JCMBPS Working Group Meeting 7th April 2009


Minutes of Working Group Meeting
The Joint Committee on Mobility of Blind and Partially Sighted People
RNIB Offices, Judd Street 
On 7th April 2009
1. Preliminary Matters, Housekeeping and Emergency     Escape Routes
HAO explained the emergency exit locations. Fire marshals will be on hand to guide us to a fire refuge if necessary. WC locations explained.
The chairman welcomed Jill Allen-King to the meeting. He also welcomed Steve Tyler who will replace Richard Orme as one of the 2 representatives of RNIB. Richard is also attending today to hand over to Steve. Eddie thanked Richard for his contribution to the committee over several years. RNIB have 2 representatives – Jean Appleton, an Assembly member of RNIB and now Steve Tyler a senior officer at RNIB whose department includes the Access Consultancy Service formerly known as JMU Access Partnership. 
2. 
Those present:

Members
Jean Appleton – RNIB
Roy Benjamin – Guide Dogs

David Evans – Deaf Blind UK
Paul Harbord – St Dunstan’s
Karl Farrell – NFB
Allan Mabert – Guide Dogs

Richard Orme – RNIB (until lunch time) 
Gill Sheppard – COGDO
Rashmi Shah – COGDO
Steve Tyler – RNIB

Richard Williams – Social Care Association
Co-opted members 
Alan Smith
Eddie Davie (Vice Chairman)
Observers
David Sindall - ATOC

Secretariat
Helen Aluko-Olokun
Gill Kenyon (until lunch time)
Nicholas Russell – Part time
3.   Apologies for Absence 
Alan Brooks – Assistance Dogs, Chairman

Eric Day – Access Association
Gareth Davies – National League of Blind and Disabled People
Chris Fielding – RNIB Access Consultancy
Rose Hewitt – National Client Representative, Guide Dogs

Anne Rolfe – Royal National College of Blind People Hereford
Carol Thomas - Secretariat

4.
Presentation from Jill Allen-King

The priorities and work programme of the European Blind Union on mobility of blind and partially sighted people. 

Jill outlined the background to the European Blind Union. She noted that the first meeting of the Mobility Commission in the late 1980’s discussed the problems of shared use pedestrian and cycling facilities which is still a major issue in the UK and Europe. 

Current issues being considered by the EBU Mobility Commission include air travel, accessibility of rail travel and the pedestrian environment including shared space and shared surface streets. 

Jill had been invited to speak at a major European conference on road safety autumn 2008 about the concerns regarding shared surface streets. These street designs are a concern for blind people in other European countries as well as the UK. A workshop is to be held in Lyon, France on street design and visual impairment, bringing together several countries. It is essential that streets have pavements and crossings to enable blind, deafblind  and partially sighted people to use them. Jill also noted the problems caused by pavement parking which had affected her personally as her mother-in-law had dies following injuries sustained in a fall on a pavement damaged by parked cars. 
Discussion: 
David Sindall noted that Leonard Cheshire Disability represented the UK in relation to European air passenger rights. He noted that if it was easier for people to travel there would be an increase in revenue. European rail travel is also being considered. There is a proposal for a European wide Disabled Persons Railcard. David also noted the problems of obtaining information in alternative accessible formats for European travel. 
Richard Williams noted that different types of cards are available in Europe.  For instance, a Blue Badge has equivalents in France and other countries and will be recognised as a symbol of disability.  

Nicholas Russell touched on the current consultation on buses in Europe and hoped that there would not be anything that will prevent UK Government putting in A/V on buses.  Prague is really good because in1990 they got announcements on all buses.  Crossings are activated by the same systems.
Jean raised the issue of the route master bus proposed for return to London, which it is hoped would be covered by the European Bus Regulations.   
Roy asked about the issue of quiet vehicles.  Jill replied that a resolution was passed by the World Blind Union on this issue, and they are making contact with manufacturers.  This is a world wide issue and is on the agenda for a WBU meeting in May.
Richard Orme noted that hybrid vehicles aren’t all electric and can be heard when in petrol mode.  Research on quiet vehicles is being carried out in America. A note provided by Richard is attached to these minutes. 
Eddie thanked Jill for her informative and interesting presentation and hoped that she would return for another visit soon. 

5. Presentation by Anthony Ferguson, Department for Transport: Consultation on the European Bus Regulations proposals. 

A copy of the presentation is attached to the minutes. 

Anthony highlighted four main areas: 

1. Liability of operators with regard to passengers and their luggage

2. Rights of disabled people and people with reduced mobility

3. Rights of disabled people with reduced mobility and interrupted travel

4. Provision of information and enforcement

One of the concerns to address is the burden on operators with regards to liability. Over 90% of bus and coach operators are small businesses with tight margins. There is a structure for liability for accidents covered by other directives. 
Comments from members

· The importance of disability assistance and awareness training.  The committee considered it is key to build into the directive. At present people with sensory impairment are sometimes forced to get into wheelchairs before assistance is given.

· Access to audio information is a vital facility for both local and national journeys

· Access to services at terminals: LA decide which terminal will provide services and this would come into force 6 months after the directive.  Making a decision as to which terminals will have the service will be difficult as buses have many terminals and stops along a route as compared to an airport or ferry terminal.  Having the necessary information is vital for bus or coach trips.  

· Passenger rights - who is responsible? The general consensus is to make a regulation and specific definition to encompass this.

· Concerns around the provision of information for blind or partially sighted people.  The committee feels that if information is available to sighted people it should also be available to people with sight loss!

· Concerns around information when journeys have been disrupted due to unforeseen circumstances.  Assistance to continue or make a return journey is not always available, and information is vital in these circumstances. 

Action 1: The secretariat to respond to the consultation on behalf of JCMBPS

6. Consultations

Taxi consultation

Members agreed that all taxis should be wheelchair accessible, and noted the importance of colour/tonal contrast and talking meters.
It was proposed that legislation should be changed so that regulations could be introduced for access requirements for PHVs so that taxi drivers could not change their license to a PHV to avoid having to comply with the new regulations.

Action 2: The secretariat to respond to the consultation on behalf of JCMBPS

LTP consultation

Members considered that guidance on the duty for Local Transport Plans should cover not only plan preparation but also implementation of them. For instance, shared surface streets had been funded through Local Transport Plans.

Action 3: The secretariat to respond to the consultation on behalf of JCMBPS

7. Sub committee on membership and resourcing of JCMBPS 

Richard Williams gave a brief summary of the sub committee meeting held earlier that morning, and the recommendations the sub committee wish to make to the full Committee for their consideration.  The report of the sub-group is attached in full to the minutes. 
Members agreed to consider this report at the AGM to be held on 12th May, and that taking this forward could be an item for the Working Group meeting planned for 7th July.
Action 4: The report on membership and resourcing to be on agenda for AGM

8. Business Plan for 2009-2012
The paper circulated by the secretariat was noted and it was agreed that work on the business plan could be an item for the Working Group meeting planned for 7th July following the consideration of the committee working arrangements and resources at the AGM.  
Action 5: The business plan to be considered at a working group meeting on 7th July
7. Updates

· Campaign on shared surface streets.

Helen gave a brief summary of the campaign update.  Rashmi asked if Guide Dogs are still looking at taking a case against a LA.  Roy Benjamin replied that Guide Dogs were waiting to find a 90% winnable case.

· Exhibition Road. Jean noted the poor attendance at meetings of the Exhibition Road access group, and that the proposed design keeps changing.  Helen informed the group that things have picked up from the last meeting which Jean was not able to attend.  There was a good turn out of members which it is considered is due to the fact that the RBKC Access Officer is now back in post.  Helen noted that Cllr Moylan is no longer leading this project as he has taken up an appointment with TfL;  and that the access group Terms of Reference were amended at the last meeting to ensure that concerns raised at meetings are taken forward.  Nicholas also mentioned the RBKC cabinet meeting which had recently considered the proposals for Exhibition Road and Guide Dogs’ letter to cabinet members. RBKC would consider the proposal further at meetings in June and September. 
· Alan S gave a summary of the Level Crossing meeting. The Law commission have published their synopsis of what should be tackled and tendered out for research.

8. Parliamentary report

NR would provide an update for the next meeting

9.  Members reports

Alan S report on DPTAC rail group and Rashmi’s report on DPTAC aviation group had been circulated. There were no questions. 

10.   AOB

Alan S noted that the National Rail website is not accessible.  Steve Tyler informed the group that he was in charge of the RNIB Website team and offered to help.  Rashmi mentioned that he had heard that RNIB were involved with the DfT website design.

Rashmi asked if another member of the committee could attend the JCMD meetings with him.  It was agreed that representation at external meetings would be discussed at the AGM.

Action 6: Representation at external meetings to be on agenda for AGM

Rashmi reported that he tried to contact the secretariat and both Gill and Carol were on leave one day.  The chairman stressed that staff are entitled to annual leave.

The meeting closed at 3.00 p.m. 

Appendix 1

Note provided by Richard Orme, RNIB, to JCMBPS

USA action on quiet vehicles

HR 734

111th CONGRESS

1st Session

H. R. 734

To direct the Secretary of Transportation to study and establish a motor vehicle safety standard that provides for a means of alerting blind and other pedestrians of motor vehicle operation.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

January 28, 2009

Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. FILNER, Mr. HARE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PASTOR of Arizona, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SESSIONS, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. STARK, Mr. STEARNS, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. NADLER of New York, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. COHEN, Mr. WALZ, and Mrs. LOWEY) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Energy and Commerce

A BILL

To direct the Secretary of Transportation to study and establish a motor vehicle safety standard that provides for a means of alerting blind and other pedestrians of motor vehicle operation.

      Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

      This Act may be cited as the ‘Pedestrian Safety Enhancement Act of 2009’.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

      As used in this Act--

            (1) the term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Transportation; and

            (2) the term ‘motor vehicle’ has the meaning given such term in section 30102(a)(6) of title 49, United States Code.

SEC. 3. FINDINGS.

      Congress finds that--

            (1) motor vehicles designed to provide the desirable benefits of reducing harmful pollutants and operating with greater fuel efficiency include gasoline-electric hybrid and electric-only vehicles, and in the foreseeable future may include vehicles powered by hydrogen fuel cell and other engine designs that rely on fuels and technologies other than the gasoline-powered internal combustion engine;

            (2) these vehicle engine designs operate or are likely to operate with virtually no sound being produced by the vehicle;

            (3) the total number of hybrid motor vehicles sold per year in the United States is growing dramatically, and may someday equal or exceed the number of internal combustion engine motor vehicles on the Nation’s roads;

            (4) blind pedestrians cannot locate and evaluate traffic by sight and instead must listen to traffic to discern its speed, direction, and other attributes in order to travel safely and independently;

            (5) other people, including pedestrians who are not blind, bicyclists, runners, and small children, benefit from multi-sensory information available from vehicle traffic, including the sound of vehicle engines;

            (6) when operating on their electric engines, hybrid vehicles cannot be heard by blind people and others, rendering such vehicles extremely dangerous when driving on the street, emerging from driveways, moving through parking lots, and in other situations where pedestrians and vehicles come into proximity with each other;

            (7) failure to take immediate action assuring that blind pedestrians can hear hybrid and other silent vehicles in all phases of their operation will inevitably lead to pedestrian injuries and fatalities; and

            (8) such accidents are preventable through vehicle designs which take into account the multi-sensory nature of traffic detection and avoidance, and require that vehicles emit a minimum level of sound designed to alert all pedestrians, especially blind pedestrians, to the presence of such vehicles.

SEC. 4. STUDY OF METHOD TO PROTECT BLIND AND OTHER PEDESTRIANS.

      (a) Required Study- Not later than 90 days following enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall conduct a study to--

            (1) determine the most practical means of assuring that blind and other pedestrians receive substantially similar information to information such pedestrians receive from sound emitted by vehicles that use internal combustion engines;

            (2) determine the minimum level of sound emitted from a motor vehicle that is necessary to provide blind pedestrians with the information needed to make safe travel judgments; and

            (3) consider whether the minimum level of sound requirement or another method that conveys information essential for pedestrian safety provides the most reliable information to support safe travel of blind and other pedestrians, including--

                  (A) which method provides blind and other pedestrians the greatest amount of information regarding location, motion, speed, and direction of travel of a motor vehicle;

                  (B) the cost and feasibility of each method, including the cost and feasibility of equipping each individual pedestrian with any technology necessary to receive information; and

                  (C) which method assures the least reliance by blind and other pedestrians upon technology they must possess when traveling and thereby provides the greatest amount of independence and opportunity for spontaneous travel for these pedestrians.

      (b) Required Consultation- When conducting the study, the Secretary shall--

            (1) review all available research regarding the effect of traffic sounds on pedestrian safety, and commission such research as may be necessary;

            (2) consult consumer groups representing individuals who are blind, other pedestrians, cyclists, and advocates for children; and

            (3) consult with automobile manufacturers and professional organizations representing them.

      (c) Report- The Secretary shall complete the study within 2 years of its commencement and shall transmit a report of the findings to Congress.

SEC. 5. MINIMUM SOUND REQUIREMENT FOR MOTOR VEHICLES.

      Not later than 90 days after conclusion of the study required under section 4, the Secretary shall promulgate a motor vehicle safety standard under section 30111 of title 49, United States Code, to establish a method for alerting blind and other pedestrians of the presence and operation of nearby motor vehicles to enable such pedestrians to travel safely and independently in urban, rural, and residential environments. Such standard shall provide that every motor vehicle be equipped with a method--

            (1) to provide blind and other pedestrians with a non-visual alert regarding the location, motion, speed, and direction of travel of a motor vehicle that provides substantially the same protection of such pedestrians as that provided by a motor vehicle with an internal combustion engine; and

            (2) that will permit a blind or other pedestrian to determine the location, motion, speed, and direction of travel of a motor vehicle with substantially the same degree of certainty as such pedestrians are able to determine the location, motion, speed, and direction of travel of a motor vehicle with an internal combustion engine.

SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

      There is authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of Transportation such sums as may be necessary to carry out this Act.

SEC. 7. EFFECTIVE DATE.

      The standard promulgated under section 5 shall apply to all new motor vehicles manufactured or sold in the United States beginning on that date that is 2 years after the issuance of such standard. 
Source: http://www.opencongress.org/bill/111-h734/text
Accessed by Richard Orme: 27/03/2009

Appendix 2

EU Proposals for a regulation on the rights of passengers in bus and coach transport

Introduction

Anthony Ferguson. I am head of Buses and Taxis Divisions in the Department for Transport. 

I am standing in for Laura Teale who is leading on this issue. She is in Brussels at a working group on the proposal.

Scope of presentation

I will cover:

· What the proposal covers

· What HMG thinks about it 

· Where we are in terms of discussing it with EU colleagues.

What is it about?

Aims are:

· to make buses and coaches more attractive

· achieve a level playing field across the EU and between different modes (follows similar rules that have been applied to rail and aviation) [but note that read across does not always work, e.g. denied boarding.]

· to remove potential barriers to disabled people and PRM – accessibility and provision and assistance. 

What the regulation covers

The key elements of the regulation are:

· Liability of operators with regard to passengers and luggage

e.g. strict liability for damages up to EUR 220,000

· Rights of disabled persons and PRM

e.g. prevention of refusal of carriage, right to assistance

· Obligations of operators in the event of interrupted travel

e.g. offer of alternative transport services or reimbursement

· Provision of information for passengers and complaints handling 

What do we think about it

Should stress that we are carrying out a public consultation that finishes next week.  So we are reserving our position until the results of that consultation are available. 

We have a good sense of what the bus industry thinks as they have been watching the draft regulation as it has gone through the European Parliament.

Want to make sure we have a balanced view that takes account of all points of view – that is partly why I’m here!

In principle we welcome a lot of what the Commission is trying to achieve for passengers.

For example, we welcome the principle that operators should not refuse bookings from disabled persons and PRM.

We believe the disability provisions largely build on existing UK legislation.

We do have some high level concerns. The main one is about the application of the regulation to local bus services.

The Commission clearly recognise this - there is an exemption for local services operated through public service contracts. But it would not work in the UK where most services are commercial.

This issue has coloured a lot of the early comment on the proposal. 

We also have misgivings about some of the burdens that would be placed on operators, such as the provisions on liability. 

This is particularly because 95% of bus and coach operators in the UK are small, with 20 vehicles or fewer, and operator on tight margins. 

Also, unlike rail and aviation, bus and coach operators share their infrastructure with a wide range of other users.

UK (like some other MS) has well-established fault-based principles for determining liability for road traffic accidents. Not clear why the Commission feels the need to regulate in this area.

In several places, we would want to draw a distinction between factors that are within the control of the operators and those that are not (e.g. border crossings, bad weather).

Other provisions could be onerous and we’ll want to discuss these in detail.

· For example, the right to assistance during a journey given that most buses and coaches operate with one member of staff.

· The provisions on training may duplicate recently introduced requirements for compulsory driver training – the Driver CPC.

· The requirements for providing information are OK at a level of principle but could become onerous for small operators.

Appendix 3

Report from the sub-group looking into the Membership and Resources of the JCMBPS

The sub-group wish to make the following recommendations to the full Committee for their consideration:

1 Membership

1a) Representation and voting rights

The following organisations should be entitled to take up the option of having two representatives:

National Federation for the Blind

Circle of Guide Dog Owners

Royal National Institute of the Blind

Guide Dogs for the Blind Association

DeafBlind UK

National Client Representative

National League for Blind and Disabled People

National Association of Local Societies for Visually impaired People

St. Dunstans

The following organisations should be entitled to take up the option of having one representative:

Royal National College for the Blind

Social Care Association

Assistance Dogs UK

This reflects that those in the first category are organisations of or for blind and partially sighted people.  This in the second category, although working vith the visually impaired, are not directly linked at a national level.

Voting would remain as one vote per subscribed representative subscribed, with the Chair having the casting vote as at present.

1b) Expanding Representation

With a view to increasing representation from the regions, the Committee will approach individual associate members of NALSVI to ascertain their interest in joining to the Committee under their national banner.  The local association would be responsible for gaining the authority to act on behalf of the national body. 

The above would remove any perceived ‘London bias’, as well as enhance the quality of the input to the Committee

2 Income

2a) Lunches

It is proposed that, subject to sufficient differential, lunches be dispensed with, and hot and cold beverages be supplied only.

This would allow subscription income to be spent on more appropriate expenditure, and reduce the requirement for largesse from Guide Dogs as currently happens.

2b) Subscription rates

Subscription rates of £100 per representative should be maintained.

2c) Expenses
It is proposed that travelling expenses to all committee meetings be funded by representative organisations, except co-opted members who may claim from central funds if they wish.  

When acting on behalf of the committee (such as when attending an external group), expenses can be claimed from central funds, which in turn should where possible be claimed from the hosting or inviting organisers.

3 Resources

In line with the Committee’s acceptance of Guide Dogs proposals for restructuring, and RNC’s suggestion that the Committee focuses on key points; the sub-group make the following recommendations.

3a) Meetings
Meetings should be held four times yearly, and these should merge the current Main and Working meetings.

3b) Sub-groups

Three sub-groups are established, each with a Chair (though this role could be filled by a representative or co-opted member).  There would be no secretarial input by Secretariat, but the experience and knowledge of a member of the Secretariat may be called upon for technical support.

Each sub-group would communicate via email, telephone conferencing, or in a manner that would facilitate the involvement of all members.  However, face-to-face should be avoided wherever possible to limit costs and remove travelling time.  Face-to-face could take place if required prior to or after meetings.

The purpose of the sub-groups would be for the full Committee to establish but there are two potential models:

I. Each sub-group has a specific task to work on throughout the year.  This may be level crossings, or audio/visual announcements.

II. Each sub-group would have an area of responsibility, such as transport or built environment.  This sub-group could then tackle one key priority, but be able to respond to other pertinent issues in a way that alleviates the impact caused by the reduction of meetings during the year.

The system employed is a matter of full agreement of the committee, as are prioritising the sub-group objectives.

It would be expected that each representative sit on a sub-group, though some may wish to volunteer to sit on two or three.

The sub-groups would all feedback at each Committee meeting, and this should be a set agenda item.

jcmbps@guidedogs.org.uk
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