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ANNEX 3

OXFORD; HEADLEY WAY TOUCAN CROSSING

FORMAL CONSULTATION SUMMARY

No.
Respondent
Support
Comments
Officer Comment

1.
Cyclists Touring Club (CTC)

CTC (cont)

CTC (cont)


Yes

This crossing will provide a useful crossing for visitors, staff and (mobile) patients to the John Radcliffe.


1. The carriageway south bound (to Headington) narrows through the Toucan Crossing.  How narrow is this?  Ensure it is 3m or less, or 4m or more.

2. All kerbs to be cycled over are specified as flush dropped kerbs.  

3. The segregated sections need pedestrian symbols painted on the footway as well as cycle symbols, to help deter pedestrians from crossing onto the cycle track.

4. Cycles north bound (from Headington) have no specific exit from the road to the toucan crossing except the toucan crossing itself.  The shared use section alongside no. 119 Staunton Road needs to be extended southwards and a flush kerb installed to provide an exit for cyclists on their approach to the toucan crossing.

5. I assume Staunton Road has no parking outside No 117 to prevent the flush kerb being blocked by parked vehicles.

6. Locations outside Nos. 117 and 119 Staunton Road where the shared use sections finish.  need to be signed / marked clearly that cycling is not permitted beyond those points.  Point taken about street “clutter” (signs) to a minimum.  I would suggest “No cycling” or “End of cycle route” be painted across the footway.  This is more likely to be seen than a sign 2m up a pole.  I think “No cycling” is better as it is more to the point.  Having some message of no cycling is important as cycling on the footway is perceived to be a problem.

7. I am assuming you are expecting cycle and pedestrian flows of under 100/hr.  If over 100/hr. then widths need increasing.  

8. It is stated that no changes to street lighting are required – I assume from that there are no lighting columns impinging on the cycle track at any point.

9. The space from the end of the route in the hospital grounds to the new facility needs to be agreed with the JR. 
1. Unaware of the background to this request.  The carriageway at this point is to be 3.5 metres wide, which is considered appropriate at this location.

2. This will be part of the design.

3. Pedestrian symbols will be provided at the entrances and exits to the shared area.

4. To put in an exit slip on this downhill section of Headley Way would put pedestrians at additional risk.  However a dropped kerb can be constructed closer to the crossing (by the stop line).

5. Correct, the flush kerbs should not be blocked by parked cars.

6. ‘No cycling’ will be painted on the exits of the shared area to clarify the situation

7. The cycle/pedestrian flows are expected to be under 100/hr so the designed widths are considered adequate.

8. The existing standard of lighting has been reviewed and requires no change.  An existing lighting column will be relocated into a verge area to allow for the additional widening to the existing footway.

9. Correct, as this land belongs to the JR we need their agreement as to how this link is to be formed.  This will be resolved during the Detailed Design stage.



2.
Visual Impairment Team 

Visual Impairment Team (cont)


Yes
1. The Central Island – whilst it is not standard practice to include tactile paving to central crossing points. Feel that in this particular instance it would act as a good tactile and visual indication that a change has occurred.  Concerned if a blind person crosses the road and becomes disorientated they may try to square up on the central tactiles and consequently consider the correct line of travel to be central to the road.  A way of addressing this would be to install railings to either side of the central island and use the railings in conjunction with the tactile paving to square up effectively.

2. On the north side of the crossing, the drawing shows  tactile paving extending into the road.  Concern is  exposure of pedestrians to cars and push bikes as the proposal is for a Toucan crossing.  The inclusion of a railing to the angled road side areas as indicated on your drawing as an area for widening would protect all pedestrians who are waiting to cross and aid orientation for blind and partially sighted travellers.

3. The existing bollards to the north side, bollards are particularly difficult for visually impaired travellers as they do not offer any orientation advantages and are generally considered a hazard.   Understand that these bollards were initially installed to prevent vehicles from accessing Staunton Road from Headley Way.  A continuous barrier would be far more effective for a visually impaired traveller as they could use this to aid orientation.  The inclusion of a low wall would be preferable as a long cane would be able to use the inner shore line to maintain their line of travel.  The inclusion of railings over such a distance could present difficulties to long cane users as the cane can easily become entangled.

4. The inclusion of any railings should be in accordance with good practice for visually impaired people and should include good tonal contrast from the general background and offer a change in tonal contrast at natural ends. 


1. The central crossing area will be flush with the carriageway with 125 mm upstand kerbs on either side.  These kerbs guide visually impaired pedestrians in the right direction.

2. The inclusion of railings would restrict visibility of pedestrians/cycles by drivers and would therefore be more of a hindrance than benefit.

3. The bollards allow cyclists and pedestrians to access the crossing and footway along Headley Way.  However a possibility of constructing a low wall will be considered during Detailed Design stage.

4.  Agree

3.
Cyclox
Yes
1. Given that most movements involving the NE leg of Staunton Road are likely to be from or into the JR it would help if the dropped kerb was at the northern corner rather than (or even as well as) the south.  

2. It is less clear what cyclists are meant to do when arriving at the JR via either leg of Staunton Road or from the SW along Headley Way.  Are they meant to use the crossing to get to the NW footpath, but if wrong then (a) the “on pavement” cycle track needs to extend to the crossing and be adequate for a 2 way cycle flow and (b) there needs to be some means of crossing the road inside the JR, especially since the existing “on pavement” cycle track on the Southern side of the road is very poorly implemented and would be difficult to extend to 2 way cycling.


1. From observations most cycle movements are between the two Staunton Roads.  To place the dropped kerb at the location suggested would put pedestrians at additional risk with cyclists taking their road speed onto a shared use section of the facility where visibility is compromised by the location a large Ntl cabinet.

2. Cyclists are to use the crossing from either side of Headley Way where shared use areas are to be provided.

4.
Oxford Pedestrian Association.
Yes
1. Could the crossing not be located nearer to Staunton Road?  This would help limit the extent to which footways (not particularly generous in the area) have to be shared 
between pedestrians and cyclists.

2. The Headley Way / Staunton Road proposals should be designed for efficient use without the inevitability of pedestrian / cyclist conflicts arising through a design which proves to be inadequate for the task.


1. Consider that the scheme as  proposed it will provide a safer crossing point for pedestrians and cyclists whilst not affecting traffic significantly. 

2. We have opted to have a 4 metre crossing, which we consider will be adequate for the anticipated flows.  



5.
Chair, Central North Headington Residents’ Association
Yes

Welcomed.
Presume that the pavement will be appropriately marked for cyclists.


1. Yes, where the facility is  segregated  symbols will be used.  Also there will be a segregation line  indicating to users the space allocated to pedestrians or cyclists.



6.
Roads Policing,

Thames Valley Police.

Traffic Management unit

Thames Valley Police Traffic Management Unit (cont).



1. There appears to be no cycle facility from Staunton road (west side).

2. The current layout does not connect to the cycle facility within the grounds of the hospital entrance.

3. The dropped kerb to allow cyclists to enter Staunton Road on the hospital side puts them on the wrong side of the road and they may conflict with vehicular traffic using the turning circle in this road.

4. Consideration for anti skid surfacing on both approaches.

5. New road layout signs.

6. Street lighting to current British Standards.

7. Dropped kerbs and tactile paving.

8. This route is a main access for emergency vehicles attending the hospital.  Use of the crossing at commuter times might cause queuing and unnecessary delays for Ambulances.

9. Consideration for residents re audible signals.

10. Queuing traffic northbound may obstruct the flow of traffic on the roundabout.
1. The proposal is to convert a short section of footway on the Westside of Headley Way to shared-use to facilitate access to the crossing from Staunton Road.

2. It is proposed to join the two elements.

3. The dropped kerbs will be extended across the whole of the southern stub by the crossing to reduce possible conflict though speeds of both parties will be low.

4. The carriageway is to be resurfaced to a high PSU so anti-skid will not be required.

5. Normal temporary signs will be erected.

6. Has been reviewed and is to current standards.

7. Included in the design.

8. There is a possibility that some delays may occur during peak periods.

9. The sound levels will be suitably set.

10. The location has been chosen due to its position on the existing cycle route between the two elements of Staunton Road, which is widely used, its proximity to the JRH and its newly constructed segregated cycle facility.  There is a possibility that some delays may occur during peak periods however access onto Headley Way is already controlled by the traffic flowing along this road and if traffic does back up onto the roundabout it may well provide an opportunity for traffic exiting the hospital and travelling north to gain entry onto the roundabout.



7.
Oxford Bus Company


No
1. 
 Whilst recognising the importance of safe crossing and the need for one in that area we believe that the proposed location is unacceptable. Feel it is too near to the junction of Headley Way and the access road to the John Radcliffe Hospital and that traffic queuing back from a red signal at the crossing will impede traffic flow around the roundabout affecting reliability at what is already a very heavily congested pinch-point.


1.  Whilst it is accepted that introducing signals will potentially cause queuing, the crossing will not be in constant use and the timings can be adjusted to keep delays to a minimum.
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