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Overview of the Study



Aim, Components and Principles of the Study

The study aims to assess the current situation of pedestrian infrastructure in ~ Chennai. It seeks to create
awareness and a dialogue surrounding successes and gaps in the infrastructure, prompting the
identification of future areas of intervention.  This study looks at 14 streets in different parts of the city.

The street Assessmentcomprises of three major components :

I. Design Mapping Il. Perception Surveys I1l. Street Usage Observation Study

Eachsurvey is designed based on the following guiding principles of pedestrian infrastructure design:

Ease of movement Safety Universal accessibility Liveability




Obijectives of the Study

Identify positive impacts
of existing infrastructure

For Expansion

Identify gaps of existing
infrastructure

&

For Improvements

Develop scoring system

Collect good date

For Analysis

For Creating Database

Craft impactful
narrative

For Awareness



Coverage of the Study
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Data Collection Methods %‘@ITDP
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I. Design Mapping Il. Perception Surveys lll. Use-Pattern Surveys

To assess efficiency and adherence to To understand what vulnerable groups such as  To understand the street usage and activities,

standards and guidelines. young and elderly pedestrians, cyclists, and through observation of user behaviour during
public transport users feel about the walking different times of the day, which includes
and cycling facilities . documenting traffic volume count.




Data Analysis Methods

Situational Assessment
To understand the current condition of walking infrastructure on each of
the 14 streets individually.

30% 27%
B Footpath with " Footpath without ™ No footpath
* adequate width adequate width Footpath
\ Present and Even
Present and Uneven ==

D

\

Comparative Analysis

To get a holistic view of the data and understand the differences
between typologies of streets and their context, across different
indicators.
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Indicators of Assessment and Scoring Criteria

Method

DESIGN
MAPPING

Ease of Mobility

Safety

Universal
Accessibility

1.Accessible
crossing

2. Accessible
information

Liveability

1. Provision of
seatings

2. Active edges

3. Provisions for
street vending
zone

4.Shading trees

5. Dedicated
parking
spaces/bays

6. Adequate
public
conveniences
(toilets)

$ITOR

Survey Wise Total

Scoring Classes Scoring Score

15 indicators *
MAX SCORE
(8)=120

Convert score to
10

Out of
30
10+10+
10




Indicators of Assessment and Scoring Criteria

Method

PERCEPTION
SURVEY

Ease of Mobility

Safety

Universal
Accessibility

1.Percentage of
persons with
disability/
vulnerability
who find it safe
to cross the
street

2. Percentage of
women saying
the streets are
safe at night

Liveability

1.Percentage of
people saying
the street is
adequately
shaded

. Percentage of
people saying
the street
provides
adequate/
usable rest
spaces and
conveniences
like public
toilets, seating

Scoring Classes

Perception
75%100% 4
50%-75% 3
30%-50%-2
<30%1

0-0

Y
<

Survey Wise
Scoring

8 indicators *
MAX SCORE
(4)=32

Convert score to
10

£RITDP

Total
Score

Out of
30

10+10+
10




Indicators of Assessment and Scoring Criteria

Method Ease of Mobility

STREET USAGE
OBSERVATION
STUDY

Universal : -
Accessibility Bl 187
1.Presence of 1.Presence of
bollards parking
violations/
2. Percentage of haphazard
women, and parking
other genders
using the space 2. Presence of
vending stalls
promoting
street social
life

3. Availability of
stormwater
infrastructure

Scoring Classes

Observation
75% 100% 4
50%-75% 3
30%-50%-2
<30% 1
Absent-0
Yes4
No-0
In-Part-2

Y
<

Survey Wise
Scoring

9 indicators *
MAX SCORE
(4)=36

Convert score to
10

£RITDP

Total
Score

Out of
30
10+10+
10
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Overall Performance of Streets

v N o~ . . .
g S No.| Street Name Design Perception  Observation Total
Téfﬁjym Total \ o (Out of 10) (Out of 10)  (Out of 10)  (Out of 30)
GOOD  >75 20 o 1 | Pedestrian Plaza 7.83 6.56 9.44
FAIR 5-75 1320 ) f
MOBERATE 3.5 713 |—— T N L 7 2 Wallajah Road 6.83 5.00 7.78 19.61
<3 <7 6 ‘ STy
I oy, - ( 3 Gandhi Irwin Road 6.08 5.63 7.78 19.49
: X 148
) \J . 4 CSIR 5.17 7.19 6.39 18.74
} ) 4 3,/ 5 Thirumalai Pillai Road 4.58 4.69 8.06 17.33
= i \2 ’ 6 Perambur High Road 5.67 4.38 5.56 15.60
\ é_‘ —
e = 7 Old Jail + Ibrahim Sahib 458 438 6.11 15 07
,j‘5 T2 Street
\ 13 1 —— 12
| S —— : j D 8 | Thiru Vi Ka High Road 4.67 5.00 5.28 14.94
» )
e ~ 7 9 Peter's Road 4.50 3.44 6.67 14.60
NS 10 | Sardar Patel Road 4.92 5.31 4.44 14.67
2 =4 =3 11 Broadway 3.92 3.75 6.11 13.78
; 12 Eldams Road 4.42 4.06 5.28 13.76
iy | 13 | Anna Main Road 4.50 5.31 3.61 13.42
N 14 C.P.RamaswamySalai 4.75 5.8 - 12.28




Performance of Design -based Indicators RITDP
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Design Indicators

Presence of accessible information (signages) and uniform
carriageway are among the highest scoring indicators while
accessible crossings and provision of vending zones are among the
lowest scoring indicators.

Adequate pedestrian zone scores moderately, while the provision of
pedestrian crossing and traffic calming interventions have been fair.

! Inadequate public convenience
leading to open defecation: Broadway Road

Provisions for street -

. . * all scores are out of 10
Accessible crossing [N
Adequate public toilets | GOOD >7.5
Dedicated parking |
FAIR 5-75
Provision of seatings |
Shading trees | MODERATE 3-5
Adequate pedestrian |
Adequate height | <3

Lighting
Uniform surface |

Pedestrian crossing

Traffic calming

.
.
‘,!—I

\

Active edges |

Uniform carriageway |

Accessible information | | T E

- 200 408 00 L1 1000 Acte street edges: Thiru Vi Ka Road > : Uniform carriageway: Thirumalai Pillai Road




Performance of Perception -based Indicators
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Perception Indicators

The streets are perceived as being adequately shaded as well as safe

to use by a majority of respondents with the corresponding
indicators getting a high scores, while the low scoring indicators
reflect the presence of high number of obstructions to walking and
inaccessible infrastructure for the differently abled.
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* all scores are out of 10

GOOD >7.5

FAIR 5-75

MODERATE 3-5

| Thirumalai Pillai Road &
o —

2| o TR oY,
: Adequate shade due to trees: _—
C P RamaswamyRoad

Unsafe access at night: Pedestrian Plaza



Performance of Street -Usage-based Indicators %oITDP
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Observational Indicators

The streets are perceived as being adequately shaded as well as safe
to use by a majority of respondents with the corresponding indicators
getting a high scores, while the low scoring indicators reflect the
presence of high number of obstructions to walking and inaccessible
infrastructure for the differently abled.

Safety from antisocial
activities during night

time * all scores are out of 10
Percentage of people
using footpath vs GOOD >7.5
carriage way .
Presence of| FAIR 5-75
organized parking
Percentage of | MODERATE 3-5
pedestrians
Presence of <3
bollards |

Presence of vending
stalls promoting
social life
Presence of
womené& other
genders using the |
space
Reduction of speed A
by traffic calming - 1
elements & N
Availability of | . L
stormwater | Street vending promoting Stormwater drain_left unfinished
infrastructure street social life: Gandhi Irwin Road

100 Fm & D) &o0 B0 00
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Performance of Guiding Principles

Ease of Mobility is the least performing principle , where all indicators have scored either moderately or fairly. Liveability and Universal accessibility
also score less on average, due to the presence of poorly performing indicators such as presence of vending zones (encroachme nts) and accessible
crossing respectively.

100

Ease Of Mobility Safety = Universal Accessibilty Liveability
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Performance based on Ease of Mobility %oITDP
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Continuous and consistent footpath standards across the entire street length are crucial for ensuring ease of pedestrian mobi lity.
Streetssuchas| fkznfk §gf~  aq HN ﬂenjle}nstgaté that tiesign aritl peragiption scores vary across different segments of the streets.

Peter's Road
Peter's Road

- Present and Even
— Present and Uneven

A 0 50 100m
[ —

Encroachments on footpath .




Performance based on Ease of Mobility

Adequate Pedestrian Zone

A0

T

Eldams Road |:l

Anna Main Road |}

Broadway Road | ?

C.P. Ramaswamy Road|

HNfnj

Ak x
Perambur High Road |

i-

Sardar Patel Road |

Thriumalai Pillai Road |

Thiru Vi Ka High Road |

Old Jail Road |

CSIR|

Wallajah Road |

Gandhi Irwin Road |

Pedestrian Plaza |
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e\

55% of footpaths across all streets was found
to have inadequate width.

40% of the total length of all streets did not
have any footpath infrastructure

Sardar Patel Road




Performance based on Ease of Mobility

Obstructions Faced on the Streets

Encroachments
(Advertisement boards/construction debris/
materials/equipment/vendors/barricades

Garbage dumping/garbage bins

_______________________________________________________________

Poor surface
Waterlogging
Tree trunks/low branches
Streetshines
Vehicle access ramps
Electricttelecom utilities

Sighages

Bus stops/seating/public toilets/
other street furniture

Anti social elements (drunk men/spillovers)

Public urination/defecation

Observational Survey

Perception Survey

| 1%

GBITOP

I N DIA

58% of those who reported that the footpath
was not walkable are women

76%of all respondents found the streets to have
several obstructions to walking on the footpath

Perception of Obstructions on thesFootpath »Men-vsWomen

Vehicles on Presence of Presence of Commercial Encroachment: Uneven footpath  Water logging
footpath electricboxes Garbage/Garbage spillover vendors, surface
bins hoardings, etc

Men Women

Old Jail Road + Ibrahim Salai



Performance based on Ease of Mobility %oITDP
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Number of obstructions on streets per 100m vs Number of pedestrians using the footpath

On average, only 40%
of pedestrians are

seen Wa|king on the - No. of obstructions Pedestrians H Pedestrians
per 100m on-footpath off-footpath

footpath due to

several obstructions. -

| I
Eldams C.P. Ramaswamy Broadway Old Jail Road Peters Road Perambur  Anna Main  Sardar Patel Thirumalai Wallajah Thiru ViKa Gandhi Irwin  Pedestrian CSIR
Road Salai Street High Road Road Road Pillai Road Road High Road Road Plaza

CP Ramaswamy Road Pedestrian Plaza Thirumalai Pillai'Road

Vendors as obstruction Utilities as obstruction




Performance based on Safety & Accessibility %oITDP

Pedestrian crossings and trgffic calming measures should be prioritised alongside footpath provision Despite adequate pedestrian infrastructure,
streets like Perambur “ e T H HNfnj+ §& &k =' HN f rghbw gniy moderftezparfotmaricef duditq lackiof gafg crossing infrastructure.

Perambur High Road Peter's Road
: g - . .

-

| ack of formal crossing point at the access to MRTS




Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

City Accident Profile

Fatalities

B % pedestrian fatalitie s B % fatalities of other vehicle types Pedestrian perspectlve
1500 | % pedestrian fatalities ™ 9% pedestrian injuries

1252 1300 1334

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2019 2020 2021 nzz 2023
While Chennai has taken great measures to reduce the total The number of accidents as well as fatalities of
number of accidents and fatalities, the proportion of pedestrian pedestrians have been increasing since the past 5 years.

fatalities saw an increase from 11% (2019) to 43% (2023)*

Road Accidents Reports (20192022), MoORTH & Road Accident Analysis in Tamil Nad




Concerns of Safety on Streets

* Junctions/Crossing

Dark spots & potential locations of
antisocial elements

® Poor lighting at night
Entire street

1
1
1
\ Encroachments
1
‘| ( Speeding vehicles
1
Bus stops (crowded/place of harassment) \|
1
1
1

% Lack of safe crossing
points/refuge

Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

3%of respondents find the streets unsafe to

71%o0f those who felt unsafe identify speeding
vehicles as the major concern while crossing

Pedestrian Plaza




Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

Issues Faced while Crossing

64% of women find it difficult to cross the road

84% of people with vulnerabilties report

*Poor lighting at night ® Encroachments * Speeding vehicles

e Lack of safe crossing points, pedestrian refuge/signalised crossings dIﬁICU|ty In CrOSSIng the road
# Total number of issues reported A ] 4
The total number of pedestrian crossing points
150 provided are 50% less than the required
number.
100

Reasons for feeling unsafe to €rass the road 3»Men vs Women

-

=
HNf nj

66% 65%
1 M i 59% 58%
L ] [ ] L] ] i
B- .-. D? l - ; F L ¥ — ' ,-
] o o o o < =} ° el
N b @ g 2 ° & & & < I & ] »
< 3 o o o © o o o n o o o N
o ox x 02 & x @ o4 - x o 4 -
c > — < %) < = ° ;
g G 5 T = > = = & 2 35 g ‘
= = z 2 z T < 8 = I > s s
7] — = = =
1} g = < '3 5 ° w © N o 5] =
3 < 5 [ - a = £ = °
Q < 5 ® £ £ & Z s
O] S g . 2 n
= o = A : . : !
'f o g = Poor lighting at night Encroachments * Speeding vehicles Lack of safe crossing

points/refuge

Men Women

* - the last 1% of the responses came from gender -neutral persons
Old Jail Road +lbrahim Salai



Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

Issues Faced at Night

1£3

]

]

CSIR | *

Pedestrian Plaza

® Anti-social activities take place there ( eg. Drinking, abuse, theft)
* Only few people/no one isusing it

Eldams Road

Gandhi Irwin Road

Poor lighting ® Speeding vehicles

® Total number of issues reported

-

Anna Main Road

Anna Main Road

Sardar Patel Road | * =

Perambur High Road

Broadway Road

Thirumalai Pillai Road

Wallajah Road

C.P. Ramaswamy Salai| * *

-

Thiru Vi Ka High Road

L]
L

Old Jail Road

$RITOP
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71% of womenfind the streets unsafe at night

Street lights illuminate only 61% of the streets ,

on average. While some streets have no lights

like Anna Main Road, and CSIR, some streets have
several dysfunctional light poles.

Reasons for feeling unsafe at night »Men vs Women
62.6% Y 62.8%
56.1%

43.2%
37.4% 36.8%

Anti-social activities * Poor lighting = Isolated/Fear of *

harrassment or theft

Speeding vehicles

Men = Women

* - the last 1% of the responses came from gender -neutral persons
Pedestrian Plaza



Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

Cyclists, without exception, also report a lack of safe crossing points

Do you face any obstructions while using the Do you feel this street is safe to cross?
cycle on this street?

While accessing the street, 77% of cyclists While crossing the street, 63% of
reported that they encountered obstructions cyclists reported that they felt unsafe

Speeding Difficult to Parked vehicles  Uneven road Water logigng Poor lighting Encroachments Speeding Lack of safe
vehicles cross the on the street surface at night vehicles crossing points
streets



Performance based on Safety & Accessibility

Speeds of Vehicles

1. Itis acause for concern that peak speeds in
neighbourhood -level streets are able to go as high
as 60kmph.

2. The 85th percentile speeds (speed at which the e il
majority of vehicles travel) on Old Jail Road and
Eldams Road are well above the speed limit for
neighbourhood level streets, indicating a need for
more traffic calming measures in the streets.

14W Speed
ILimit

30 kmpht
Speed,, |
Limit !

o ]

| ——

it

f -

| —

| —

fs .
E-E E|

Neighbourhood level streets Arterial Streets
* all speeds were measured during non -peak hours B peak Speed M Average 85" Percentile

between 12 noon and 5pm



Speeds of Vehicles

Traffic calming measures are more effective at
reducing the speed of cars than that of two
While speed bumps on Old Jail Road, Wallajah Road,
CSIR, Anna Main Road, prove effective, their impact
varies on other streets due to design parameters such
as height, marking, and the lack of integration of
various types of traffic calming measures.

Below 10%

10 »19 %

20 »29%

30 »39%

40 -49%

50% and above

* all speeds were measured during non -
peak hours between 12 noon and 5pm

-wheelers.

C [J
S No Streets Speed calming measure
1 Old Jail Road Speed Breaker
. Speed Breaker +
2 Wallajah Road Roundabout
3 CSIR Speed Breaker
4 Anna Main road Speed Breaker + Median
Breaks
5 Pedestrian Plaza Table-top crossing
6 Gandhi Irwin Road Speed Breaker +
Roundabout
7 Broadway street Spegd Breaker + T
junction
8 Peters Road Speed Breaker
9 Thirumalai Pillai Road | Speed Breaker
10  Perambur High Road |Speed Breaker

%Reduction of
2W speeds

17%

15%

%Reduction of
4W speeds

19%

14%



Performance based on Liveability %oITDP
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In streets without formal footpaths, stormwater drains double as walking zones but lack pedestrian safety and comfort. This necessitates efficient
design of the drains for clear walking zone. Thisis evidentin streets such as C.P Ramaswamy Salai, Anna Main RoadEldams Road, and Broadway.

CP Ramaswamy Road CP Ramaswamy Road

Footpath
~ Present and Even
= Present and Uneven
Stormwater drain in the place of footpath
%\ CP Ramaswamy Road
//' e —— - . F -
. e —e— : Ay "
e e = % "5
- OR
3 - i

Stormwater drain being used as footpath

< 0 S0 100m
[ —




Performance based on Liveability %oITDP
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Absence of an enforcement/Operation and Maintenance framework results in footpath encroachment and diminishing of clear walking zones  for
pedestrians. Streets that otherwise perform fairly such as Old Jail Road, Thirumalai Pillai, Gandhi Irwin, and Thiru Vi Ka High Road illustrate this issue.

Gandhi Irwin Road Street_Features as Barriers Gandhi Irwin Road
= * Yes ‘

A 0 50  100m s
| S—
) Vendors on the footpath
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Recommendations
@ How Chennai can fix

its footpaths?
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Planning Efficiency ?.E_@ 248

Create Networks - Networks are necessary to ensure safe and
continuous access is provided to bus stops, transit nodes,
schools, and other public spaces.

Prepare Phasing Plans - Phasing plans help identify priority
stretches and budget accordingly

Conduct Regular Impact Assessments - A scoring based
assessment of streets helps understand level of intervention,
scope of budget as well as phasing of implementation. This
will create a renewed focus on creating healthy streets.




Integrated Approach

Adopt a Coordinated Approach - Layout drawings and Good
for Construction (GFC) drawings should be prepared in
alignment with different line departments such as

Stormwater, Electrical, Telecommunications, Water Supply and
Sewage.

Incorporate Parking Management - Consultants and service
providers who manage designated paid parking should be on -
boarded and design should be vetted.

Integrate trees, and other contextual features - Contextual
features, especially trees, property edges, entrances etc.,
should be integrated into the street.




Quality of Design

Follow Uniform Design Guidelines - The width and height of
footpath, pedestrian signages, as well as other requirements of
good pedestrian infrastructure should be designed as per
guidelines across all projects, uniformly and holistically.

Provide Adequate Number of Pedestrian Crossings aAdequate
numbers and types of pedestrian crossings need to be
incorporated, and they must also be strategically positioned

Provide Traffic Calming Measures - Design parameters such as
height, marking, and the integration of various types of traffic
calming measures are crucial for ensuring safety.

Ensure a Universally Accessible Footpath, Signage, and Other
Public Amenities ARamps, tactile pavers, and signage must be
placed as per the guidelines.

Delineate designated parking space AParking slots should be part
of the design of footpaths, with clear blub -outs, on one side or
both sides of the road, depending on the road space available.



Seamless Implementation

Distinguish Project Types - Repairs, modifications, and
complete transformation should be identified based on the
type of infrastructure and its impact.

Include Stakeholder Consultations - Users of the street should
be involved in the process of implementation. Awareness shall
be created around street rights and rules.

Adopt a Coordinated Approach of Implementation - Project
timelines and schedules should be aligned with different
departments. While the ownership may belong to one, a multi -
stakeholder project status should be assigned.




Guiding Principles based Recommendations %oITDP

HDIlA

Principles Recommendations

Ease of Mobility Streets which provide footpaths as stated in IRC:103 with clear, unobstructed and
continuous walkways incorporating the adjacent land -use are evidently desirable
by all. The use of materials, operation and maintenance of the infrastructure add to
the ease of movement.

Safety The data has shown that speed table with cobblestones have one of the highest
reduction of vehicular speed along with providing safe walking space to
pedestrians. Using pedestrians lights, adding buffer zones, identifying safe crossing
spots will help to improve the safety on streets.

Universal Accessibility Lack of ramps, discontinuity at junctions and uneven surfaces have been identified
as key barriers for universal accessibility. Providing table -top crossings, filling the
gaps in continuity, provision of safe buffer spaces, vertical and horizontal
wayfinding signages and getting more eyes -on-street is the way forward.

Liveability This necessitates efficient design of the drains, to be used as clear walking zone
and to provide dedicated vendor zones, to enable effective usage of the pedestrian
infrastructure.




Beyond Implementation
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Regular Impact Assessments: BRR should
follow the five -year horizon outcomes as
stated in the NMT Policy. Assessments or
performance audits such as this report
should be carried out periodically and use
the data to inform network planning,
phasing as well as budget allocation.

Enforcement: As observed earlier,
vehicular and vending encroachment has
been biggest deterrent for ease of
movement. Vehicular and vending
enforcement needs to be done on priority
to ensure good streets.

Operations and Maintenance: The
operational costs of infrastructure such as
public toilets, street lighting, and parking
need to be integrated with the
implementation framework. It is also
important to undertake a lifecycle analysis
of different materials such as paint marking,
bollards, lighting fixtures, landscaping, tree
pits, among others that are vulnerable to
the vagaries of weather as well as load
stress.

Scale Up:The city should introduce
development of street -networks at a
neighbourhood level, as opposed to

streets in isolation. This can be achieved
"HEN T H dkNEAl- qeANa
i Il ANNQgut+ eRAT f | " EZ&a& ™

Ta, dqNdaaysneff @R~ &1 f

etc. for scale up.

Communications and Outreach: Citizens

are unaware of the new infrastructure

being developed, and hence many

pedestrians still use carriageway instead
o fofethe fostpath. Ciizens need to be well
14 infefingd, ativated apd egducaged to laskdf
- ethe yew street infrastructure.

Cycling: Cyclists are almost invisible in the
design of streets. They can be
accommodated through the provision of
cycle parking, dedicated cycle lane (in the
case of arterial streets) as well as speed
control measures. Cycling infrastructure still
needs a lot of research to encourage people
for cycling.

Improvements: Any modifications, repairs, and improvements shall be made as per standards. Such improvements shall be prioritise safety an d

accessibility -related interventions. Duplication or disturbance of existing infrastructure shall be avoided. However, existing i

repurposed, especially in the case of stormwater drains.

nfrastructure can be



Street - Specific Recommendations

Street Name

Recommendations

%oITDP

HDIlA

Need stricter parking enforcement to ensure parallel car parking.  Commercial spillovers and parking

Gandhi Irwin

should be accommodated without compromising the clear walking zone. Pedestrian and vehicular conflict

i;dzzstnan encroachments on footpath should be removed. Regular maintenance of street elements like lighting
—e
needs to be undertaken. . .
Street with a rating
Broken/uneven footpath should be repaired  to ensure continuous footpath in street. Adequate crossing of 30 or more, can
CSIR infrastructure to be provided at intersections.  Bulb-outs should be constructed through the stretch to be improved
streamline parking. Bus shelter to be opposite AscendasIT park. through strict
. o . . . nforcement an
: Uneven footpath surfaces should be repaired to ensure continuity in walking. Parking management is enforcement a d
Wallajah . . . : . . . minor repairs and
needed from Omandurar Hospital till Quaid -E-Millath Road junction. Tabletop crossings and at -grade . .
Road . . . S - . . interventions.
crossings should be provided for crossings near institutional buildings and  intersections.
Commercial spillovers in footpath opposite Egmore Railway Station should be cleared. Street vendors
—®

Streets with a

Sahib Street

to be planned and managed efficiently from Stanley Hospital to Prakasam Salai Roundabout. Efficient
crossing should be provided near high footfall zones.

Road near entry/egress of Egmore Railway station should be managed by providing table top crossings. )
Footpath leading into the station to be made more accessible. rating of 25_ to 30,
. . ) X would require
old Jail + Width and height qf footpath needs to be ma}de adequate _and con.5|stent fchroughout jche street_, espema_lly enforcement to
Ibrahim near Stanley Hospital and Vallalar Bus Terminus. Intermediate Public Transit (IPT)/ private vehicle parking remove

obstructions,
improve footpath

Footpath should be made obstruction -free through reconstruction of uneven surfaces and removal of

surface, and

transformer, lighting poles, pillar boxes to be moved away from walking zone.

;:;;?ggfc; encroachments. Bus stop opposite Vidyodaya School should be given sufficient waiting space. Tabletop introduce .
crossings should be provided for midblock crossings near school zones. accessible crossing
infrastructure.
. ) Maintenance of the footpath to be putinto place. Encroachments, such as parking, commercial spillover,
Thiru Vi Ka . ST . I ;
High Road to be removed through enforcement. Garbage spillovers and public urination to be curtailed. Utilities, like




Street - Specific Recommendations

Street Name

Recommendations

%oITDP

HDIlA

Sardar Patel

Uniform design guidelines to be followed for the footpath across. Provision of access ramps to be
provided at points of crossing. Safe,signalised crossing to be provided at CLRI Junction and at the entry to

— o
Streets with a
rating of 20 to 25,
would require

Road MRTS Station.Footpath width to be made sufficient from Cancer Institute to Madhya Kailash. Footpath in
the service lanes to be made sufficient and obstruction free.

C.P. Footpath disturbed during storm water drain construction should be repaired/reconstructed. Zebra

Ramaswamy | crossings should be provided near junctions. Traffic calming elements need to be introduced. Efficient

Salai parking management under flyover is needed.

repairs to improve
continuity of
footpath, remove

Peter's Road

Footpath should be made obstruction free by reconstructing uneven surfaces, and removing
encroachments from Royapettah Government Hospital to Ice House Masjid. Tabletop crossings should be
provided for midblock crossings near school zones and traffic calming interventions (Speed tables) should
be installed to reduce vehicular speeds. Efficient parking management under flyover is needed.

obstructions and
introduce safe
midblock crossing
infrastructure.

Encroachments to be removed through enforcement. Footpath width to be made adequate and accessible
near the entry into suburban railway station. Public toilet and bus stop to be moved away from walking

standards.

E'gﬁrggg; zone. Footpath disturbed due to stormwater drain construction to be finished for use by pedestrians.

Speed bumps and pedestrian crossing to be highlighted through marking; crossings to be made

accessible. Speed tables recommended near school.
Anna Main Stormwater drains to be converted to act as continuous, obstruction free and accessible footpath. Streets with very
Road Pedestrian refuges to be created. Signalised crossing to be introduced at main intersection. poor rating (below

Continuous, obstruction -free, and accessible footpaths should be constructed . Safe and accessible i 20), should be
Eldams Road | crossings, along with the installation of traffic calming measures ( speed tables), are recommended for redesigned &

reducing vehicular speeds . restructured

. . . . : . completely.

Broadway Street should be redesigned to include a footpath, accessible crossings and traffic calming as per IRC
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@ Situational Analysis
of Individual Streets



Length | ROW
Street (kn?) m)
Ped Plaza (Sir Thyagaraya road) 1 29
Wallajah Road 1.37 29
Gandhi Irwin Road 0.86 20
CSIR 1.1 28
Thirumalai Pillai Road 0.82 12
Perambur High Road 0.85 21
Old Jail Road + Ibrahim Sahib Road 1.3 12
Thiru Vi Ka high Road 1.2 15
Peters Road 1.73 14
Sardar patel (AU to Madhya Kailash) 1.24 21
Broadway street 0.94 12
Eldams Road 1 15
Anna Main road 1.8 20
C.P.Ramaswamy Salai 1.26 18

Nature of
Landuse

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

QI DF

Footpath
Infrastructure

Available

Available

Available

Available

Available

Disturbed

Available

Available

Disturbed

Disturbed

Disturbed

Not available

Not available

Not available



1. Pedestrian Plaza | An Overview

Right of way:
30m
Length of study:

1.0 km
Street character:
Commercial

Type of Infrastructure:
Available

About the stretch

prioritised

This street was the first complete street transformation in Chennai, which
It has created a wide footpath,

pedestrian infrastructure in a busy commercial

neighbourhood .

streamlined underground and above -ground utilities, as well as reduced vehicular speeds by

providing speed tables at mid -blocks and intersections

Mode Share Data Captured During Evening Peak

Pedestrian

Survey Sample

94

Pedestrians

Cyde

64%

Women

Car

2W

36%

Men

Design
Score

7.8310

Perception
Score

6.56/10

« Observation

40 55
Score

Auto/ Share auto

9.44/10

Bus Miscellaneous
(Private Bus,LCV, HCV)

Total score

25.91/30
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1. Pedestrian Plaza| Ease of Walking %oITDP

. . d m . .
Continuity and Adequacy of Infrastructure o R Typical Section

:A\ Segment AB Segment BC
| \\ 5 -

Desigraied Desgraied . . De sigrae edian Desgrae

Foopah Parking Cariagevay Parking Foopah Foopah d pw.q Canageway : Camagev.ay:ijq[g Foopah

! 10m Ta5m 6m 25m 9m i 7m 25m 6m  05m  m 25m  55m -

30 ¥ 30
A 0 S0 100m
-_— Width of Footpath
150mm in height
B Footpath with @ Footpath without No footpath
adequate width adequate width

Is the footpath wide enough to walk?

9% say yes

|

Where do people walk? 4% on Cariageway ——

Bollards to restrict vehicular Wide footpaths to cater to high
~ encroachments : footfall

96% on Footpath

Dedicated walking space
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1. Pedestrian Plaza| Ease of Walking

Enablers and obstructions to walking "’"E‘-‘I eatures
Street_Features
= Barrier ]
98%

Type of Street Features

»  Obstructions
A %o coe :.'.: L t Enablers M Barriers
° ® oo .:.’:..ﬂ ~o o .

= e “’.: ® o, ® 9oe o ;
. .

‘om oo ®e o o= oo o ®

e

03 Vendors 119Trees 06 Bus Stops

B
s * e
L]
©
n 38 Waste Receptacles 1 39 Seating
: 46 Signages @ 01Public Restroom

Do you face any obstructions while using the footpath?

45% say yes 55% say no

08 Obstructions present every 100m of the street

0 50 100 m

Parking contributes to 83% of all the obstructions

2
i
2z
2
Z
a2
5
EH
g

v g,

35% of all pedestrians that reported difficulty in
walkability, were persons with vulnerabilities

Parking as Obstruction Commercial spillovers and Advertisements




1. Pedestrian Plaza | Safety & Accessibility %oITDP

Pedestrian Crossing and Traffic Calming measures + Formal/Designed Do you feel this street is safe to cross?
vs Parking Management o )

Parking 34% of the people feel unsafe to cross the street

= Designated and Compliant

—umwm::mm'o 23% of them feel lack of safe crossing points is the

A=, _ — Undesgnated and Single Parking biggest concern
‘\. - ey
B\ e 1 e S e, . T
=7 —.:_o 13 00%
A C 10 oo LI
Q 5 100m
30% of the street Iength (LHS & RHS) 2/3rd of the required number of e Encroachments Speedingvehicles _ Lack of safe crossing
is occupied by undesignated pedestrian crossing points are poinisirefuge
on-street parking * implemented Do you face any problems on this road at night?
55% of women felt unsafe at night
N2
N
i
AL L1 LR
Lack of mid-block crossings Lack-of-speed calming Anti-social actvities  Only few people Poor Speeding Others
take place there (eg. are/no oneis lighting vehicles

Drinking, abuse, theft) using it
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2. Wallajah Road | An Overview

About the stretch
Wallajah Road sports the majestic Chepauk Stadium, the University of Madras, the Tamil Nadu

Key Map ‘ /
—_—— d \ / H
k\) Government Super Speciality Hospital, several government office complexes, including
[ /“ Ezhilagam, the Directorate of Horticulture, and several commercial establishments. This
, / stretch also connects to the Metro Rail and MRTS, so it receives high footfall, especially at the
gy Ay, two intersections.
N~ E’ Mode Share Data Captured During Evening Peak .
"me===re®  Right of way: Design
/ T [ 27m 2000 % Score
| Length of study: f
L=er ¢ i \, ‘v 1.37 km 6.83/10
| Street character:
: ]1 Institutional .
f Type of Infrastructure: Perception
X / Available Score
] = Tl o
— /AR " 0% :
28 0 Observation
Score
2W  Auto/ Share auto Bus (’Q’r‘iﬁ%jﬂgelﬁw
o 7.7810

Pedestrian Cyde Car

Survey Sample
Total score

19.38/30

134 51% 49%

Men

Pedestrians Women




2. Wallajah Road | Ease of Walking %oITDP

I D1 A

Footpath . .
ntmulty and Adequacy of Infrastructure Orevu avid Boun: w— Typical Section
\\ p % & B
\\\.. - ) C
P 5 T Y
P~
\\ B — . -
.>.;> 2 I’ —
- i |
T Fif=Ti=1
N !
o Fuo(pam Infor
— . , Pamin N
e e — © 2 xm . Carriageway “Median,  Carageway ‘g’]‘:’k"’;‘ Footpath
A T - — / : 10m " om 10m " 22m-
27m
0 50 100m ;
—— Width of Footpath
88% of the total street has footpath 22% of the footpath Is greater than
150mm in height.
B Footpath with @ Footpath without No footpath
adequate width adequate width

Is the footpath wide enough to walk?

91%say yes

Where do people walk?

= LTS ™
Guard rails at critical
sections for safety

52% on Footpath 48% on Carriageway

Wide footpaths Bus stop pushed to the back




2. Wallajah Road | Ease of Walking %oITDP

I D1 A

A’s.EnabIers and obstructions to walking Street_Features Type of Street Features
. Enablers
v %, Street_Features
", "o Obstructions
‘e o ¢ Obstrxtions Enablers M Barriers
. -
00 2 . 2

e S
e e E 13 Vendors 21Trees 05 Bus Stops
.
- ® '~
o % % me 05 Waste Receptacles 1 02 Seating

.
Pey .
. -
A . : 14 Signages @ 01Public Restroom

Do you face any obstructions while using the footpath?

07 Obstructions present every 100m of the street.

Construction Debris, Garbage dumping and barricade
storing constitute 42% of all the obstructions.

7% of all pedestrians that reported difficulty
in walkability, were persons with vulnerabilities

Utilities and Commercial Lack. of cleanliness as an

spillovers as obstructions AGRRTEC T AR obstruction



2.Wallajah Road | Safety & Accessibility ‘E@ITDP

I D1 A

A . .
« Pedestrian Crossing and Parking Management Do you feel this street is safe to cross?
\
\ Pateatitun, Crusleg 54% of the people feel unsafe to cross the street
\ ; Informal ' 52% of them feel speeding vehicles is the biggest
Parking concern
P —— Designated and Compliant
~ B ~— Undesignated and Double Parking o
\ — - and Hap BT
~ — Undesignated and Singfe Parking -
FTS
\\
\ . C 0%
,\ gl o — — d .
A 0 S0 100m o — .
-_— Poor lighting at nig ht Encroachments Speeding Lack of safe crossing
' vehicles points/refuge
30% of the street length (LHS & 2/3rd of the required number of Do you face any problems on this road at night?
RHS) is occupied by undesignated pedestrian crossing points are

77%of women felt unsafe at night

Booo

on-street parking * implemented

- 41.50%
Bl F280% TR —
= T80
- . Lack of crossing point at Lack of refuge area where zebra a — [ o .
Lack of mid-bloek crossings e ction crossing is provided Anti-social activites Only few _Po_or Poor visibility due Spegdlng
take place there (eg. people are/no lighting to obstructions vehicles

Drinking, abuse, theft) one is using it



3. Gandhi Irwin Road | An Overview EITDP

About the stretch
Gandhi Irwin Road is the main accessroad to the Egmore Railway Station, one of the four

intercity railway terminals in the city, which carries nearly 25000 passengers daily. Besides
this landmark destination, this stretch also hosts government institutional complexes such as
CMDAand small to medium commercial complexes.

Mode Share Data Captured During Evening Peak .
2000 Design
Right of way: 53% Score
20m 1593.25
Length of study: 6.08/10
0.86 km 1500
Street character:
Institutional/Transit Perception
Type of Infrastructure: 1000 Score
Available
5.63/10
500
1 2km .
—— Observation
Score
0
Pedestrian Cyde Car 2W Auto/ Share auto Bus Miscellaneous 7 7g10

(Private Bus, LCV, HCV)

Survey Sample

. 1

95 53% 47% Total score

18.63/30

6
s
4 4 4 :
i

Pedestrians ~ Women Men e e ST R e

(hdsieicent)




3. Gandhi Irwin Road | Ease of Walking

%oITDP

I D1 A

Continuity and Adequacy of Infrastructure

86% of the total street has footpath

Discontinuous Footpath
Sto

Lack of walking space behind bus

Footpath
~ Present and Even
== Present and Uneven

0 50 100m
[

83% of the total length of footpath is
higher than 150mm

Height of the footpath is more
than 150mm

Typical Section

Segment AB

Segment BC

-
=l

+ Footpath tnformal. Carriageway . Carriageway \vlurwal »ompam
. =

‘Footpath Carriageway  .nformal Footpath .

arking; B Parking . . B * Parking®
T3m 8.5m OGm 85m . 2.8m. “Toam sm 22m
24m 15m

Width of Footpath

84% 2%

B Footpath with
adequate width

= Footpath without
adequate width

No footpath

Is the footpath wide enough to walk?

82% say yes 18% say no

Where do people walk?

68% on Footpath 32%on Carriageway



3. Gandhi Irwin Road | Ease of Walking %oITDP

I D1 A

Type of Street Features

.d‘ ° .'.'. e °°
oo Strowt_Featurss 82%
«® Enablers

L
o «  Bamier Enablers B Barriers
o e ° Dbstructions
) .“B

Y *  Dbsinuctions
X R

< 22Vendors 26 Trees 08 Bus Stops
() »

L]

L]
4 n 14 Waste Receptacles ‘ 0 Seating

L L X

@ . ‘e L 24 Signages @ 02 Public Restroom

A , :":",’om Do you face any obstructions while using the footpath?

78% say yes 22%say no

10 Obstructions present every 100m of the street.

Enablers and obstructions to walking

Poor surface & parking contribute to 50% of all
the obstructions

19% of all pedestrians that reported difficulty in

Shops and Bamicades as walkability, were persons with vulnerabilities
obstructions

Parking as Obstruction Trees as Obstructions




3. Gandbhi Irwin Road | Safety & Accessibility %oITDP

I D1 A

Pedestrian Crossing and Traffic Calming measures ' = Do you feel this street is safe to cross?

vs Parking Management = P
- 33% of the people feel unsafe to cross the street

// 74% of them feel speeding vehicles is the biggest

/,’// concern

A ’ 2 B B0 DO
—
Pedestrian_Crossing R
+ Formal/Designed B0 D0
/ + Informal SEH1%
7, Parking .
/ = Designated and Compliant s
9 o* === Undesignated and Double Parking 37 e
= Undesignated and Haphazard B D0
/ =~ Undesignated and Single Parking a9
C ” B 0 3 L . L | .
- g Poor lighting at night ~ Encroachments Speeding Lack of safe crossing
c 36% of the street length (LHS & RHS) is occupied 0 50 100m . vehicles, ointsirefuge
Do you face any problems on this road at mghtj.)?

A by undesignated on -street parking
R : B 76% of women felt unsafe at night

TR
- FET L FENITY
AT
. . LR
) L. There are no signs or tactile

Pedestrian crossing points have There is no designated/organised markers for the visually ne Anti-social acivit only fe p o )
been provided parking space for IPT challenged I-socialacivities ny lew oo Poor visibility due Speeding
take place there (eg. people are/no lighting to obstructions vehicles

Drinking, abuse, theft) one is using it



4. CSIR An Overview

/r ISFEED S CaTE e Y i' Gl
Key Map i T About the stretch
‘7 ! | CSIRis a wide link road connecting the Rajiv Gandhi IT Expressway to neighbourhoods like
! ; ) , iR Taramani and Velachery. It provides accessto the Council of Scientific & Industrial Research
b , / (CSIR)campus, the National Institute of Technical Teachers Training and Research (NITTTR)
o | T.
=T N7 DX and Ascendas|IT Park.
i j ’.v—-\' > : "\/\ ’\‘
[ gy &l Mode Share Data Captured During Evening Peak Design
L\[\ T Right of way: 2000 - Score
| | \[_' 28 m 67%
s == g j / Length of study: 5 1710
APy, e 1.1 km ’
AT Gl R FLr o 1500
} /7 V. =N Street character:
i_) L) A Institutional/Office Perception
J M /‘I;zztialac;fklenfrastructu re: i Score
O
J‘/V/ [ »" llllllll. -n...- ﬁ 7.1910
o : . 500 .
7 /a'snm: | /\E""‘ 21 ;2 Observation
- Score
n
Pedestrian Cyde Car 2W  Auto/ Shareauto  Bus (’;A'is?ea”a'lgelﬁv) 6 39/10
Survey Sample
Total score
90 40% 60%
18.38/30
Pedestrians Women Men

<14 14-18 1835 3550 50-65 65 (EI
dmm e g A ;




4. CSIR| Ease of Walking L@ITDP

I MDA
Continuity and Adequacy of Infrastructure Footpath Typical Section
= Pk ard Evern Segment AB ) Segment BC

c B A
-‘:()Oly)ﬁlh:\\;f:rrﬂya; Carriageway é Carriageway \rg:rrkmﬁ; Fomp’nh Erou[pa[}\ Carriageway ;“ carrageway ESturm\N;a‘:\‘
N 3.0 9m 05m 9m 35m = — — -
A 0 s 100m Width of Footpath
g
7% 29
79% of the total street has footpath 97% of the total length of the footpath M Footpath with ¥ Footpath without No footpath
. . adequate width adequate width
is higher than 150mm

Is the footpath wide enough to walk? 9% say no ——

91%say yes

Where do people walk?

1% on Carriageway —\

Clear walking space Stormwater drain finished as footpath Height ol (potgalinis
inaccessible

99% on Footpath




4. CSIR| Ease of Walking %oITDP

Enablers and obstructions to walking Street_Features Type of Street Features
Enablers

Street_Features
= Barrier 86% -

Obstructions
e Obstructions

Enablers W Barriers

$ 11Vendors . 99 Trees 03Bus Stops
n 02 Waste Receptacles 1 0 Seating
0 50 100 m
A ——
41 Signages @ 01Public Restroom

ﬂuooooBooﬂo.C e 0 e Y e o e L o

¢ >

‘Co ® £20000 © 00 QP S0 00 % o
o »ae 02 e0 er 8% e .8 o o5 D ®ed © ere.oe XY e oo ¢ 90+ g dclen

Do you face any obstructions while using the footpath?

33%say yes 67%say no

07 Obstructions present every 100m of the street

Poor surface and construction debris contribute to  75% of
all the obstructions

27%of all pedestrians that reported difficulty in
walkability, were persons with vulnerabilities

Parking as an obstruction Obstruction due to utilities Obstruction due to vendors
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4. CSIR| Safety & Accessibility

5 g . . Pedestrian_Crossing X .
Pedestrian Crossing and Traffic Calming measures + Formal/Designed Do you feel this street is safe to cross?

vs Parking Management Informal
Parking
== Designated and Compliant
=== Undesignated and Double Parking

33% of the people feel unsafe to cross the street

63% of them feel lack of safe crossing points is the

== Undesignated and Haphazard blg gest concern
= Undesignated and Single Parking
C B A
- —— S S— ¢ . / W D [EE-1Y
51.1%
ey D
A 0 50 100 m 0 O
[ I
) — AT
49 of the street le ngth (LHS & RHS) is None of the TGQUITE‘d number of Poor lighting at night Encroachments Speeding  Lack of safe crossing
occupied by undesignated on -street pedestrian crossing points are | Vehicles  poinisirefuge
Do you face any problems on this road at night?

parking * implemented
; 69% of women felt unsafe at night

B 01, B2 50
&0 00
20 00
16,678 18.75%
12.50% 12,500

0U00%

- d‘ . 7 % Anti-social actvities Only few Poor Poor visibility due Speeding

Lack of crossing points at ¥ p Lack of designated parking take place there (eg. people are/no lighting to obstructions vehicles

Lack of mid-block crossings spaces for LMV, HMV Drinking, abuse, theft) one is using it

intersections



5. Thirumalai Pillai Road | An Overview

Right of way:

12 m

Length of study:
0.82 km

Street character:
Commercial

Type of Infrastructure:

Available

About the stretch

%oITDP

HDIlA

Thirumalai Pillai Road is a neighbourhood -level street connecting Kodambakkam High Road
and GN Chetty Road. It has several commercial establishments and schools, which makes it

receive a high footfall as well as passing through vehicular traffic .

Mode Share Data Captured During Evening Peak
3000 &

47%

2000

1000

Pedestrian Cyde Car 2W  Auto/ Share auto Bus Miscellaneous
(Private Bus, LCV, HCV)

Survey Sample

80 60% 40%

Pedestrians Women Men R

Design
Score

4.58/10

Perception
Score

4.69/10

Observation
Score

8.06/10

Total score

17.12/30




5. Thirumalai Pillai Road | Ease of Walking

%oITDP

I D1 A

Continuity and Adequacy of Infrastructure

Footpath
~ Present and Even

A \ B —— Present and Uneven
Sy
— s\x\
a"-\— -
- B
.\ o .,
\‘“‘*\
\*"~> —— ©
\
< 0 50  100m
[

29% of the total length of the footpath
is higher than 150mm

71%of the total street has footpath

Discontinuousat intersections Footpath with even surface

Footpath with uneven surface

T ItV i

Typical Section

Footpath  cCarriageway ° °

Carriageway ~ Rootpath!

17m 55m 0.3m 55m 2.0m

15m

Width of Footpath

48% 23%

B Footpath with
adequate width

= Footpath without
adequate width

No footpath

Is the footpath wide enough to walk?

|

4%say yes 26% say no

Where do people walk?

5% on Footpath 55% on Carriageway

I



5. Thirumalai Pillai Road | Ease of Walking

Enablers and obstructions to walking

Poor Surface of Footpath Parking as Obstructions Access Ramps as Obstructions

Type of Street Features

82%

Enablers W Barriers

% 05 Vendors ‘ 26 Trees ﬁ 02 Bus Stops

01Waste Receptacles j 0 Seating
: 30 Signages o 0 Public Restroom

Do you face any obstructions while using the footpath?

06 Obstructions present every 100m of the street
Poor surface contribute to 45% of all the obstructions

20% of all pedestrians that reported difficulty in
walkability, were persons with vulnerabilities












































































































