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through the city centre has not been addressed by the plan. GCCN recommends careful balancing of 
this issue with the requirements of universal design to ensure that the hierarchy of road users is 
maintained, yet active modes of transport that will support the goal of decarbonisation are promoted 
in Galway City Centre.   

Access for People with Disabilities 

The proposals need to be assessed in terms of universal access to ensure they do not result making 
access to the city centre more difficult for Blue Badge holders. The scheme will have a significant 
impact on the provision of disabled parking with the following chart illustrating the illustrating the 
impact on the most central accessible Blue Badge Parking Bays.  

Location  Current Disabled Bays Proposed Disabled 
Bays 

Comment  

University Road 0 0  
Salmon Weir Bridge to 
Forster St 

2 0 Loss of 2 

College and Dublin 
roads 

3 4 Gain of 1 

Galway Cathedral & 
Gaol Road 

7 7  

Woodquay and 
Newtownsmith: 

2 0  

Eyre Square North 2 0 Loss of 2 
Prospect Hill 4 4  
Bothar Irwin 1 3 Gain of 2 
Merchants Road to 
Dock Road 

2 2  

      

Therefore, under the proposal, there would be a loss of 3 to 5 of the current 25 disabled parking 
spaces, or 12 to 20 percent which have the most central access to services, which is unacceptable. This 
is because replacing blue badge parking bays with an equal number does not guarantee the same 
amount of accessibility as the location is paramount. These new parking spots at a greater distance 
have implications for access to the centre for those reliant on mobility aids across the life course, and 
the battery life of power chair. Of particular concern is the loss of Blue Badge parking at the central 
locations of North Eyre Square and Woodquay. Furthermore, the reduction of these spaces can 
interact with the intended plan for population growth as outlined in the Metropolitan Area Strategic 
Plan for Galway. This lack of proximal parking also has the potential to interact with unreliable 
provision of accessible public transport compounding accessibility issues for those with limited 
mobility. 

It is the position of GCCN that the loss of these central parking spaces, and reduction of blue badge 
parking spaces is a regressive step away from inclusive universal design that has implications for access 
to the city centre. For this reason, the provision of an adequate number of blue badge spaces in close 
proximity to the main services in Galway City Centre is crucial. The Irish Wheelchair Association Best 
Practise Guidelines (p.60) recommend that there is a minimum of one accessible parking space, and 
additionally one in 15 spaces should be designated for drivers and passengers with disabilities. Of 
these designated spaces, one in four should be designed to accommodate large multi-purpose 
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Space for Cycling: The credibility of the design sources used for the Bus connects proposals 

 

 
Figure 1: Photograph showing the impact that using a 3.2m traffic lane on an arterial 
road has on road space for people on bicycles. Location: Tuam Road, Galway. 

 

 
Figure 2 Photograph showing the impact that using a 3.2m traffic lane on an arterial 
road has on road space for people on bicycles. Location: Tuam Road, Galway. 
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Figure 4: Derived from Dutch guidance issued in 1993 (CROW Sign up for the Bike) this extract from 
Lancashire the Cyclists County (2005) explains why using narrow lanes is only acceptable in 
particular circumstances. 

Unsuitable lane widths: Origins of the lane-width advice in DMURS 

The rationale for the advice in DMURS is given on page 101. 
  

4.4 Carriageway Conditions 
4.4.1 Carriageway Widths 
Research from the UK has found that narrow carriageways are one of the most effective 
design measures that calm traffic.31 The width of the vehicular carriageway is measured from 
kerb to kerb or from the outside line of a Cycle Lane or from the edges of parking spaces 
(where the latter facilities are provided). 

   
DMURS gives as its source "31 Refer to Figure 7.16 of UK Manual for Streets (2007)". 
 
However, a review of this diagram from Manual for Streets does not support the interpretation given 
in DMURS. What is shown in the Manual for Streets is that the speed reducing effect comes from the 
combination of lane width and visibility along the axis of the road.  The diagrams show that an 8m 
wide (cycling friendly) road with short forward visibility distances has a better average-speed reducing 
effect than a 5m wide (cycling hostile) road with long forward visibility distances. 
  



 
  

12 
 

 
Figure 5: Figure 7.16 of UK Manual for Streets (2007) 

 

The source for the graphs in Manual for Streets is TRL Report 661 The Manual for Streets: Evidence 
and Research.  This discusses the sites that were surveyed in generating the graphs above.  The report 
looked at 20 sites all of them being residential streets but chosen to include a sample of different 
layouts - pre war vs new build, grid vs non-grid etc.  The most common thing residents liked about 
their streets was that they were quiet.  The most common dislike was issues with car parking. Other 
concerns included through-traffic and traffic speed. There is a table showing the average daily traffic 
flows for the sites.  Only one site (Belgravia) had more than 2000 vehicle movements per day and this 
site was excluded from further analysis. Thirteen of the sites have less than 1,000 vehicle movements 
a day and of these 11 have less than 500 vehicle movements a day. Therefore, the advice in DMURS 
recommending unsuitable lane widths for arterial and link roads in Irish towns and cities cannot be 
said to be based on research that examined this practice on actual link or arterial roads. 
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Figure 6: Table 4.1 from TRL Report 661 The Manual for Streets: Evidence and Research 

 

Incomplete lane width advice in the National Cycle Manual 

 

It might be offered as a defence of the advice in DMURS that it reproduces the graph below from the 
2013 National Cycle Manual. This graph is originally taken from Dutch guidance and in the Irish 
context  was first seen in the 1998 document Provision of Cycle Facilities: A National Manual for Urban 
Areas which was the predecessor of the National Cycle Manual.  The graph as now found in the 
National Cycle Manual allows for mixed lanes at traffic volumes of up to 10,000 vehicles a day and 
speeds up to 50km/h.  The design guidance in the National Cycle Manual only discusses very low-
traffic mixed streets of width 5.5m-7m. Therefore, a reader with no background in the field might feel 
permitted to assume that this graph also permits the use of 3m lanes at up to 10,000AADT and 
50km/h. This would be a mistake.  
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Figure 7: Extract from Parkin (Designing for Cycle Traffic 2018) showing 4.3m and 5.m lane 
widths needed for sharing with passenger cars or HGVs respectively at 30mph (50km/h) 

 

 
Figure 8: Figure:  The original carriageway width calculator associated with the graph given in the 
National Cycle Manual.  Source: Provision of Cycling Facilities a National Manual for Urban Areas 
1998. 
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Figure 9: Figure: Diagram showing the use of the carriageway width calculator associated with the 
graph given in the National Cycle Manual.  Source: Provision of Cycling Facilities a National Manual 
for Urban Areas 1998. 

 

Lane width calculations passenger cars at 
50km/h 

  Lane width calculations HGVs  at 
50km/h 

  

Bike to edge 0.25 Bike to edge 0.25 

Person on a bike 0.75 Person on a bike 0.75 

Bicycle to moving vehicle 1.05 Bicycle to moving vehicle 1.05 

Passenger Car 1.75 HGV 2.6 

Vehicle to vehicle 0.8 Vehicle to vehicle 0.8 

Passenger Car 1.75 HGV 2.6 

Bicycle to moving vehicle 1.05 Bicycle to moving vehicle 1.05 

Person on a bike 0.75 Person on a bike 0.75 

Bike to edge 0.25 Bike to edge 0.25 

Total width (4.2m per lane) 8.4m Total width (5.05m per lane) 10.1m 

 

Figure 10: Figure Carriageway width calculations for two-way traffic and a design speed of 50km/h 
passenger cars on the left and HGVs on the right. Source: Provision of Cycling Facilities a National 
Manual for Urban Areas 1998. 
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Worked examples of residual road space for other road users in narrow traffic lanes 

 

Type Vehicle Width 
(mm) 

Lane Width 3m 
 

Residual road space if vehicle 
is in the centre of the lane 
(mm) 

Lane Width 3.25m 
 

Residual road space if 
vehicle is in the centre of 
the lane (mm) 

Nissan Qashqai 
mirrors open 

1806 597 722 

Panel Van - Ford 
Transit no 
mirrors 

2059 470.5 595.5 
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TYPICAL SECTION I - I COLLEGE 
ROAD 

Improvements in cycling provision are available within the 
published cross section while maintaining pedestrian provision 
to established standards 

TYPICAL SECTION J - J COLLEGE 
ROAD 

Improvements in cycling provision are available within the 
published cross section while maintaining pedestrian provision 
to established standards 

TYPICAL SECTION K - K COLLEGE 
ROAD 

Improvements in cycling provision are available by increasing 
the land take by 2m 

TYPICAL SECTION L - L DUBLIN 
ROAD 

Not reviewed yet (SF 7/11/) 

 
 
 
 

University Road 
 

Location: 
University 
Road 

Elements given in 
planning application 

Alternative 1: Wide 
kerb lanes wide 
footpaths 

Alternative 2: 3m traffic lanes 
1.8m cycle facilities 2m 
footpaths 

Footpath 2.8 2.25 2 

Cycle lane 
  

1.8 

Lane 3 4.6 3 

Lane 3 4.6 3 

Cycle lane 
  

1.8 

Parking Lane 2.1 
  

Footpath 2.8 2.25 2 
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Total 13.7 13.7 13.6 

 
 

Discussion University Road: If the parking lanes are removed there is scope within the cross section 
for spacious 2.8m footpaths with wide 4.6m kerb lanes. There is also scope for  2m footpaths, 1.8m 
cycle facilities and 3m wide general traffic lanes. 
 

There are two sections of on-street parking.  The section on the northwest of University road runs 
along a series of properties that have front gardens - in some cases already converted to driveways. 
This suggests that other properties at this location could implement driveways and off-road parking, 
removing the need for on-street parking.  On the southeast of University Road there is a section of on-
street parking opposite the Millennium Park. If the park is under council ownership then the parking 
could be relocated to a strip that takes in part of the current park lands. 
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Northwest section of University Road showing the parking lane running along residences with space 
for driveways. 
 
 

 
Northeast section of University Road showing the parking lane opposite the Millennium park. 
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Location: St Francis St 
 

Location: St Francis 
St. 

Elements given in planning 
application 

Alternative 1: Wide kerb lanes, 
footpaths 

Footpath 2.4 2.1 

Cycle lane 0 0 

Traffic Lane 3.5 4.4 

Traffic Lane 3.8 4.4 

Cycle lane 0 0 

Footpath 3.2 2 

      

Total 12.9 12.9 
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Discussion St: Francis St: The drawings provided in Appendix B2 show that under this scheme 
Newtownsmith is to be converted to one-way operation going north thus removing it as a means for 
bicycle users to access Eglington St. This suggests that Francis St will now be the default way for people 
on bikes to access Eglington St/Shop St. The dimensions published indicate that there is room for  2m 
footpaths with wider 4.4m kerb lanes.  
 

Location: St Brendans Avenue - Bóthar na mBan 
 

Location: St 
Brendans 
Avenue - Bóthar 
na mBan  

Elements given 
in planning 
application 

Alternative 1: Eliminate 
proposed additional lane, use 
3m traffic  lanes, 1.8m Cycle 
lanes, 2m  footpaths 

Alternative 2: Eliminate 
proposed additional lane, 
use wide (4.6m) kerb lanes 
wider footpaths 

Footpath 1.8 2 2.175 

Cycle lane 
 

1.8 
 

Traffic Lane 3.25 
 

4.6 

Traffic Lane 3.25 3 4.6 

Traffic Lane 3.25 3 
 

Cycle lane 
 

1.8 
 

Footpath 2 2 2.175 

    

Total 13.55 13.5 13.55 

 

Discussion: St Brendans Avenue - Bóthar na mBan Adding extra traffic lanes to city centre roads is not 
consistent sources like the National Cycle Policy Fra 
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Location: Eglington St 
 

Location: 
Eglington St 

Elements given in planning 
application 

Alternative 1: Wide 4.5m kerb lanes, 
standard footpaths 

Footpath 3.15 2 

Traffic Lane 3.25 4.3 

Traffic Lane 3.25 4.3 

Footpath 3 2 

   

Total 12.65 12.6 

 

 
 

Discussion: Eglington St  There is scope within the existing cross section to provide wider kerb lanes 
4.3m and 2m footpaths. 
 

Location: Bothar Bhreandain Ui Eithir 
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Location: Bothar 
Bhreandain Ui Eithir 

Elements given in Planning 
application 

Alternative 1 - taking the verge allows 
for 2 x 2m cycle lanes 

Verge 4.5 
 

Footpath 2 2 

Cycle lane 
 

2 

Traffic Lane 3.5 3.5 

Traffic Lane 3.25 3.25 

Traffic Lane 3.25 3.25 

Cycle lane 
 

2 

Footpath 3 3 

   

Total 19.5 19 
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Discussion: Bothar Bhreandain Ui Eithir:  By using the 4.5m verge shown in the cross section it is 
possible to provide 2m cycle facilities on either side of the road.  
 

Location: Eyre Square 
 

Discussion: None of the drawings show any formal provision for people using bicycles to get from the 
south side of Eyre Square to the North Side. Although the west side of Eyre Square is a vehicle 
restricted area, there is no formal provision for bicycle users to use this route. It would be common 
practice elsewhere in Northern Europe for bicycle users to retain access to vehicle restricted zones. 
 

Location: Forster St. 
 

Location: 
Forster St. 

Elements given in 
Planning application 

Alternative 1: Wider kerb 
lanes, standard footpaths 

Alternative 2: Advisory cycle 
lanes with central traffic lane 

Footpath 2.9 2 2 

Cycle lane 
  

2 

Traffic Lane 3 3.8 3.7 




























