Section 2: Consultation questions: Template to use when responding

CONSULTATION RESPONSE FORM

Cycling Infrastructure Design

PART 1 - Information about you
	Name
	Helen Aluko-olokun

	Address
	Hillfields, Burghfield Common, Reading, Berkshire. 

	Postcode
	RG7 3YG

	email
	Helen.aluko-olokun@guidedogs.org.uk

	Company Name or Organisation
(if applicable)
	Joint Committee on Mobility for Blind and Partially Sighted People and Guide Dogs for the Blind Association



	Please tick one box from the list below that best describes you /your company or organisation.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Small to Medium Enterprise (up to 50 employees)

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Large Company

	x FORMCHECKBOX 

	Representative Organisation

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Union

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Interest Group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Local Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Central Government

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Police

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Member of the public

	x FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe):

	If you are responding on behalf of an organisation or interest group how many members do you have and how did you obtain the views of your members:

This is a joint response from the Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People and Guide Dogs Association. 
JCMBPS is an umbrella organisation comprised of the principle groups of blind and partially sighted people including Guide Dogs, RNIB, National Federation of Blind People, NALSVI, 

Guide Dogs Association represents approx 5,000 Guide Dog Owners and in addition blind and partially sighted people who are not Guide Dog Owners. It is estimated there are about 2 million people with serious sight loss. Guide Dogs lead for the visual impairment sector on access issues for blind and partially sighted people.

The response is based on policies adopted by the organisations and was considered at a meeting of JCMBPS on 2nd October. 


	If you would like your response or personal details to be treated confidentially please explain why:

     


PART 2 - Your Comments
	1. Do you think this guidance document is useful as a single source of reference?
	Yes x FORMCHECKBOX 

	No  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons or add any additional comments you wish to make:
Comment

We would support a document like this if the recommendations and issues for blind and partially sighted people have been taken into consideration.   We recommend making reference to the following documents:
Policy Statement from the Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People (JCMBPS) on Adjacent Facilities for Pedestrians and Cyclists – 2004

Guidance on the use of tactile paving surfaces – DfT

Inclusive Mobility - DfT




	2. Are there sections of advice with which you particularly agree / disagree?
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

	No  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons or add any additional comments you wish to make:
1.2 Underlying principles
Agree hierarchy of provision with conversion of footways/footpaths to shared use to be considered last after all other options ruled out. However this must include consideration of adequate segregation between pedestrian and cyclist sections. This seems to be missed here. 

However statement that potential conflict on rural routes is minimal is over simplistic. ‘Rural routes’ could possibly be taken to include key footways/footpaths within and between villages. The conversion of these to shared use can be a major concern for blind and partially sighted people, and other disabled people. Recent proposal for Royal parks in London to convert footpaths to shared use with no proposed segregation has alarmed access and VI groups. 

1.3.6 Behavioural approach 

Observing how users interact. How will this take account of those who no longer use routes because of the problems? Guide Dogs research has shown that shared use areas are avoided by blind and partially sighted people. 

1.6 Audits

Audits must include ways of taking into account those who do not use an area or no longer use a shared route. Guide Dogs research has shown that where there is potential conflict blind and partially sighted people will avoid an area. Audits based on those who use the scheme will not address this and simply reinforce it. 

3.4 pedestrian priority areas 

Aylesbury example – check out with local groups. – buses and cyclists allowed

Shared space/shared surface – GD research shows this does not work for blind and partially sighted people. 

3.4.5 statement 
‘Occasional inconsiderate cycling by a minority of users is likely to persist whatever restrictions exist, but most cyclists will simply dismount and travel at walking speed at the busiest times’ (FN9)

If cycling seen as acceptable through pedestrian priority area this dismounting and walking will reduce. 

3.5.2 
New development offers opportunities to achieve a higher quality of design ….. but following sections are of shared use. What happened to shared use being last option?!!

New development should offer the opportunity for well designed separate cycle routes. 

Table 4.1 

Measure – 3rd on list of 12 – shared surfaces (i.e. where kerbs are absent). Comments – such proposals need careful design to ensure they do not disadvantage blind or partially sighted people. 

GD research shows that shared surfaces where kerbs are absent DO significantly disadvantage blind and partially sighted people and some areas have become no-go areas. ‘Careful design’ DfT must give more than this. GD carried out research to test the usual suggestions from designers and local authorities to delineate space for pedestrians – initial analysis shows that none of the proposals tested could consistently be detected and followed by blind and partially sighted people and at same time acceptable for wheelchair users and people with walking difficulties. DfT cannot abdicate its responsibility – it must clearly advise against shared surfaces unless it can develop evidence based design advice. GD willing to continue to work with DfT on this but until effective design proposals are researched, if that can be done, the clear advice must be not to develop shared surfaces. 

4.4 Road humps

Where flat topped road humps are introduced to be used as pedestrian crossings they must include the appropriate tactile paving warning. Also in other sections such as 8.6.1 and 9.37 This DfT document must be in line with other DfT guidance including Inclusive Mobility and Guidance on the use of tactile paving surfaces. 

Chapter 5

5.5 Reallocating road space
Bus Stops are busy areas with pedestrians waiting around the buses.  If the cycle track is re routed onto the footway at bus stops, this would pose as a potential hazard for blind and partially sighted people who would not be able to step out of the way for cyclists.  We would recommend that the cycle track is continued along the outer side of the bus stop allowing the cyclist to continue on the carriageway. 

Chapter 6

6.6 Coloured surfacing
We would recommend a national colour is used for all cycle tracks to prevent misinterpretation of what the routes are.  This will also assist blind and partially sighted people who have some vision to be able to identify where the likelihood of cycles could be expected.  It has been established in this consultation that in certain areas where there is a high risk coloured surfacing should be used. For blind and partially sighted people, the problem with cyclists is that their presence is unnerving and potentially dangerous, the perception of danger caused can reduce the confidence to go out independently. 
Chapter 7

Off road cycle routes
7.1 Types of user

It is true that SUSTRANS and others state they wish off road cycle routes to be used by everyone, not just cyclists. This increases the opportunities for provision and funding of such routes if they are described as being for everyone. However they have consistently ignored the evidence that shared use routes do not cater for blind and partially sighted people, and are also difficult for other disabled people such as people who are deaf or hard of hearing and people with walking difficulties who are unable to move out of the way of cyclists quickly. 

The choice that is often put to people is that in order to have a route that is well surfaced, lit and so on the only way that will be funded is if it is a cycle route that pedestrians can also use. Where is the priority for pedestrians in this? When have pedestrians been offered the funding for development or improvement of pedestrian paths and preferred to have paths shared with cyclists? Where such shared use cycle paths are provided, with significantly better provision than pedestrian paths, those pedestrians that can manage to use them will of course do so – those that cannot share with cyclists are not catered for. 

7.5.1
The reference to raised white lines must very clearly explain that these are the trapezoidal central delineators following the recommendations in “Inclusive Mobility” and the “Guidance on the use of tactile paving surfaces” - using a centre delineation strip 12 – 20mm high (preferably 20mm), 150mm wide with sloping sides with a flat top 50mm wide.  This strip should be white. It would be good practice to provide a coloured surface which contrasts well against the strip to further highlight the delineation and provide a helpful cue to blind and partially sighted people. 
This delineator is to be used where there is no difference in level between the pedestrian and cycle side and is the minimum segregation where there are adjacent paths for pedestrians and cyclists. The Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People Policy Statement on adjacent facilities provides details of other preferred methods of segregation. 
7.7.5

Whatever surface is used must be slip resistant, non reflective under different weather conditions and easily detected.
7.8.3

We support drainage gullies should be flush and would see no reason why the slots should not be at right angles as long as they do not pose as a potential hazard for blind and partially sighted people. 

7.9 Bus stops

We agree there is considerable potential for conflict at bus stops and tram stops (see fig 5.4). Cycle routes must continue along the carriageway and avoid the bus stop. Swapping pedestrian and cyclist routes so that the cyclist route passes behind the bus stop/shelter is likely to cause conflict. Bus stops are often congested and the route behind bus stops must be kept clear for pedestrians wishing to pass. If a cyclist wishes to gain access to the bus stop area the cyclist should dismount. Where cyclists wish to continue their route this should be on the carriageway. 
If a swap of footway and cycleway occurs as described in 7.2 there must be appropriate tactile surface used to warn of this swap. However this is likely to be difficult to achieve and very confusing – this can be avoided by the cyclist route being on the carriageway away from the bus stop and not impede access between the stop and the bus. 
7.12  Managing conflict

Agree that on- carriageway options should be exhausted before deciding to convert existing footways to cycle tracks – says especially in urban areas – ‘urban’ not defined - shared use paths in ‘rural’ areas – this could be anything from a countryside path to a footway that is a key pedestrian route within or between villages – or even conversion of a path through a park. 

If existing footways are converted appropriate segregation must be provided between the pedestrian and cyclist sections. 

Talks of perceived conflict – nothing here about those pedestrians who no longer use the path – for blind and partially sighted people this is most likely outcome. 

7.12.2

The suggestion - where there is potential conflict, instead of reducing visibility or tightening radii, solutions would be to widen the track or introduce humps, rumble surfaces or staggered barriers.  
Consideration must be given to the effect of any such proposal on the use by blind and partially sighted pedestrians and other disabled people - use of contrast tones and colours and tactile information must be specified here. Whatever features are introduced, should also be visible at night
7.13  Access control

7.13.2

Provision of bollards to prevent unauthorised vehicle access – the use of bollards for this purpose may be acceptable providing the bollards height and design follows the DfT Inclusive Mobility Guidance with clear contrast. However placing bollards in staggered rows could be hazardous for blind and partially sighted people. 

7.13.7

The use of cattle grids would be a problem for long cane users and guide dogs.  For area where there is a need for stock control we support the use of appropriately designed self closing gates. 

“Where the above are in close succession it would be advisable to fence off a cycle route all together” – where this is a route also used by pedestrians routes must be easily accessible for blind and partially sighted people and other disabled people

7.13.5 – 7.13.7

We would like to emphasise that whatever is used to deter vehicle access should not impede access for blind and partially sighted people.  Bollards, “A” frames and so on can be a hazard to blind and partially sighted people. The A frame as shown would be hazardous for blind and partially sighted and other disabled people. If bollards are also intended to warn pedestrians that they are approaching a carriageway or other area with traffic, if placed too far apart they can be missed putting them in danger.

Para 7.13.5 
Notes that the design illustrated includes a hazard for blind and partially sighted people and gives alternative design dimensions. The illustration itself should be changed rather than be corrected in the text. 

All potential control features like those mentioned in the above sections should be researched to ensure they are effective and do not cause a hazard or danger to blind and partially sighted and other disabled people. Their use should be thought through and consulted on before installation.  We would encourage where there is need to have the above features in close succession – where it is more dangerous or confusing, that the segregation is fenced off as suggested.

7.15 Tactile paving 
Guidance on tactile paving by DFT was developed following extensive research and proposals to change this should be accompanied by the same level and quality of research. 

· The suggestion that there is no guidance on tactile paving for a cycle track crossing a footway to meet a carriageway at right angles.  Suggestions to drop the cycle track to the carriageway level before it encounters the footway so that it joins the main road in a similar manner to a side road, with buff tactile paving and dropped kerbs provided for people crossing the cycle track. 
· This requires careful consideration. A diagram clarifying what is proposed would be useful. This would need to be considered and agreed before any decision is taken on this. We suggest that this is considered by JCMBPS and Guide Dogs in conjunction with DfT. 

7.15.2

The recommended depth of tactile paving in a segregated shared cycle route is 2.4m.  This was based on research and any proposal to change it must be equally based on research. Rather than risk conflict, cyclists should reduce their speeds especially in bad weather conditions. 
Chapter 9
9.5 Signal controlled crossings

9.5.3

We strongly suggest that staggered or split controlled crossing are not restricted to only practical solutions but used where necessary to ensure safe crossing for all users.  We would not support compromising pedestrians to suit cyclists. We do however support having wider refuges at crossings. We would also recommend stating that all controlled crossing have visual, audible and tactile signals to assist blind and partially sighted people cross safely and independently.

9.10 Canal towpaths and railway footbridges
· Proposed that wheeling ramps on steps by canal towpaths and railway footbridges are to be provided on one side preferably the right side for people climbing.  Suggestions not to obstruct handrails or place in the centre so as not become trip hazards. 

Wheeling ramps would pose as potential hazards for blind and partially sighted people.  Such routes would mean pedestrians would have to stick to one side of the steps to avoid the ramps.  This would also cause unnecessary conflict for pedestrians using one side for both ascending and descending.  

We would strongly recommend that canal towpaths and railway footbridges should only be used as cycle ways where there is adequate width to ensure this can be done safely with suitable segregation between pedestrians and cyclists. Visual and tactile information must be provided for blind and partially sighted people to be warned. 

Where this is difficult there must be effective involvement of local blind and partially sighted people in considering this. Where potential conflict cannot be resolved the needs of pedestrians must be the priority. 

Local authority planners not to lose sight of the needs of pedestrians when designing for cyclists. 

Chapter 10

10.1

All cycle parking facilities should be outside the line of travel along the footway.  In addition a textured border with good colour contrast should be placed around the cycle racks to indicate to blind and partially sighted people where obstructions or street furniture is located. 



	


	3. In what ways could the guidance be improved?
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

	No  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons or add any additional comments you wish to make:
Comment

Reference to disabled people in some sections seems to be aimed at wheelchairs users or mobility impaired pedestrians.  We would like to see other pedestrians who are just as vulnerable including those with sensory impairments mentioned just as much.  Some of the recommendations seem to favour the cyclists more than the pedestrians.  The pedestrians in this situation are the more vulnerable parties within these areas and their requirements and issues need to be addressed.  
We do agree on suggesting carriageway routes should be encouraged and only when all the options are exhausted would providing adjacent shared areas on the footway be considered. However while this is stated it is not then followed through within the document and shared use facilities seem to be encouraged in some sections, in some cases with no reference to the need for appropriate segregation between the pedestrian and cyclist sections. 
The provision and maintenance of safe and convenient routes for cyclists is supported. However this should never be to the detriment of pedestrians including blind and partially sighted people and other disabled people. This hierarchy of provision should be clearly stated with pedestrians first. 



	4. Are there any issues covered in Cycle Friendly Infrastructure (1996) which you feel should have been included (and updated) in this draft?
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

	No  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please explain your reasons or add any additional comments you wish to make:

     



	5. Any other comments?
	Yes  FORMCHECKBOX 

	No  FORMCHECKBOX 


	Please add any additional comments you wish to make:

 JCMBPS and Guide Dogs would be happy to discuss this further and be involved in redrafting this consultation document.  We would also request feedback on how our comments will be addressed in the final document. 



	If you have any other general comment that you would like to make concerning this consultation, please give them here:

     
We would like to comment on the difficulty obtaining the consultation in alternative format.  It is a requirement under the DDA Part 3 to provide information in alternative format to people with a visual impairment the opportunity to respond to the consultation.  It could be seen as discrimination against blind and partially sighted people having to wait or receive this document long after the hard copy was made available to members of the public. 


Note: If offering detailed advice on the text contained in the draft publication, you may suggest revised drafting.

Please send this completed form to: Olga Bigault, Regional and Local Transport Delivery, Walking and Cycling Team, Department for Transport, 3/25, Great Minster House, 76 Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DR. Or alternatively email it to: cidconsultation@dft.gsi.gov.uk

The deadline for responses is: 5 November 2007
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