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Introduction
This is a joint response from Guide Dogs for the Blind Association (Guide Dogs) and the Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People (JCMBPS)

Guide Dogs is the UK’s largest single provider of mobility and other rehabilitation training for blind and partially sighted people.  Each year, we help thousands of visually impaired clients to negotiate public transport and the built environment, either with a guide dog or long cane.   

Our vision is for a world in which all people who are blind and partially sighted enjoy the same rights, opportunities and responsibilities as everyone else.  We help blind and partially sighted people to achieve independence and mobility through the provision of guide dogs and rehabilitation services – yet this independence is limited by the environment in which visually impaired people must live.  As such, we campaign for equal access to transport and the built environment, shops and services, health and social care.
The Joint Committee is an independent body consisting of representatives of the principle organisations of and for blind, deafblind and partially sighted people with a specific interest in access and mobility.  

Figures from the 1999 DSS Research report No.94 `Disability in Great Britain’ indicates there are now an estimated 1.97 million people with a significant sight loss.

The JCMBPS believes that blind, deafblind and partially sighted people should be able to move around safely and independently. This is currently often not the case and barriers may be physical, operational or attitudinal.

The Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People works with Central and Local Government, and the transport and built environment sectors, to ensure that the requirements of blind, deafblind and partially sighted people and other disabled people are understood and integrated. Policy Statements produced by JCMBPSP include the topics of walking strategies, adjacent facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, pedestrian crossings and shared space in the public realm.
Comments
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposal to introduce a shared use cycle route to Regent’s Park Broad Walk. 

We will use the stated reasons for the proposal as the basis for our response. 

Stated reasons for the proposal: 

· to respond to London's need for healthy living activities such as walking and cycling; 

· to play a part in providing safer places for cyclists - particularly those learning to ride bicycles; 

· the route is on the widest path (between 10.5m and 12m wide) in Regent's Park; 

· the route provides a parallel route to a section of the Outer Circle; 

· the route is a very popular route for visitors to enjoy the Park; 

· the shared use surface minimises line markings and signage; 

· the shared use is preferred to a 'white lined segregated' route as the cycle speeds tend to be lower on shared use paths therefore the risk of injury is reduced - though perceived conflict may be higher; 

· an integrated path is preferred to a separate cycle path - which would dissect the Park; 

· the trial aims to test if the shared use option is preferable in terms of reported accidents and near misses; 

· the shared use option has less visual impact and maintenance liability in the long term; 

· the route is considered to be preferable for visitor cyclists as commuters are more likely to use the roads where they can cycle faster; 

· the majority of the park is 'cyclist free' and this would be the only area of shared use;

· the speed limit applies throughout the Park for all vehicles to reduce perceived and actual conflict; and 

· pedestrian priority is reinforced at entrances and busy areas - which is more difficult to achieve on a segregated path. 

Response

· To respond to London's need for healthy living activities such as walking and cycling; 
We fully support the promotion of healthy living activities such as walking and cycling. Blind and partially sighted people and other disabled people should also be able to benefit from this, but this will not be the case if a shared use path for cyclists and pedestrians is implemented. 

· To play a part in providing safer places for cyclists - particularly those learning to ride bicycles; 
Again we support the proposal to provide safe places for cyclists particularly those learning to ride bicycles but we believe this is best done on a dedicated cycle route and not on a shared use path. Provision for cyclists should not be at the expense of pedestrians. Government policy is that shared use paths should only be considered as a last resort when all other options have been exhausted. It does not appear that any other option has been considered. 
· The route is on the widest path (between 10.5m and 12m wide) in Regent's Park; 
This would provide space for a separate cycle path or one which is suitably segregated from pedestrians. 

· The route provides a parallel route to a section of the Outer Circle; 

· The route is a very popular route for visitors to enjoy the Park; 
The popularity of the route for visitors to the park reinforces our view that the path should not be converted to shared use with cyclists. Blind and partially sighted people and other disabled people should be able to enjoy walking in the park like any other visitor. A shared path with cyclists will become a no-go area for blind and partially sighted people. Guide Dogs research on shared surfaces has established that shared surfaces affect the safety, confidence and independence of blind and partially sighted people, and many shared surface areas have become no-go areas. This is the case when the shared use is with cyclists and/or with motor vehicles. 
· The shared use surface minimises line markings and signage; 
This is an aesthetics argument. Line markings and signage would not be needed if the path remained a pedestrian path. If a separate path is provided for cyclists these would also not be needed. A suitable segregated path with adjacent routes for pedestrians and cyclists can be achieved in several ways which do not require the use of line markings and only minimal signage. Please see the attached policy statement of the JCMBPS for details of options for segregating adjacent facilities. 
· The shared use is preferred to a 'white lined segregated' route as the cycle speeds tend to be lower on shared use paths therefore the risk of injury is reduced - though perceived conflict may be higher; 
Firstly a route segregated only by a white line is not segregated. Blind people will be unable to see the white line. Cyclists and other pedestrians can simply ignore it. The minimal segregation is the raised white central delineator, which is often referred to as a ‘white line’. 

The central delineator is a trapezoidal strip 12-20mm high (preferably 20mm), 150mm wide with sloping sides and a flat top of 50mm. This is prescribed in “Guidance on the use of tactile paving surfaces” (Department for Transport) for use to separate the pedestrian and cyclist sides of a segregated shared use cycle path. Is this the ‘white line’ you refer to?

Cycle speeds will vary depending on the congestion of the route. Cyclist speed may tend to be lower on a busy shared use path because cyclists have to weave in and out of pedestrians and slow down to avoid clusters of pedestrians. As numbers of cyclists compared to pedestrians increase so cyclist speed increases. 

The contention that the risk of injury is reduced seems to be based on the degree of injury sustained when a pedestrian is hit by a cyclist, which may be greater if the cyclist is travelling at higher speed. 

What is meant by ‘perceived conflict’? It seems to suggest that conflict is ‘in people’s minds’ but does not actually exist. 

Shared paths with cyclists do not cater for blind and partially sighted people who cannot see cyclists approaching, and if they hear them may be unsure exactly where the cyclists are and thus which way to move to avoid them. Deaf and hard of hearing people are unable to hear cyclists approaching and when cyclists approach from behind thus cannot see or hear them in order to move out of their way. People with walking difficulties or who are unsteady may find it difficult, and unnerving, to move out of the way of cyclists. Older people who may have reduced sight and hearing, and walking difficulty, will be affected. 
A shared path with cyclists is also likely to be less enjoyable for families walking with young children who would need to keep young children near to them rather than allow them to wander freely, to ensure they do not step in from of a moving cyclist. Even the most conscientious cyclist may have difficulty avoiding someone who steps directly in front of them. 

Most cyclists will attempt to behave appropriately on a path where there are pedestrians. However, as stated in the current consultation document from the Department for Transport on Cycling Infrastructure “Occasional inconsiderate cycling by a minority of users is likely to persist whatever restrictions exist.” It only takes one accident or near miss to shake the confidence of a disabled person to the extent that they no longer feel able to use that route. 
It should also be considered whether cyclists can enjoy a shared use path if it is busy with pedestrians so that the cyclist has to constantly keep to a very slow speed, weave in and out of pedestrians, and be prepared to try to stop if someone steps directly in front of them. This is likely to be particularly difficult for those learning to ride bicycles which you say are one of your key groups to cater for. 
The fact is that the term ‘perceived conflict’ actually results in the most vulnerable pedestrians no longer being able to enjoy using the route. This leaves cyclists to share the route with those pedestrians who are able to see, hear and avoid clashes with cyclists. 
· An integrated path is preferred to a separate cycle path - which would dissect the Park; 
This is preferred by whom? It is unlikely to be preferred by pedestrians using the path, and possibly not by cyclists. A good designer should be able to minimise the aesthetic impact of a cycle path. 

· The trial aims to test if the shared use option is preferable in terms of reported accidents and near misses; 
Most accidents, and certainly most near misses, are likely to be unreported. People prefer to go home when they have been shaken like this. If this affects their confidence they are then unlikely to use the path again. Even the fear of being hit can result in avoiding these routes. In this way the most vulnerable pedestrians simply disappear from any auditing exercises. 
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. 

· The shared use option has less visual impact and maintenance liability in the long term; 
As above – a well designed route could have minimal visual impact and can reduce maintenance liability. 

· The route is considered to be preferable for visitor cyclists as commuters are more likely to use the roads where they can cycle faster; 

· The majority of the park is 'cyclist free' and this would be the only area of shared use; 
Once a cycle path has been created, if it works well for cyclists it will attract cyclists to it, particularly if it is a shortcut or a way of avoiding busy roads. 

Shared use paths tend to make cycling alongside pedestrians accepted by cyclists who are then more likely to believe it is ok to use other pedestrian paths. 

· The speed limit applies throughout the Park for all vehicles to reduce perceived and actual conflict; 
The argument about perceived and actual conflict is discussed above. You do not say what the speed limit is, but even relatively low cyclist speed can be intimidating for a pedestrian. There is also the question of how speed limits for cyclists will be enforced in a park. 
· Pdestrian priority is reinforced at entrances and busy areas - which is more difficult to achieve on a segregated path. 

You do not say how pedestrian priority is reinforced at these points, or what is meant by this. Do you mean that cyclists have to dismount as pedestrians have priority? If not what is meant by pedestrian priority. How is this enforced? Why is this more difficult to achieve on a segregated path? 

Conclusion
We support the provision and maintenance of safe and convenient routes for cyclists. Indeed some cyclists may be disabled people. However we believe that cycle routes should be separate from pedestrians. 

The provision of facilities for cyclists should never be to the detriment of pedestrians including blind and partially sighted people and other disabled people. Pedestrian paths which are also used by cyclists, whether legally or not, are one of the major issues affecting the confidence of blind and partially sighted people in the pedestrian environment. They also affect other disabled people, and as described above may affect older people and young children. 
The path is currently a pedestrian path, thus the proposal to convert this to shared use will be to the detriment of disabled pedestrians. We would question whether this is in keeping with your duties under the Disability Discrimination Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We request that you let us know how these comments are taken into account in the decisions made on this proposal. Should you require any further information or wish to discuss this please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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