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Dear Mr Palmer

NOTIFICATION OF OBJECTION

MAYFIELD ROAD/WEST SAVILE TERRACE – PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNALS

Thank you for your correspondence of 26 October 2009 and I have officially noted your representations to the scheme as it stands.

I have taken your main concerns and answered them in the order put to me in your letter.

Safety of pedestrians - The introduction of traffic signals with a full pedestrian phase is the safest solution for pedestrians by completely separating vehicle and pedestrian movements. Any other solution would still involve a conflict between these movements.

Safety of cyclists - It is generally northbound cyclists who are involved in collisions at this junction. The pattern of cycle accidents generally involves vehicles travelling south on Mayfield Road turning right into West Savile Terrace. Through observation it can be seen that due to the traffic flows a vehicle can wait for some time for a gap in northbound traffic. In situations like this driver frustration can occur and drivers can be tempted to go for tighter gaps that they would normally leave. On signalisation, the signal for the right turn lane for vehicles turning into West Savile Terrace will be on red when northbound vehicles and cyclists have a green light so these two opposing flows will be entirely separated.

Environmental impact - The signal equipment will be located, as far as possible, to limit the impact on adjacent properties. We will work with the affected residents to locate any signal equipment to try and keep it out of view from the properties. The signals will operate during the day on a fixed cycle but overnight they will be set to give main road traffic priority and will only call up the West Savile Terrace and pedestrian phases when required. This will minimise any queuing vehicles or traffic noise overnight. Any possible increases in car emissions on the main route should be mitigated to some degree by a reduction of queuing vehicles on West Savile Terrace.
The audible signal can be adjusted to minimise any adverse impact to the adjacent properties and will be turned off overnight. The pedestrian facilities will be fitted with rotating cones to aid visually impaired pedestrians.

Loss of parking and disabled access - The proposed layout has been designed to keep additional parking restrictions to a minimum. There should be minimal impact to businesses on the west side of the junction with the new restrictions equalling an additional 2m outside the newsagents. The situation outside the guesthouses will, however, have more of an impact with a new length of double yellow line covering the frontages of 75 to 77 which equates to an additional 14m. This will be offset by the removal of the existing pedestrian crossing to the north of the junction which will also involve the removal of the existing zigzag markings. This will mean an additional 30m of single line with peak hour parking restrictions would be available for parking during off peak hours compared to the current situation.

Cost - The Scottish Government carries out a yearly exercise in which they break down and analyse all personal injury road collisions in Scotland. As part of that document they publish the cost of a personal injury accident in both urban and rural locations. This figure is made up of the cost of damage to vehicles and property and the cost of police and insurance administration. It more importantly includes an amount to reflect the personal pain, grief and suffering to the casualty, relatives and friends, and, for fatal casualties, the intrinsic loss of enjoyment of life over and above the consumption of goods and services and also incorporates the cost of loss of output due to injury and finally medical costs. The calculated figure currently stands at an average of £62,148 for a personal injury accident in an urban environment. Considering that a total of 6 personal injury accidents have occurred at this junction over the last three years it helps to justify the cost of the introduction and upkeep of these traffic signals.

Possible Alternatives

Raising the road surface – this can be achieved by introducing vertical deflection i.e. a road hump or speed cushion or by introducing a rumble strip. Mayfield Road is considered to be a main traffic route and as such would not be considered suitable for the introduction of traffic calming. Rumble strips are not encouraged within an urban environment due to the noise produced by traffic travelling over them and the effects on neighbouring properties.

Flashing Warning Signs – a pilot study is currently being undertaken to evaluate the effectiveness of electronic flashing signs in Edinburgh. They are primarily used to warn vehicles that they are travelling over the speed limit. The pattern of accidents at this junction does not indicate a speeding issue. Cyclists travelling north may be travelling faster than anticipated due to the presence of the hill but there are no indications that they are travelling above the speed limit.

A School Crossing Patrol – The presence of a School Crossing Patrol at this location may ease the crossing movement on West Savile Terrace during the times when school children are present but would not help pedestrians at any other time of the day. I also enclose a copy of correspondence from the Royal Blind School explaining their views on the scheme from the viewpoint of visually impaired users.

Alteration of the junction layout – this will be discussed in detail below.

Removing the island on Mayfield Road – the island on Mayfield Road is there to provide protection to the right turn vehicles waiting to turn into West Savile Terrace as well as offering a degree of protection to pedestrians crossing at this point. Its location has no influence on the pattern of accidents currently occurring at this junction.

As part of the detailed investigation into the collision history of this junction a number of possible engineering alternatives were considered. These were broken down into improving sightlines for vehicles emerging from the junction to improve the visibility of cyclists and improving facilities for pedestrians.

Option 1 – this option involved the Give Way marking on West Savile Terrace being brought forward, with footway buildouts, to improve the visibility for vehicles emerging from the junction. Removing the existing buildouts in West Savile Terrace was also considered as part of this to move the crossing point to the Give Way line itself with a pedestrian refuge island at the centre of the junction.
This option was rejected due to the lack of available road width which would have caused possible conflict between northbound vehicles and cyclists. The design would also have made the turning manoeuvre of the 24 bus tighter and more difficult. This option would also not remove the vehicle conflict between southbound vehicles turning into West Savile Terrace and cyclists travelling northbound

Option 2 – was to mark cycle lanes through the junction and to erect cycle warning signs. 

It was felt that this option would initially improve the visual impact of cyclists, however the majority of drivers travel through this junction on a daily basis, and while new signs and lines would initially highlight the presence of cyclists, over time their effectiveness would diminish. This option would also have no benefit to the pedestrian movement and would not remove the vehicle conflict between southbound vehicles turning into West Savile Terrace and cyclists travelling northbound. This option would also have a greater impact on parking outside the shops with an extension of the double yellow lines required to keep the cycle lane clear of vehicles.

Option 3 – would introduce a controlled crossing facility to West Savile Terrace.

Current regulations state that a signalised crossing, e.g. a pelican or puffin crossing, must not be closer than 50m to a junction. This would take the crossing point away from the pedestrian desire line and consequently a signalised crossing would also require the introduction of zigzag markings which would remove approximately 60m of residents parking from West Savile Terrace. A zebra crossing can be placed closer to a junction than a pelican; however, the sightlines from Mayfield Road into West Savile Terrace are insufficient for a zebra in this location.

It is felt that the introduction of traffic signals effectively answers both the problems encountered by pedestrians and cyclists at this location. It will provide a controlled crossing facility over all arms of the junction as well as separating the opposing flows of southbound vehicles turning right into West Savile Terrace and northbound cyclists.

The signals will have an “on demand” pedestrian phase with standard crossing times allocated. Once the signals are in operation the crossing times can be adjusted to accommodate conditions on site.
A MOVA system has been considered for use with these signals and would incur an additional £5,000 to the original cost estimate. This system measures traffic flow travelling through the junction and makes regular changes to the signal timings to minimise delays to vehicles.

It is not currently possible to introduce part time signals which would only show amber when traffic volumes were low. Such a system would have to be authorised by the Scottish Government who would require rigorous testing of such a scheme. Standard part time lights are currently being removed from other local authorities as they have been found to increase collisions.

If you have any further queries regarding this matter or require clarification of any of the points, please do not hesitate to contact myself or my colleague Iain Peat on 0131 469 3416 or on iain.peat@edinburgh.gov.uk. 

Yours sincerely
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Caroline Burwell

Road Safety Manager

Cc Cllrs Gordon Mackenzie, Steve Burgess, Ian Perry & Cameron Rose
Enc

dave anderson
director
City Chambers, High Street, Edinburgh  EH1 1YJ
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