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1. Introduction 
1.1. Chailey Parish Council (CPC), through the East Sussex Highways (ESH) Community Highways 

programme, has applied for a feasibility study to be carried out on a proposal to provide a 
pedestrian crossing facility on the A275 near its junction with Mill Lane, South Chailey.  

1.2. In 2011, East Sussex County Council (ESCC) considered improvements to crossing facilities in 
the vicinity of the junction of A275/Mill Lane as part of a wider feasibility study in improving 
accessibility in Chailey. The study considered two options. 

 A controlled crossing on the A275 to the south side of the Mill Lane junction. 

 Two pedestrian refuge islands on the A275 either side of Mill Lane junction. 

1.3. The purpose of this report is to review the two options developed in 2011 by ESCC taking into 
consideration recent speed data obtained by CPC in 2019. This review will then seek to provide 
an indication of potential costs to implement the recommended option as well as risks to the 
delivery of a future scheme. This will help CPC decide whether to make a formal application 
for Community Match funding at a later date. 

2. Objective of Scheme 
2.1. CPC consider the introduction of a crossing facility on the A275 in the vicinity of Mill Lane 

junction will improve safety for pedestrians, particularly school children who need to cross the 
A275 to access Chailey School as well as other village amenities. 

3. Existing Situation 
General 

3.1. The A275 is a strategic link in East Sussex and, consequently, has a high volume of traffic. This 
single carriageway unlit road heads north-south between the villages of North Chailey and 
Cooksbridge, through South Chailey.  

3.2. Mill Lane is an unlit single carriageway, on the west side of A275, linking Chailey School, South 
Chailey Surgery and Chailey Children Centre to A275. 

3.3. There are two bus stops, on the A275 in the vicinity of Mill Lane junction. The northbound bus 
stop is located within a bus layby approximately 50m north of the junction. There is a “slip 
lane” at the south of the Mill Lane junction forming the layby for the southbound bus stop. A 



 

 

grassed verge separates the bus layby and main carriageway. There are currently no 
pedestrian crossing facilities along this section of A275. 

Speed Limit / Speed Data 

3.4. The A275 is subject to a 40mph speed limit, whilst Mill Lane is subject to a 30mph speed limit. 
Speed data was collected at two locations north and south of Mill Lane junction in November 
2019. The locations of these surveys are indicated in Figure 1 and the results are summarised 
below.  

Location Direction 2019 

  Average speed (mph) 85th%tile speed (mph) 

A Northbound 34.0 40.0 

 Southbound 33.0 40.0 

B Northbound  35.0 40.0 

 Southbound 35.0 41.0 

 

3.5. Based on this information, there is good compliance with the 40-mph speed limit. 

 
Figure 1 – Site Extents  

 

Crash Data 

3.6. Three-year accident data between January 2017 and December 2019 shows there has been 
one serious accident on the A275, north of Mill Lane junction. This did involve a pedestrian. 
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Pedestrian Surveys 

3.7. On the 12 and 13 March ESCC carried out pedestrian counts in the vicinity of the Mill Lane 
Junction between 07:00 and 19:00. The purpose of this exercise was to determine where 
people crossed the A275 as this would inform the appropriate position to locate a pedestrian 
crossing point. The results are summarised below.  

 

 North of 
Mill Lane Junction 

South of 
Mill Lane Junction 

12hr Count on 12/04/20 22 of which 8 children 38 of which 26 children 

Peak hour count on 
12/04/20 

08:00 to 09:00 – 5 people 
15:00 to 16:00 – 3 people 

 

08:00 to 09:00 – 13 people 
15:00 to 16:00 – 15 people 

 
12hr Count on 13/04/20 13 of which 5 children 55 of which 31 children 

Peak hour count on 
13/04/20 

08:00 to 09:00 – 2 people 
15:00 to 16:00 – 0 people 

 

08:00 to 09:00 – 16 people 
15:00 to 16:00 – 18 people 

 

 
3.8. As the data indicates, a higher proportion of pedestrians are choosing to cross south of Mill 

Lane junction with the majority of these being children. 

3.9. Video surveys were used to collect the data. This information has been reviewed and the 
following observations were made. 

 The pedestrian crossing desire line on the A275 is to the south of the junction. 

 The peak in pedestrian numbers crossing A275 are in the morning and afternoon school 
peak hour. This only lasts for a period of 15 to 30 minutes.  

 Most of the children crossing the road are not accessing the bus stop. Although parents 
are temporarily parked in the bus layby to collect their children.  

 During the school peak hours, traffic is generally busy at the junction, with more traffic 
accessing/leaving the school. Short queues were observed at the junction in the 
afternoon, making crossing the A275 for pedestrians more difficult. 

4. Proposed Measures 
4.1 As part of a 2011 feasibility study conducted by ESCC, two options for pedestrian crossing 

facilities on the A275 were developed. These were: 

 

 Option 1: A controlled crossing on the A275 to the south of the Mill Lane. 

 Option 2: Two pedestrian refuge islands on the A275 either side of Mill Lane junction. 

 

Option 1: Controlled crossing  

4.2 With reference to the general arrangement plan within Appendix A, this option involves the 
installation of a puffin crossing (traffic signal controlled) to the south of the junction with 
Mill Lane. As part of this option alterations to the bus layby are proposed which includes 
removal of a section of the existing grass central island to allow a new footway to be 
provided.  



 

 

4.3 In support of the signalised crossing, it will be necessary to provide road lighting on and to 
the approaches of the crossing facility. Five new street lighting columns would be required. 

4.4 To facilitate the pedestrian crossing, zig zag controlled zones at the two approaches will be 
needed. This in turn will prevent on street parking on the A275 in the vicinity of the crossing.  

4.5 Visibility to the crossing has been assessed against the latest speed data obtained in 2019 to 
ensure the proposals still comply to standard. For a 40mph 85th percentile speed the 
desirable minimum visibility distance is 100m which this option can achieve. 

4.6 During the 2011 study, concerns were raised that there might be a tendency for impatient 
southbound drivers to use the layby to avoid any queues that might have built up at the 
pedestrian crossing. Measures to discourage this behaviour would need to be considered if 
any future proposal for a crossing is taken forward.  

Option 2: Pedestrian Refuge Islands 

4.7 With reference to the general arrangement plan within Appendix B, this option involves the 
installation of two uncontrolled pedestrian crossing points with 1.5m wide central 
pedestrian refuges, either side of the Mill Lane junction.  

4.8 In order to facilitate these central refuges islands together with a right turn lane into Mill 
Lane, localised carriageway widening will be necessary. 

4.9 Whilst street lighting is not proposed for this measure it is considered necessary that 
illuminated beacons are provided on the refuge islands.  

4.10 As part of this option, alterations to the bus layby are proposed together with the upgrading 
of the existing footway on the west side of the A275.  

4.11 Whilst no changes to on street parking are proposed as part of this option the alterations to 
the bus layby will reduce the amount of available parking.  

4.12 Visibility to the crossing has been assessed against the latest speed data obtained in 2019 to 
ensure it still complies. For a 40mph 85th percentile speed the desirable minimum visibility 
distance is 100m which this option can achieve. 

Choice of crossing facility 

4.13 The major benefit of a signal-controlled crossing (Option 1) is that a clear signal states when 
vehicle drivers should stop and when it is safe for pedestrian to cross, rather than 
pedestrians relying on their own judgement. It can also help maintain the flow of traffic in 
busy pedestrian areas.  

4.14 An uncontrolled crossing (Option 2) does not provide precedence to pedestrians, therefore 
on busy routes pedestrians may have much longer waiting times. Good judgement is 
required, and elderly, disabled pedestrians or school children may find them difficult to use. 
Pedestrian refuge islands would not be deemed suitable for locations with a high volume of 
crossing pedestrians. 

4.15 In view of the above, coupled with the pedestrian data recorded in March it is considered 
the proposal of a signalised crossing (Option 1) would provide more benefit compared with 
Option 2.  
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5. Scheme Costs and Delivery Risks 
5.1 The cost for the design and implementation of a signalised crossing scheme would be in the 

region of £245,000. This figure is based on similar projects ESH have recently implemented. 

5.2 At this stage it is not clear if alterations to existing underground services and highway 
drainage will be required. This should be considered when identifying risks to scheme costs. 

5.3 In addition, given the concerns raised during the 2011 study about southbound drivers using 
the layby to avoid any queues from the traffic signals, further measures to discourage this 
behaviour would also need to be considered.  

5.4 The estimate covers design support in the preparation of the scheme. The level of design 
support will vary depending on the scale and complexity of the measures. It is assumed the 
local community will be in support of the measures. Previous experience has shown that 
schemes where the communities have not been supportive of the proposals result in longer 
design processes as further consultation and re-iteration of the designs are required. 

5.5  The following table summarises the risks identified in delivering this package of measures: - 

 

Risks Mitigation Measures 
Capital Cost to implement scheme 
considered too high for County Council to 
part fund  

Early engagement with County Council 
Officers through Community Match 
Application process 

Scheme not supported by the community 
leading to increased design time and cost 
to address objections to the project.  
 

Parish to conduct earlier stakeholder 
engagement before application stage to 
ensure there is support to the project.  

 
Scheme not supported by Statutory 
bodies and stakeholder groups, including 
ESCC Road Safety leading to abortive 
design costs or protracted design phase 
to re-develop options or address 
objections to the project.  
 

Early engagement with stakeholder groups 
is required to establish if the principles of 
the scheme are acceptable, preferably 
before application stage. 

 

Insufficient details of the site, such as 
underground apparatus to sufficiently 
develop a design to give confidence in 
scheme costs 

Appropriate risk/contingency made. This 
will be reviewed at each stage of the 
scheme. 

Additional works identified from road 
safety audit process. 

Appropriate risk/contingency made. This 
will be reviewed at each stage of the 
scheme. 

 

  



 

 

6. Conclusions and Recommendations 
6.1. CPC would like to improve the safety for pedestrians by providing a crossing facility on the 

A275 near its junction with Mill Lane, South Chailey.  

6.2. As part of a wider study in improving accessibility in Chailey, two designs of pedestrian crossing 
facilities at A275/Mill Lane junction were developed in 2011. Both these options have been 
reviewed as part of this current appraisal. 

6.3. Whilst both options are technically feasible it is ESH’s opinion that recommendation that 
Option 1 may be the most suitable, based on the pedestrian data recorded at the site in March 
2020. 

6.4. Further consultation with the community is recommended together with key stakeholder 
groups to ensure all parties are fully supported with either proposal before a formal 
Community Match application is made. 
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Appendix A – Option 1 General Arrangement Plan
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Appendix B – Option 2 General Arrangement Plan
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