Office of the Director of Public Transport

Disability Rights Unit

Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission

GPO Box 5218

SYDNEY, NSW 1042

Temporary exemption application under DDA section 55: Tactile Ground Surface Indicators (Queensland Rail).

Firstly, I would like to state that the Department of Infrastructure and the previous operator of public transport in Victoria, the Public Transport Corporation, have continually worked, to improve access to its public transport system for people with disabilities, particularly the blind or vision impaired.  In fact, Victoria was the first State in Australia to introduce Tactile Ground Surface Indicators onto Railway Station platforms. 

However, the concerns that have been raised by Queensland Rail’s application need to be addressed. These concerns have also been raised by other State rail operators and State and Territory Transport Departments and go beyond railway stations.

As stated in the submission by the Department of Transport and Regional Services, a two-year technical review is currently being carried-out into certain aspects of the Draft Standards for Accessible Public Transport.

While comments that  “issues of passenger safety, passenger/pedestrians tripping on TGSI’s and are an inconvenience, have never been scientifically tested and are hear say”, rail operators and public transport regulators, must ensure that their services and facilities are safe. 

AS1428.4

The Draft AS 1428.4 released for public comment in 2000 raises a number of concerns.  The Draft state’s:

“Applying this Standard should not result in a plethora of Tactile Ground Surface Indicators through-out the community nor should they be used for bad design.  They are a method of providing information where insufficient tactile cues exist.”

The Draft provides two designs for installing TGSI’s at bus stops. Figure 6(a) has no TGSI’s were the bus door would be located, but in 6(b) includes Hazard tiles. The comments are provided:

· Some members of Committee ME/64/4 have previously demanded that there needs to be consistency in the application of TGSI’s, the two design options in Figure 6, of e the Draft does not provide consistency, but confusion. Figure 6 (a) shows indicators only in part along the kerb and Figure (b) warning indicators in a continuous line, except for the contrasting pavers.  Again these variations only add to the confusion.

· A double row of TGSI’s has again been a requirement by some members of Committee ME/64, as blind and vision impaired transport users may over step a single row, yet in Bus Stop Figure 6 a single row is recommended. 

· The Draft recommends 300mm set back from steps ramps etc. Yet at bus stops the set back is 100mm.

Point 4 of the Notes accompanying A5 Bus Stops states:

 “The bus door stopping positions should not have a tactile surface as tactile pavers in this location may interfere with the manoeuvrability of wheelchair users and other people with disabilities”.  

This statement is significant, as it clearly acknowledges that TGSI’s are a hazard for wheelchair users and people with physical disabilities.  If there are to be no TGSI’s at the bus door stopping positions, should this not be the same for railway platforms?  Why have they been included within an access ramp if as the Draft says TGSI’s interfere with the manoeuvrability of wheelchair users and people with disabilities?

The Department of Infrastructure has over a period of time, received comments that the designs/figures for TGSI’s, as they relate to pedestrian crossings, access ramps and bus stops, proposed in the Standards Australia DR 00069 CP “Design for Access and mobility Part 4: Tactile indicators, are dangerous and should not be implemented to the level proposed. 

These comments include:

 Bus Stops

“TGSI’s should not be installed at every bus stop, but where there is a strong vision impaired population”

“We would have difficulty in supporting the use of TGSI’s as shown” 

“The strip of hazard indicators running parallel with the curb is superfluous”

Slip Lanes (left turn at a traffic intersection)

“ I am fairly apposed to this treatment. Slip lanes are dangerous.  I teach clients to avoid them at all costs”

“The installation of TGSI’s as proposed is dangerous”

As Roley Stuart, Client Service Manager, Guide Dogs Association SA & NT Inc. stated in his submission:

“Agencies servicing the blind and vision impaired, in particular those agencies providing Orientation and Mobility training, such as Guide Dogs for the Blind Association of Queensland, should be consulted.”

The above concerns are in fact the concerns that have been expressed by those Agencies and their Senior Orientation & Mobility Instructors. Therefore they cannot be ignored. 

Why are TGSI’s required for the full width at the top and bottom of ramps, w hen Orientation and Mobility Instructors say they are not requited to that level?

Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM), consultants for Vicroads, carried out a trial in October 2000 of a TGSI design for a bus stop. Participants involved in the trail included people who are blind, vision impaired and participants with multiple sclerosis. In the report, SKM commented that while the installation of the TGSI’s was most beneficial to those participants who were vision impaired and blind, the report also stated:

“that they (TGSI’s) could make a person with MS or other balance difficulties trip.” 

“That MS can leave your feet numb so that even when you think you have lifted your feet you actually haven’t, so you might trip over.”

“One lady using a walking frame with small wheels could not get the walker over the directional tiles, as the wheels got stuck in the grooves between the ridges”

“The tiles were seen by this group as an obstacle that would need to be avoided.  We observed several people walking around the tiles on the grass in preference to walking on tiles.”

A recent road/pedestrian safety audit commissioned by the Department of Infrastructure also raised concerns of pedestrian safety with regard to the designs proposed by Standards Australia. Again these findings cannot be ignored.

As I indicated previously, there is a two-year technical review of certain aspects of the Draft Standards.  To assist in this review and as Convenor of the ATSCC Rail Modal Sub-committee, responsible for undertaking the Rail technical review, I have on three occasions sought assistance from Standards Australia as to how the designs/figures were determined and what technical evaluation has been undertaken. It is unfortunate that Standards Australia has not been able to assist with these requests.

In the submission by Blind Citizens Australia (BCA) to the Inquiry it states.

“Directional tiles are important in busy train stations.”

This comment is supported, however, in AS 1428.4 there is no requirement for Directional TGSI’s to be installed on railway platforms.  Also, a member of ME/064-0250 has previously stated that there should only be Hazard and no Directional TGSI’s on railway platforms.

In early 2001 the Melbourne Branch of BCA held a public transport forum.  The Forum provided the opportunity for BCA members to discuss with transport representative’s issues of accessibility.  BCA members raised and in relation to railway station platforms they commented that they preferred the provision of Directional TGSI’s on railway platforms (as installed on some of Melbourne’s railway stations) and not what has been provided at Flinders Street Railway Station, which complies with AS 1428.4.

The question of colour contrast is also varied.  It is stated in AS1428.4 that:

“There must be a luminance contrast greater than 30% between surfaces, under natural and artificial lighting conditions and weather conditions.”

How much greater? 10% or 20%. This statement provides very little assistance to designers or architects, as these professionals could implement luminance contrast at 31%.  Would that be sufficient?  

The UK Royal National Institute for the Blind recently stated: 

“The 30% rule is also rather simplistic as this works best with darker and mid-tone shades. Add to this the fact that not all notation systems for colour use the same light / dark scale.”
Also a recent report by the CSIRO stated:

“…the Head, School of Optometry, (UNSW) has proposed that the luminance contrast between these units and the surrounding background should be 45% based on the formula: C-30%*(50)/35=42.86. If this formula is accepted, the contrast requirement would become 60% if a 25mm coloured slip resistant insert were to be placed in a 35mm wide stainless steel holder”.

The author of this report also suggested the Standards Australia (SA) publish a separate Standard on determining luminance contrast which AS 1428.4 and other Standards might reference.  The author also recommended that:

“ ….convene a meeting of visions specialists, gait specialists, luminance measuring fraternity, TGI manufacture4rs, specifiers, access auditors and the prime users of TGSI’s can work out a rational approach to overcoming practical problems before any major confrontations develop.”

It was disappointing to learn that this meeting did not proceed as suggested and that discussions were only held between SA and CSIRO.

I am also informed that Draft AS1428.4 received a significant number of submissions/comments and that the Draft, released for comment in 2000, has been totally re-written, yet Committee ME/64/4 does not see it as appropriate to release it for final public comment.

Finally, I would like to state that at no time in meetings of the ATSCC Rail Modal Sub committee (which includes Queensland Rail) have members recommended or stated that TGSI’s should not be installed.  What has been stated is that the concerns that have been raised have to be addressed.

TGSI’s do provide the important information to assist people who are blind and vision impaired, but they do hinder access for people with other disabilities. Are we to ignore comments from sufferers of arthritis, multiple sclerosis and ceryble palsy when they say that encountering TGSI’s restricts their access and mobility? Does it require scientific research to determine that what they are saying is correct? Are they to be told their wrong?

Why has the Physical Disability Council of Australia since 1997 consistently sort to have changes made to AS1428.4 in relation to TGSI’s on slope surfaces?

The Department of Infrastructure supports Queensland Rail’s application for a temporary exemption.  The granting of a temporary exemption will enable the concerns to be effectively addressed and importantly to enable designs for the installation of TGSI’s to be developed and implemented for public transport, that will provide safe access for all public transport uses.

Yours sincerely

KYM IRIVNE

SENIOR POLICY ADVISER ACCESSIBLE TRANSPORT

DEPARTMENT OF INFRASTRUCTURE

19 December 2001
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