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RNIB Scotland response to the focus group questions Connecting Woodside - Focus Group One
Segregated Cycle Routes - 9 April 2019.
RNIB Scotland works on behalf of 170,000 people in Scotland with sight loss. We deliver services our members need and campaign for their civil and welfare rights. 
The redevelopment of streets across Scotland has been raised as a concern by many of our campaigners who are worried that some of these developments could affect their ability to travel around areas safely, or who have had their daily lives affected by completed street developments that they can’t access safely. 
We appreciate the opportunity to contribute in writing to this focus group and wish to highlight three design features that are necessary to ensure the area is accessible for people with sight loss:
1. Physical delineation in the form of 60mm kerbs between pedestrian areas and cyclist areas with dropped kerbs at crossing points.

2. Controlled crossings with tactile or audio indicators across cycleways and roads.

3. Easy access to bus stops.

Please see below our responses to the circulated focus group questions.

Questions

1. We are seeking comments on the proposed installation of a kerb segregated cycle route along with comments regarding the use of either a raised delineation kerb or corduroy paving where the footway and the cycle lane are at the same height.

RNIB Scotland strongly supports the use of raised kerbs to segregate cycleways from pedestrian areas. A kerb segregating a cycleway should be at least 60mm tall. Kerbs allow long cane users to feel when they are moving into a different use area and allows guide dogs to tell where not to guide their owner. A guide dog is trained to stop at kerbs, not corduroy paving. As a result, without physical delineation in the form of a 60mm kerb guide dogs can guide their owners into the path of oncoming bikes.  We also support the cycleway being a distinctly different colour from the pavement and the road to distinguish it from the pavement and the road for partially sighted road users.
We strongly urge that a 60mm high kerb is installed.

2. 2a. We are seeking comments on the proposed design of the bus stop bypass pedestrian crossing point design as shown above in figure 8.
Bus travel is a vital method of transport for visually impaired people as sight loss is a barrier to driving. If you have sight loss it is very difficult to cross a cycleway feeling confident that you are not about to step out in front of a bike as moving bikes are often silent. The need to cross a cycleway would impede the ability of a blind or partially person to access the bus stop safely and could result in injury through a collision with a bike. Given that the cycleway is 4m wide and two-way, there is an increased risk of collision as there will be twice as many bikes as would be on a one-way cycleway and it will take longer to cross. In order to cross the cycleway safely blind and partially sighted people need an audio or tactile indicator to signal that it is safe to cross. This indicator could come in the form of a controlled crossing across the cycleway.
2b. We are seeking comments on the two layouts shown above where the cycle route continues through the bus stop.
We agree that a cycleway through a bus stop arrangement is not ideal for either cyclists or bus passengers. Blind and partially sighted people visiting the area for the first may not know they are standing in the middle of a cycleway when they get off the bus and may spend time standing there as they orientate themselves and find out which way they are travelling next. This puts them at risk of collision with a cyclist. 

We are opposed to any forms of shared spaces/surfaces. There should always be clear indicators for where each road user should travel and safeguards built in to ensure that each road user can travel safely. The example in figure 10 wouldn’t work for either bus passengers or cyclists and creates unnecessary ambiguity around which areas are for pedestrians and which areas are for cyclists. 
3. We are seeking comments on the three pedestrian crossing layouts shown above. Please note that a combination of pedestrian crossing facilities will be required for the Connecting Woodside project depending on available space.

The crossing in figure 13 would work best for blind and partially sighted people. An audio indicator in the form of beeping or a tactile indicator in the form of a rotating cone activated when the green man is shown would give blind and partially sighted people a clear signal that it is safe to cross the cycleway. 
As detailed above cycleways can be particularly difficult to navigate with sight loss as bikes are often silent meaning it is near impossible to tell when it is safe to cross. A controlled crossing across the cycleway would remove this uncertainty and give the best crossing experience.

For the same reasons neither a zebra crossing or no marked crossing at all would give someone with sight loss the reassurance that they won’t be walking into a bike when they are crossing.
We urge the use of controlled crossings across cycleways and roads to ensure there is a safe crossing point that is accessible to blind and partially sighted people.

4. We are seeking comments on the three pedestrian and cycle crossing layouts shown above. Please note that a combination of pedestrian and cycle crossing facilities will be required for the Connecting Woodside project depending on available space.
We support the separation of cyclists and pedestrians as shown in the second and third examples but have no preference as to whether cyclists and pedestrians cross at the same time or at different times. The separation of cyclists and pedestrians will prevent collisions between the two road users.

Please contact Dr Catriona Burness at Catriona.Burness@rnib.org.uk for further information relating to this response.
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