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Briefing Document: Bus Stop Bypasses, Boarders and Islands – Accessibility and Safety Concerns

Introduction
This document summarises key information regarding bus stop designs that incorporate cycle lanes, specifically focusing on the safety and accessibility challenges they pose for blind and partially sighted people and other potentially vulnerable users. It sets out the approach of Thomas Pocklington Trust to these issues and mitigations that should be considered as part of any designs.

Blind and partially sighted people have the right to access bus services from a safe, accessible space that meets their specific needs.

The designs in question are:

· A Bus Stop Bypass (or floating bus stop) is where a cycle lane is cut into the pavement which runs behind a bus stop or bus shelter. The cycle lane runs parallel with the road and turns the bus stop into an ‘island’ that is separate from the rest of the pavement. In order for bus passengers to access the bus stop they would need to cross the live cycle lane.

· A Bus Stop Boarder also sees a cycle lane running between the pavement and the place where the bus stops, but the difference is that there is no dedicated bus stop island where pedestrians wait for the bus. Bus passengers attempting to access the bus or alight from it must do so from the cycle lane which becomes a shared use area at this point. Therefore, when getting on or off the bus they are effectively stepping directly from, or onto, a live cycle lane.

· A Bus Island is similar to a bus bypass, but in this case the bus shelter is located towards the back of the footway. The cycle lane runs between the pavement and an island which bus passengers use to get on and off the bus. As with a bus stop bypass, the passenger needs to cross the live cycle lane to traverse from the bus shelter to the island in order to board the bus.

Key themes

· Accessibility concerns for blind and partially sighted users: There is an inherent danger and inaccessibility of bus stop bypasses, boarders, and islands for blind and partially sighted individuals. These designs force vulnerable pedestrians to navigate active cycle lanes, creating conflict and safety risks.

· Conflicts between active travel and inclusivity: The push for active travel, primarily cycling, often seems to come at the expense of accessibility for vulnerable road users. There can be a tension between the aims of encouraging cycling and ensuring safety and inclusivity for all, in particular disabled pedestrians.

· Inadequacy of standard designs: Existing design guidelines (such as LTN 1/20) do not adequately address the needs of all users. Specifically, the recommended minimum widths for bus islands are found to be insufficient, especially for wheelchair users, assistance dogs, and those with mobility aids.

· Importance of inclusive design principles: Design decisions must prioritise safety for pedestrians and ensure all user needs are met.

· Lack of standardisation: There is not a standard layout for Floating Island Bus Stops, so users "have to establish where to wait and board the bus." This can lead to safety issues for all users, especially those with visual impairments.

Headline recommendations
It is clear that a fundamental shift is needed in the planning and design of infrastructure that incorporates cycle lanes, and the needs of those with visual impairments and other mobility issues must be prioritised.

The current designs of bus stop bypasses, boarders, and islands are not fit for purpose. Our key recommendations are:

1. Prioritise pedestrian safety: The design of bus stops must not compromise the safety of pedestrians, especially blind and partially sighted individuals and other vulnerable users. Shared use spaces that introduce a risk to users should be avoided.

2. Re-evaluate current guidelines: Existing design guidelines need to be reviewed and revised to include accessibility as a primary consideration. Minimum widths, tactile surfaces, and clear delineation between spaces for different users should be based on real-world evidence and the needs of all users.

3. Consult user groups: Input from blind and partially sighted users, disability advocacy groups, and other relevant stakeholders should be incorporated into all stages of planning and design.

4. Invest in further research: More research is urgently needed on methods to reduce conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians, particularly at bus stops, including how to reduce the speed differential between them, and better ways to help people identify which bus has arrived at the stop. Further research into the dimensions of the platform area of bus stops is also needed.

5. Avoid Bus Stop Bypasses and Boarders: Where feasible, avoid using  bus stop bypasses (floating bus stops) and bus boarders completely, instead focusing on designs that minimise conflict and offer clear, safe routes for both pedestrians and cyclists.

6. Standardisation: A standard design for bus stops that incorporate cycle lanes needs to be created and should be deployed across local transport authority footprints for consistency.

Potential mitigation strategies
While, for the reasons set out in this briefing, we remain concerned about these bus stop designs we recognise the potential for mitigations such as consistent tactile paving, clear delineation between cycle paths and pedestrian zones and reduced cyclist speeds. 

While these mitigations may assist, they do not remove the inherent risks presented by the designs and the priority should always be avoiding conflict in design. We would encourage planners to work through a hierarchy of considerations:

· Involve disabled people: Blind and partially sighted people should be involved in the design and planning process to test mitigations.

· Always prioritise pedestrian safety: Locations must be designed to prioritise the safety of pedestrians, particularly vulnerable groups. 

· Avoid shared space: Mixing cyclists and pedestrians is not a good solution and should be avoided.

· Alternative routes: Consider creating parallel routes for cyclists, to avoid conflict with pedestrians.

· Single direction lanes: If cycle lanes must come into conflict with pedestrians, these should be single direction lanes to minimise the risks.

· Consistent design: Consistent and standardised designs for bus stops and crossings are necessary for safety.

· Tactile paving: Tactile paving should be installed consistently at all crossings, at the edges of cycle lanes, and at the start and end of segregated cycle-footways.

· Clear delineation: There must be clear delineation between cycle lanes and footways. A raised delineator rather than a painted line is needed.

· Reduce cyclist speed: Measures should be implemented to control cyclist speed near bus stops and crossings including colour, speed reduction measures, signage, reducing cycle lane widths and ramps. Rumble strips near to crossing points to reduce cyclist speed should be considered.

· Minimise opportunities for bad behaviours: Where possible designs should prevent unintended consequences or encouraging bad behaviours such as short cuts. The use of chicanes and barriers could be considered to ensure cyclists and pedestrians use interaction points as intended. 

· Utilise crossings to access islands: If bus islands are used, ensure that appropriate pedestrian crossings are included for access including tabletop zebra crossings as a minimum and ideally pedestrian controlled signals. These could utilise new technology to detect cyclists and improve safety for all.

· Increase visibility: Improve visibility of the bus stop location, crossings and tactile paving.

· Bus stop location: Ensure bus stops are located so they are easy to identify, and that bus stop flags are visible from the footway.

· Bus stops should be fully accessible: There should be adequate space for all passengers, including seating, and buses should always stop in the same place.

· Improved signage: Clear and comprehensive signage and labeling should guide users, including audio visual announcements.

Useful documents
· Department for Transport LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design
· Department for Transport,  Inclusive Transport Strategy
· Department for Transport: Inclusive Mobility: A Guide to Best Practice on Access to Pedestrian and Transport Infrastructure
· RNIB: Key Principles of Inclusive Street Design (RNIB)
· Guide Dogs and UCL: Designing for Inclusion
· Transport for London Bus stop bypass safety review 2024

Annex
The annex below includes examples of mitigations or suggestions made at specific sites around the United Kingdom. Thomas Pocklington Trust does not endorse these documents and shares them as background information to inform local thinking.
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Bus Stops and Cycle Tracks:

Accessibility and Inclusion Working Guidelines



A. Context

A.1 Contextualising this Document

This document emerges from discussion between the West Yorkshire Sight Loss Council (Thomas Pocklington Trust), Wheels for Wellbeing and Leeds City Council. It is an attempt to set out practical guidelines that are workable within the legislative, regulatory and funding environment applicable in November/December 2024. It is not a statement of the ideal and does not represent or restrict the campaigning objectives of any of the organisations involved.

The concerns outlined in A.2 below, together with concern for cyclist safety, ground the working guidelines set out in Part C below. They are informed by a disabled people’s organisation which focuses on the inclusion of blind and partially-sighted pedestrians and bus users, and by another which focuses on the inclusion and safety of disabled cyclists. Bus services and cycling both provide essential mobility for disabled people as indeed they do for non-disabled people.



A.2 Contextualising the Problem

Segregated cycle lanes are increasingly being introduced to promote active travel; enhance the safety of cyclists and others travelling above walking speed (eg in mobility scooters); and deter cyclists and others travelling above walking speed from using pavements. Where such cycle lanes are installed on roads used by buses, it has become common practice in recent years to route the cycle lane between pavements and bus stops – making it necessary for bus-users to cross through cycle traffic in order to reach or leave such bus stops. When such bus stops are located on islands between cycle lanes and roads, such bus stops are commonly known as ‘floating bus stops’ or ‘floating island bus stops’ or ‘bus stop bypasses’. Where bus stops on cycle lane routes are not situated on islands, but allow cyclists to travel between the bus stop and the main pedestrian flow, they are known as ‘bus stop borders’ or ‘shared bus stop borders’.

As both these types of bus stop are being rolled out across the UK, serious concerns are being expressed about their accessibility to and useability by disabled people. For  people who are blind or partially-sighted, such infrastructure presents particular problems because they are unable to see whether cyclists are approaching. Traffic and other street noise means that it is difficult or impossible to hear cyclists. Further, evidence suggests that most cyclists do not stop, even if a zebra crossing is included in the design. Such concerns have led to the  unanimous condemnation of these types of bus stop arrangements by the country’s major sight loss organisations. 

Recent research, such as that conducted by University College London and published in September 2024[footnoteRef:2], confirms that these types of bus stop are not perceived to be safe by blind and partially-sighted people, nor by many other disabled people, with the resultant risk that they will stop using such bus stops and consequently become more isolated. According to para 7.1 of that report: [2:  University college London, ‘Designing for Inclusion’ (Guide Dogs for the Blind Association, 2024)
Available at: 
<https://gd-prod.azureedge.net/-/media/project/guidedogs/guidedogsdotorg/files/how-you-can-help/campaigning/ucl-guide-dogs---designing-for-inclusion-full-report-sept-2024-final.pdf>.
 
] 


“There is reason to believe that one outcome of these designs, is that people’s access to activities and independence is reduced. We should not be implementing infrastructure that sets off such a response: this is as serious a matter as implementing infrastructure that routinely causes physical injury.”

The UCL report found that shared bus stop borders were regarded as still more dangerous than floating island bus stops and recommended that they should never be used. It also reported that:

“There was a sense in the focus groups that Floating Island Bus Stops are considered to be unsafe and therefore should be avoided. However, if they are the only way to accommodate an essential cycle lane and an essential bus stop, then there are a number of issues with Floating Island Bus Stops that were identified during the research that need to be resolved.” (p 91).

It recognised that the fundamental cause of the danger was the difference between the speeds of pedestrians and cyclists and concluded that:

“Ultimately, if the speed of cyclists cannot be reduced to a safe level at bus stops, the implementation of combined facilities such as Shared Bus Stop Boarders and Floating Island Bus Stops should not proceed.” (p 94).



B. Equality Act Framing

The working guidelines in Part C below have been informed by a commitment to ensuring equality and accessibility. Two obligations in the Equality Act 2010 have particular relevance – the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) and the anticipatory reasonable adjustment duty.



B.1 The PSED

The PSED, set out in s 149 of the Equality Act 2010, requires public authorities to pay “due regard” to the need to eliminate discrimination and other conduct prohibited by the Equality Act; to advance equality of opportunity for disabled people (and those with other protected characteristics); and foster good relations between people who have a protected characteristic, including disability, and those who do not have the characteristic in question. Local authorities are bound by this duty when making decisions about the design and operation of public realm infrastructure such as bus stops, cycle lanes and pavements. Where it can be shown that an authority has made a relevant decision without having “due regard” to these three considerations, that decision can be nullified by the court with the result that the decision-making process must begin again.



B.2 Anticipatory Reasonable Adjustment Duty

Section 20 of the Equality Act sets out a reasonable adjustment duty which, according to s 29, applies to those discharging public functions. The design and operation of public realm infrastructure such as bus stops, cycle lanes and pavements is a relevant public function for these purposes.

The anticipatory nature of the reasonable adjustment duty in this context means that duty-bearers are under an ongoing obligation to assess whether groups of disabled people are likely to experience a substantial disadvantage in connection with the public function in question. If so, then duty-bearers are required to take reasonable steps to remove that disadvantage or prevent it from happening. As confirmed by the Supreme Court in Paulley v First Bus,[footnoteRef:3] this means that disabled people are given some level of priority by the Equality Act – a consideration relevant to the analysis of survey data and other feedback on proposed public infrastructure that is known to be likely to disadvantage groups of disabled people (such as the disadvantage likely to be caused to blind and partially-sighted people by floating island bus stops and bus stop borders). [3:  [2017] UKSC 4.] 






C.	Working Guidelines 

In light of the above, it is clear that local authorities can and should anticipate that floating island bus stops and bus stop borders will put certain groups of disabled people, particularly blind and partially-sighted people, at a substantial disadvantage compared with people who are not disabled. They are therefore legally required to consider whether there are alternative arrangements that could be made which would avoid or limit this disadvantage. The questions set out below are intended to inform thinking about such possible alternative arrangements and ways of avoiding or limiting the impact of the potential disadvantage:



C.1 Can provision for cyclists be made on routes which are separate from bus routes? 

This will generally require roughly parallel roads, of comparable length and is relevant to all types of road (including those in urban centres, suburbs and between cities/towns/villages). 

When considering the suitability of alternative routes for cyclists, consideration also needs to be given to social safety and gradient – as well as to ways of ensuring that cyclists (disabled cyclists in particular) can safely and easily access venues on bus routes. This solution means that buses can continue stopping at the kerbside without any impact on or implications for cyclists.



C.2 Can a carriageway with bus stops safely integrate cyclists without any segregated cycle tracks?

This will require speed limits of 20 mph or less and:

(i) A relatively low number of buses per hour;

(ii) Total vehicle flows below 2000 vehicles per day, with below XXX% HGVs (including buses) - LTN 1/20;

It is a solution likely to be particularly relevant and appropriate to quieter suburban streets.





C.3 If neither C.1 nor C.2 is possible/appropriate, is it possible to make relevant roads with both bus stops and cyclist infrastructure one-way – with a dedicated cycle track on the left side of the road? 

This solution would mean that buses could continue stopping at the kerb on the right side of the road. It would mean that some pedestrians would need to cross the cycle lane as well as the carriage-way in order to reach the correct side of the road. Pedestrian crossings (including controlled crossings) should apply to both the cycle lane and the carriageway.

In addition, suitable crossing points over the carriageway should be included to enable cyclists to access side roads and key entrances on the right-hand side of the road without having to travel along the carriageway or footway.



C.4 In the extremely rare event that none of the above are at all feasible, and a floating island bus stop is being contemplated, what possible steps can be taken to reduce the disadvantage it causes to disabled people, including people who are blind or partially-sighted?

In no circumstances should a bus stop border be considered. Situations in which floating island bus stops are contemplated should be extremely rare and we strongly discourage their use. Where they are being considered, however, every effort must be taken to make them as safe as possible for disabled pedestrians and bus users by measures which reduce the disadvantage they will experience when using them. Such steps include:

· ensuring that islands are sufficiently wide to allow bus travellers (including those with wheelchairs and guide dogs) to safely wait for and alight from buses. The UCL research suggests a width of at least 3.5 m is required (para 6.2).

· clear and consistent tactile markings to signal crossing points and indicate stopping places for buses;

· clear visual markings likely to be visible to partially-sighted people;

· clear and audible announcements on buses pulling up at floating island bus stops with information about the nature of the stop that will reduce the risk of blind and partially-sighted and other passengers becoming confused or disoriented by the infrastructure and walking in the cycle track;

· designs that will require or encourage cyclists to stop or slow down to allow pedestrians to cross; and

· designs that will help blind and partially-sighted people, unable to see whether a cyclist is approaching, to know whether or not the cycle track is clear. 



D.	Involvement and Co-Cultivation

On issues relating to identifying and tackling any potential disability-related disadvantage of infrastructure requiring interaction between pedestrians and cyclists, it is important that the local authority works closely with disabled people with relevant lived experience as well as with technical accessibility experts. In relation to floating island bus stops, this process will be particularly critical should it become necessary to tackle questions grouped under C.4 above.
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Brighton and Hove City Council – Bus Stop Bypasses

01 January 2025



Protected cycle infrastructure, which can feature bus stop bypasses on bus routes, reduces road casualties and enables a wider range of people to cycle. Women, children, older and disabled people are more likely to cycle when they don’t have to mix with motor vehicles. Bus stop bypasses help to keep people cycling separate from motor traffic and avoids conflict with buses and other drivers when they are navigating bus stops.

 

Brighton & Hove City Council keep up to date with the latest official guidance and best practice with regards to all elements of cycle infrastructure, including bus stop bypasses.

 

In liaison with disability groups and the latest research assessing the impact of bus stop bypasses on disabled people, our bus stop bypasses have a number of features, which are designed to help protect people cycling, people using the bus, older and disabled people and other pedestrians using the footway:

 

1. The use of bus stop bypasses is always dependent on the location suitability (sightlines, bus patronage numbers and pedestrian footfall). 

 

1. Dependent on local conditions, the following mitigation measures would be considered: The length of cycle track adjacent to a bus stop island reduced in width (but still within DfT width guidelines) raised to the same height as the pavement with zebra crossing markings and blister paving installed on both sides of this crossing. In addition, a change in cycle track surface and/or colouring, hazard paving for cyclists, signage and markings could be used to further highlight this point of potential interaction and encourage cyclists to slow.

 

1. Where space allows, a full bus stop bypass will be installed which means the bus stop island will be of sufficient width (min 2.5m) to contain a bus shelter (with clear panels to provide good sightlines), bus stop flag, real time passenger information (RTPI) signage and waiting space for users.

 

1. If space does not allow a full bus stop bypass, a hybrid solution will be provided. A min 1.5m island will be provided with the bus shelter, RTPI signage and waiting space for users located on a min 2m footway space the other side of the cycle track which runs between them.

 

When adjacent to a pedestrian crossing, this will be located on the same island as the bus stop to reduce the need for the user of both facilities to interact with the cycle track.
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