation of dropped kerbs and new tactile paving are two key recommendations to
improve the pedestrian environment of this link.
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Scarlett Road near Knock Rushen (L33)
2.2.27

Scarlett Road is a residential street and is connected to a number of other residential streets,
as well as located nearby to the Promenade. The overall weighted PERS score is 23.0,
indicating an ‘Average’ score. An image for this link is shown in Figure 9.
Figure 9.

Scarlett Road near Knock Rushen (L33)

2.2.28

Footway is provided on both sides of the carriageway and is sufficiently wide to accommodate
pedestrian flows, with no user conflict observed during the audit. No obstructions are located
on the link and lighting is well aligned on the outer parts of the footway, although it could be
more frequent. Current provision negatively impacts perceived personal security.

2.2.29

A conversation with a local homeowner raised concerns about the lack of clearing of
overgrown vegetation and litter at the alleyway part of Link 34.

2.2.30

The surface quality on this link is a slight concern with some cracking on the footway and at
joints with concrete slabs, there is a 0.75 inch upstand which causes a potential trip hazard.
Moreover, there was some minor evidence of pooling.

2.2.31

Link 33 received the lowest raw scores for dropped kerb provision and tactile information.
Both of which are absent along the entirety of the link. Consequently, this limited the score
provided for permeability, which is also exacerbated by the parked cars around the bend in
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the road. Legibility is additionally poor on this link, with no street names provided and no
sense from the street layout that it is a cul-de-sac.

Lowest Scoring Links
School Lane leading to Smetana Close and Pickard Close (L26c)
2.2.32

The lowest scoring link was School Lane, running adjacent to the primary school and providing
access to residential streets, Smetana Close and Pickard Close. The overall weighted PERS
score for this link was -77, which is classed as ‘Very Poor’. An image for this link is provided in
Figure 10.
Figure 10.

School Lane leading to Smetana Close and Pickard Close (L26c)

2.2.33

This link is significant as it provides walking access alongside the school, while also acting as a
vehicular access to the school car park (though it is not a through route for vehicular traffic).
A lack, in parts, of footway provision on both sides of the carriageway could be a safety threat
to children (particularly should they traverse the link independently) as they may be forced
to share the space with cars and other vehicles. The link also offers pedestrian access to both
residential streets and the Promenade, and therefore some pedestrian movement is
anticipated.

2.2.34

The only footway provision for this link was observed at the beginning for approximately 35
metres, but this lacked effective and acceptable width, being only circa 1.5 metres at its
widest. Whilst dropped kerbs are present, they are steep and had a significant upstand,
making it difficult for mobility impaired pedestrians in particular to cross the footway.
Additionally, there is no tactile information present on the entirety of the link.
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2.2.35

Link 26c received significant negative scores for all parameters, except for permeability and
maintenance in which a neutral score was awarded. For the most part the link is a shared
space (though lacking any urban realm treatments to formalise this) and so there are no
dropped kerbs. This, along with very low traffic volumes, means it is easy to traverse, and
therefore it has good permeability.

2.2.36

To improve the pedestrian environment along this link, several ‘quick wins’ could be
implemented. Upgraded/replacement dropped kerbs at the side roads at the beginning of the
link could be installed to be flush with the carriageway and well-aligned with each other, so
that visually impaired pedestrians can orient themselves to cross safely to the other side.
Tactiles could also be installed where necessary with the correct colour and layout. More
frequent lighting than is currently present would increase the sense of safety and personal
security of pedestrians walking after dark.
Parliament Lane (L30)

2.2.37

Parliament Lane scored -66, which is classed as ‘Very Poor’. An image for this link is provided
in Figure 11.
Figure 11.

Parliament Lane (L30)

2.2.38

Footway provision on this link is sporadic, with none observed at the beginning and only a
small section with unacceptable width on the right hand side. As a result, there is also no
dropped kerbs or tactile information on this link.

2.2.39

User conflict scored negatively as conflicting movements were observed. As the car shown in
Figure 11 approached, there was only sufficient space for single file pedestrian movement on
the link as it passed, making it an uncomfortable pedestrian environment, and posing a
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potential safety risk. The street also feels isolated and poorly lit, and consequently was rated
low for perceived personal security.
2.2.40

Although lined with buildings with character, the quality of the walking environment is
otherwise considered very poor. The carriageway is poorly maintained but has currently to
act as a shared surface given the minimal footway provision.

2.2.41

The limited space on this link limits the ability to provide pedestrian segregation through the
provision of formal footways. However urban realm treatments (for example surface
materials) could help make this a more formalised shared space, where it is clear that all users
are welcome. Limiting parking to places where is sufficient space for pedestrians and those in
wheelchairs would also help to make this a road that is more suitable for use by pedestrians.
The link would benefit from a greater frequency of lighting columns or luminaires, and – at a
minimum - improvements to the surface quality of the existing carriageway.

2.2.42

The link is important in this historic part of Castletown, as Parliament Lane connects some
historical attractions such as Parliament Square and Castle Rushen from the Quayside of
Castletown. Consequently, some pedestrian flows on this link are to be expected.
Farrants Way/Queens Street (31c)

2.2.43

Link 31c has a weighted score of -49, which is the third lowest scoring link in Castletown. An
image for this is provided in Figure 12.
Figure 12.
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2.2.44

This link has almost no formal footway provision for pedestrians. There is space to
accommodate a footway, but the current lack leaves it unclear where the car park,
carriageway and footway start and end. This is very poor considering the volume of traffic on
the link and its close proximity to Market Square, which currently makes it feel like a
dangerous link to walk along. There are no dropped kerbs – which is a particular issue where
the footway restarts at the southern end of the car park. Tactile information is also absent, as
is colour contrast, largely as a result of the lack of footway provision.

2.2.45

At the entrance to the car park shown in Figure 12, there is no formal dropped kerb provision
however the footway to the north is flush with the car park entrance, which could enable
wheelchair access to the carriageway, despite it being fairly steep. However to the south of
the car park entrance, there is a high kerb, with no facility for mobility impaired users,
meaning that someone in a wheelchair could be stranded upon reaching this point, and may
be forced to use the carriageway to proceed.

2.2.46

On the other hand, the high amount of pedestrian activity observed and the Police Station
running adjacent to the link creates a sense of activity and personal security.

2.2.47

As there is adequate space, it could be possible to install footway on at least one side of the
carriageway to provide segregation of pedestrians from traffic, and to help clearly distinguish
footway and carriageway. This would subsequently improve the safety for pedestrians using
this link. Any such footway(s) should also be complemented by installation of dropped kerbs
and tactiles.
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Corridor Analysis
A5
2.2.48

The A5 is one of the major routes in and out of Castletown. Links 5a and 5b run adjacent to
Ronaldsway Airport on the A5, and received a weighted score of 18 and 4 respectively, classed
between ‘Average’ and ‘Poor’.
Figure 13.

A5 (L5a)

2.2.49

The effective width along the A5 is poor and less than 1.8 metres throughout, which is further
emphasised by the speed of traffic that surveyors found made them feel very close to the
traffic and consequently vulnerable and uncomfortable. User conflict is anticipated here. With
footway provided on only one side and minimal dropped kerb provision to indicate formal
crossing points, permeability is also limited on the link. In particular, Link 5b has poor surface
quality with major fretting in parts and worn tarmac up to 0.5-0.75 inches poses a potential
trip hazard to pedestrians.

2.2.50

Throughout the link, lighting is provided at regular intervals and does not pose an obstruction
to pedestrian movement. Additionally, the planting alongside the footway and views of the
countryside offers a good quality of environment, although the noise from the traffic does
negatively impact this.

2.2.51

It is important to additionally note that Link 5a provides frontal access to King William’s
College, and therefore a significant amount of pedestrian activity is anticipated from both
staff and students.
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Facility analysis
2.2.52

As part of our analysis, education facilities, health facilities and local centres have been
assessed using a buffer of 400m, considering the weighted PERS score for all full or partial
links falling within the buffer. This results in a single score (‘buffer score’) for each facility. This
additional analysis can be utilised to compare locations across all settlements on a standardise
basis and therefore for prioritising investment in improvements at specific locations.

2.2.53

The buffer scores have the same range of values as individual link weighted PERS scores.

2.2.54

The scores are presented on the maps as circles with colours relating to the buffer score as
indicated in the legend. Please note that the icons of the amenities are located at the same
point as the buffer score indicator, so for health facilities, for example, the buffer score icon
may appear as a coloured circle with a cross icon superimposed on it.

2.2.55

In Castletown, there are three health facilities (two pharmacies and a GP surgery), four
schools, and one local centre and these are assessed below.
Access to Health Facilities

2.2.56

A buffer score for each health facility was calculated based on the weighted scores of
surrounding links within 400m. Higher buffer scores are indicative of effective pedestrian
provision, whereas lower scores indicate the need for a revision of the pedestrian
environment and potential investment in the vicinity of the health centre. Table 2 and Figure
14 below illustrates the performance of health facilities in Castletown.
Table 2. Health Facilities Scores - Castletown

HEALTH CENTRE ID

SCORE

TOWN

Castle Pharmacy

2.4

Castletown

Lloyds Pharmacy

3.8

Castletown

Castletown Medical
Centre

24.1

Castletown
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Figure 14.

Health Facilities Scores and Link Scores – Castletown

2.2.57

Provision of health facilities in Castletown include a health centre and two pharmacies. In
regards to buffer scores around these facilities, both pharmacies located in the centre of
Castletown are rated lower than the medical centre, which is located further out of the town.
Castle Pharmacy has been given the lowest score of 2.4 (very poor), Lloyds Pharmacy has been
given a score of 3.8 (poor) and Castletown Medical Centre has been given a score of 24.1,
which is also rated as poor overall. From the map in Figure 14, it is clear that the majority of
links in the centre of Castletown are rated from average – very poor, with links generally
improving as you move further out of the town centre.

2.2.58

Many of the links around Castle Pharmacy and Lloyds Pharmacy, including links 23b and 25
are noted to have poor effective width, no dropped kerbs, obstructions, lack of permeability,
poor frequency of lighting and lack of legibility. Improvements around these facilities should
include, widening of footpaths and shared space where appropriate, re-aligning of street
furniture to minimise obstructions and an increase in the frequency of lighting where
necessary. However, it must also be mentioned that Link 22a is in the vicinity of Lloyds
Pharmacy, link 22a which is rated as very good overall.

2.2.59

Contrary to this, many of the links in the vicinity of Castletown Medical Centre are rated
between average and good, including links 7, 8b and 10, which have good effective width of
footpaths and a good frequency of lighting. Many of the poor links in the vicinity of the
medical centre, including links 8a and 9 are noted to score poorly due to dropped kerbs, tactile
paving, effective width, obstructions, and permeability.
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2.2.60

Further analysis of the pedestrian environment at health facilities within Castletown is
provided below.
Castletown Health Centre – L9

2.2.61

Link 9 runs adjacent to Castletown Health Centre and also provides pedestrian access
between the Promenade and the A5. It receives a weighted PERS score of -1.00, which is
classed as ‘Poor’. Figure 15 below provides an image of the link.
Figure 15.

Castletown Health Centre (L9)

2.2.62

For the most part, footway is provided on only one side of the road. There is however a small
section of footway that is placed outside of the rear access to the primary school, with a
dropped kerb that enables crossing to the other footway. Outside Castletown Health Centre,
there is a recently installed footway which is of very good quality and its width is greater than
1.8 metres. Although, as the link progresses near to the residential bungalows, footway width
is reduced to between 0.6 and 0.8 metres, rendering it unacceptable for pedestrian
movement, and unusable for those in wheelchairs.

2.2.63

Where the link starts, there is a footpath that provides access from Bowling Green Road (L8b),
however surface quality is extremely poor with a 1.5 inch trip hazard near the chicane and
evidence of major local cracking, as shown below.
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Figure 16.

2.2.64

Footpath access surface quality (L9)

After the alleyway, a tactile is present outside the Health Centre, but this is unpaired and
leaves visually impaired pedestrians unaware of a crossing opportunity, consequently making
their navigation to the Health Centre difficult.

Access to Education Facilities
2.2.65

The same methodology utilised in the calculation of health buffers was applied to education
facilities within Castletown. Table 3 and Figure 17 below demonstrates the results.
Table 3. Education Facility Scores – Castletown

EDUCATION CENTRE

SCORE

TOWN

Victoria Road School

1.05

Castletown

King William’s College

1.49

Castletown

The Buchan School

14.22

Castletown

Castle Rushen High
School

18.46

Castletown
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Figure 17.

Education Facility and Link Scores – Castletown

2.2.1

Within Castletown there are four education facilities, including a mix between primary
schools, secondary schools and colleges. Based on buffer scores of links around each of the
facilities, they have all score between poor and very poor. The worst of these facilities for
pedestrians to access is Victoria Road School, which scored 1.05, based on the links around it.
Although many of the links around it such as L8b, L10 and L26a score between average and
good, L26c scores very poorly and brings the overall buffer score for the school down.
Concerns with L26c include poor effective width, poor surface quality, steep gradient, poor
legibility and a poor frequency of lighting. Improvements to this link should relate to safety
issues such as improving surface quality and increasing the frequency of lighting.

2.2.2

The other education facilities are located next to links which also have poor effective width
and are located next to main roads, which creates a negative separation from traffic. This is
made worse by poor permeability and obstructions, which further reduce the width of the
footpaths. This is particularly obvious on link 15b, in which lighting and telephone columns
are placed on footpaths. In addition to this, link 1b located next to King William’s College,
provides a footpath on one side of the carriageway only, causing greater user conflict and
poor permeability on the one footpath. The link also provides a poor frequency of lighting.
Arbory Road (L15b)

2.2.3

Arbory Road (Link 15b) runs adjacent to both the Buchan School and Castle Rushen High
School, and therefore a significant flow of pedestrians are expected, particularly at school
start and end times. It receives a weighted PERS score of -3.00, which is labelled as ‘Poor’.
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2.2.4

Link 15b has a poor width (1.2 metres) for the majority of the link, which is reduced further
by obstructions such as bins, some of which are poorly aligned particularly near to the bus
stop located outside Southern Swimming Pool. Dropped kerb provision allowing crossing from
one side of the street to the other was again typically a side-effect of providing access to
driveways. For the most part, these are not supported by tactile paving, although outside the
Swimming Pool, a paired tactile is evident and well aligned.

2.2.5

Positively, as a result of activity on the street and frequent lighting, there is a perception that
personal security is high on the link. Furthermore, although there is passing traffic at relatively
high speed, the street offers aesthetically pleasing views particularly near to the end,
overlooking Douglas.
Figure 18.

Arbory Road (L15b)

Footpath alongside the Buchan School (L17)
2.2.6

Link 17 is a footpath that runs alongside The Buchan School, and receives a weighted PERS
score of 45.0, which is rated as ‘Good’.
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Figure 19.

Footpath along The Buchan School

2.2.7

The footpath provides adequate width throughout its entirety to avoid user conflict and no
obstructions are present. Colour contrast is provided between the tarmaced footway and its
edges with the grass vegetation and stone wall. The quality of the footway is also excellent,
although there is a significant undulating hump, which may make it difficult for wheelchair
users to traverse, midway through the link.

2.2.8

In consideration of the lack of lighting provided and isolation of the link from areas of high
pedestrian activity, perceived personal security is rated low. In turn, there is evidence of
graffiti and damaged fences, potentially highlighting some cases of vandalism and lowering
the maintenance score given for the link.
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Figure 20.

2.2.9

Graffiti on Footpath Wall (L17)

Significant negative scores were given for legibility and tactile information, as no signs or
tactile paving is provided at any point throughout the footpath. The link also scored poorly
for permeability, as there are limited access points separated by quite long distances.
King William’s College – The Promenade (L1b)

2.2.10

Another link located within close proximity to an education centre is Link 1b, which provides
rear access to King William’s College. Located adjacent to the Promenade, it receives a
weighted PERS score of -21, which is rated as ‘Poor’. Figure 21 overleaf provides an image of
the link.

2.2.11

Footway is provided on only one side of the carriageway and where present, lacks sufficient
effective width in parts (1.3 metres) to accommodate a substantial amount of pedestrian
flows, despite no obstructions present throughout the entirety of the link.

2.2.12

Without provision of both dropped kerbs and tactile information, and footway on one side of
the carriageway, permeability is minimal. The link also scores poorly for lighting, which could
be a potential concern for personal security during winter months, where daylight is scarce
and staff and students traverse along the link.

2.2.13

Offering attractive views out to the Promenade, the link receives a high score for quality of
environment, which is emphasised further by the soft landscaping provided on the rear
entrance to the college, near to the public footway.
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Figure 21.

The Promenade (L1b)

Access to Local Centres
2.2.14

Finally, the same methodology aforementioned was applied to local centres within
Castletown. Table 4 and Figure 22 below illustrates the results.
Table 4. Local Centre Facility Scores – Castletown

LOCAL CENTRE ID

SCORE

TOWN

Market Square

6.51

Castletown
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Figure 22.

2.2.15

Local Centre and Link Scores – Castletown

The main local centre in Castletown is Market Square, which has been given a buffer score of
6.51 and rated as poor overall. Although market square itself which was audited in Link 22a,
has been scored very good, many of the links around the square are rated poorly. In particular
links 20, 23b, 25 and 31c are all noted to have poor effective width, poor permeability, and
obstructions, such as parked cars. Additionally, many of the links fails to provide dropped
kerbs and tactile paving, which are recommended on all side roads and crossings. Moreover,
considering that many of the link are located in the town centre, there is a lack of pedestrian
signage to inform pedestrians where to go.
Castle Street (L27)

2.2.16

Castle Street (L27) provides pedestrian access from the Harbour and Castle Rushen into
Market Square (L22a), and therefore serves as one of the key routes that pedestrians use to
visit shops and restaurants within Castletown. It receives a weighted score of -3, which is
classed as ‘Poor’. Figure 23 on the following page shows this link.
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Figure 23.

Castle Street (L27)

2.2.17

Footway provision is extremely poor at the beginning of the link, as it is effectively absent on
both sides of the carriageway outside Castle Rushen. However, as the link progresses, it is
present only on one side with a 2 metre width. There is a set of paired tactile slabs at a
dropped kerb at the top nearby to Market Square, which provides some contrast with the
surrounding surfaces. The dropped kerbs and tactiles are well aligned.

2.2.18

The visual appeal of the link is very high, particularly with the historical context of Castle
Rushen and landscaping offered with the older buildings and greenery provided on the castle
wall. Furthermore, with frequent lighting and activity on the street, this suggests that
personal security on the link is high.
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Recommendations and Conclusions
2.2.19

The results of this PERS audit indicate that the pedestrian environment within Castletown is
average overall, but there is a variation in scores across all the links. It can be seen that those
links located in sub-urban residential streets perform better than those in more compact
urban areas.

2.2.20

A key takeaway from the auditing process is that there is a clear deficiency in a number of key
assessment categories amongst a majority of links in Castletown. Most notably, this includes
the lack of dropped kerbs and tactile information, that reduces the accessibility for mobility
and visually impaired pedestrians. Therefore, improvements and provision of these are
necessary and would substantially refine the pedestrian environment.

2.2.21

There are also several instances where footway is observed on only one side of the footway,
which combined with the limited effective width along some links, causes pedestrian
congestion and limits the overall permeability. Attention should be given to these links to
make the environment more suitable for pedestrians of all ages and abilities, particularly
where substantial flows are observed or anticipated.

2.2.22

In particular, significant attention should be allocated to Link 26c – School Lane, which does
not provide tactile information and for which dropped kerb provision is very poor.
Additionally, footway is absent for the most part, which is a concern given its role as a link to
the school, its proximity to the Promenade and routes to a number of residential properties
on Smetana Close and Pickard Close.

2.2.23

Overall the pedestrian environment in Castletown benefits from activity on the street,
frequent lighting which contribute to a general impression that personal security is high.
Many links also benefit from high standards of maintenance.

2.2.24

Our suggested recommendations for Castletown, pending further investigation are;






Installation of dropped kerbs where absent, particularly near residential areas and schools.
Repair existing damaged dropped kerbs to be flushed and aligned
Installation of correct colour and layout tactile paving where absent
Installation of footpath where absent, most notably on Link 31c, given the amount of
pedestrian activity expected
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Appendix A: Audit Photographs

Link 1a: The Promenade
L1a.1

L1a.2

