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Concerns about Introduction of One Way Streets Exemptions for Cyclists on Rose Street 
 
At the Traffic Regulation Orders Sub-Committee meeting on 16 December, the Councillors 
will consider a report entitled One Way Streets Exemptions for Cyclists Batch One – 
TRO/24/27 which recommends that the sub-committee approve exemptions to allow 
contraflow cycling on eight currently one-way streets across Edinburgh. Living Streets 
Edinburgh Group (LSEG), Edinburgh Access Panel (EAP), New Town and Broughton 
Community Council (NTBCC) and many others had objected to this TRO based on 
significant concerns about the impact of this change to Rose Street primarily on the 
grounds of pedestrian safety.  
 
Rose Street is the closest thing that Edinburgh has to a pedestrianised street. Cycling 
through the street, as opposed to accessing the shops and restaurants on it by bike, should 
be strongly discouraged. Encouraging cycling on this unique street would invite conflict with 
pedestrians, as has been widely acknowledged and especially create a more hostile space 
for older, disabled and blind people. The risk of conflict and injury would be exacerbated 
by the likely proliferation of e-bikes.  Space on this street is already restricted due the 
need to service the businesses operating on this street and due to the number of tables and 
chairs permits that have been granted. Even in the Netherlands and Copenhagen's 
famous Strøget, cycling on pedestrian shopping streets is discouraged - or prohibited 
entirely. 
 
In the City Mobility Plan, Rose Street is designated as both a Primary Place and Primary 
Walking Route in Our Future Streets (Circulation Plan). The City Mobility Plan also contains 
a Travel Hierarchy which places Pedestrians at the top of this pyramid. Increasing the 
number of cyclists using this already congested shared space is in direct conflict with both 
of these principles.  
 
We note that the report states that a Stage 2 Road Safety Audit (RSA) has been performed 
and has not raised any concerns about the proposed implementation of these cycling 
exemptions including on Rose Street. The results of the RSA are not included in the report 
to the Sub-Committee nor are these available on the Council’s website. It is therefore 
impossible for the public to assess whether the RSA has properly considered the risks to all 
users of this space including pedestrians.  
 
Although an Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) has been undertaken it is not clear whether 
that has considered the specific impacts of this change on Rose Street and on pedestrians. 
Indeed, the IIA states that the assessment is considering the introduction of two-way 
cycling on streets “where it is safe to do so” (our emphasis). The IIA states that as cyclists 
are already travelling in the opposite direction to that approved this demonstrates a need 
for a formal contraflow. This argument appears to be very spurious as it would imply that 
breaking the law is a reason to change the law rather than enforce it! The IIA only includes 
a comment from a cycling lobbying group which is supportive of the introduction of 
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contraflow cycling but this comment relates to a completely different situation from that 
found on Rose Street. The comments made by LSEG, EAP and NTBCC regarding this change 
are omitted from the IIA. Reference is made in the IIA to compliance with the Edinburgh 
Street Design Guidance but this section on Contraflow Cycling is dated 2019 and contains 
guidance in completely different situations to that found on Rose Street.  
 
We note that the report claims that there is no intention to use Rose Street as an 
alternative cycle route to George Street. However, the report to TEC1 which first suggested 
exempting Rose Street from the one-way prohibition set out exactly this as the rationale for 
this exemption: "4.21 Redirecting cyclists down Rose Street offers a low-cost alternative 
route [to George Street] that can be implemented quickly without the need for major 
infrastructure changes." Using Rose Street as a cycling route "presents a quick and low-cost 
solution". These comments were made under the heading: "CCWEL Alternative Routes Prior 
to George Street Completion". 
 
Accordingly, we retain our concerns that removing the one-way exemption would mean 
that Rose Street could still very much be seen by officers as a viable alternative through-
route across the city by bicycle. If Rose Street is no longer considered as a suitable cycle 
route, then the rationale for introducing the TRO in the first place falls away.  
 
The report acknowledges that "integrating cyclists into a space primarily designed for 
pedestrians presents challenges. The narrow width of Rose Street, combined with the high 
footfall at certain times, could lead to safety concerns between cycling and 
walking/wheeling." While most cyclists are considerate of other road users, we don't believe 
that the suggested mitigating measures such as "Share with Care" signage would be effective 
in deterring those who are not.  
 
For the reasons set out above, we hope therefore that the Committee will uphold our 
objections to the TRO allowing two-way cycling on Rose Street. 
 
 
This statement has been jointly prepared and submitted by the following groups: 
 
Living Streets Edinburgh Group 
Edinburgh Access Panel  
New Town and Broughton Community Council 
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