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Draft South Sydney Bicycle Plan
Marrickville-South Sydney Bicycle Group (MASSBUG) welcomes this opportunity to comment on the Draft South Sydney Bicycle Plan.  Our submission is endorsed by Bicycle New South Wales.

MASSBUG congratulates South Sydney City Council on the preparation of this comprehensive, high quality Bicycle Plan. In particular, MASSBUG has been impressed by the focus in the plan on ecological sustainability and the vision and strategic plan sections of the Plan.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss further any of the issues in this submission. Bicycle NSW and MASSBUG look forward to the opportunity to participate in further deliberations to gain better outcomes for cycling through the proposed Bicycle Steering Committee.

Sincerely, 

Gabrielle Kuiper
for the Marrickville-South Sydney Bicycle Group

cc: 
Environment Protection Authority 
Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources


Roads and Traffic Authority 
Draft South Sydney Bicycle Plan

15 December 2003

Marrickville and South Sydney Bicycle Group (MASSBUG) 

MASSBUG is the local bicycle group in the South Sydney Local Government Area. We are affiliated with Bicycle NSW, the key organisation working with State Government on cycling and putting into practice the intentions set out in Bike Plan 2010. The group is also an advocate for urban developments that enable access by foot, bicycle and public transport to services and facilities, thus reducing the reliance on private motor vehicles. We have been working with the South Sydney Development Corporation for many years in relation to the Alexandra Canal development. 

Comments on Part A – Background Document

1. Introduction

We support the approach of this section and commend the clear articulation of South Sydney City Council’s mandate for ecological sustainability and the benefits of cycling for ‘active transport’.

1.1.3 Cycling

We recommend replacing the reference to 'young adults' with a reference to 'residents' in the phrase:  'Council recognises the potential for cycling to play a much greater transport role where its large population of young adults live and work within close proximity to each other.’ 

1.2.1 Transport Benefits

We recommend updating the net operating cost saving to 60 cents
 per kilometre not 39 cents.

We recommend changing the figure to ‘ten bikes can be stored in the space for one car’ - rather than six.  (See RTA (2003) Cycling to work, works!)

2.2 Local Area Setting

This area has a dense concentration of entertainment venues, such as cinemas, shops, pubs, theatres, clubs and restaurants within the area or in adjacent areas.  With limited parking often associated with these trip generators, this is a characteristic relevant to the bike plan.
We recommend that the statistic that South Sydney already has the highest rate of journey to work trips by bike (2.5% of trips compared to an inner Sydney average of 1.2%
) in Sydney be included.  

2.4.1 Increased Advocacy

We thank the Council for its recognition that increased advocacy has lead to increased awareness of cycling issues by Council officers, Councillors and the community.

2.4.4 Bike-It Sydney, May 2001

We support the inclusion of 'Bike-It' as a reference, recognising the contribution of this publication to route selection philosophy.

2.5.4 Proposed Mascot to Darlinghurst Regional Route 2002

2.5.6 Proposed CARES Facility

Update 'Proposed' to 'New' or 'Forthcoming' in reference to the Mascot to Darlinghurst Regional Route, and CARES Facility.

2.5.7 Future Bike Path along 'The Canal'

Should be updated to refer to stage two of the Alexandra Canal link now being complete.  

Comments on Part B – Structure

3. Strategic Plan

We strongly support the vision to:

“develop and facilitate the implementation of a cycling environment with facilities and traffic management controls, to create a safe and pleasant cycling environment which is convenient, connected and coherent, and will:

• encourage cycling as a legitimate, healthy, economic, non-polluting mode of 'active transport'
• decrease the use and dependence on the private motor vehicle, and

• bring health benefits and increase opportunities for social interaction through recreational cycling.”

We recommend that safe and attractive be added to ‘convenient, connected and coherent’ inline with the RTA’s forthcoming Bicycle Guidelines. 
3.1.1 Vision

We strongly applaud the vision expressed, and in particular appreciate the statement: 'A very important outcome of the Bicycle Plan is the creation and nurturing of a culture where bicycles are included as an equal consideration in the design and maintenance of roads, footpaths and urban developments.'

3.1.2 Policy

MASSSBUG strongly supports 3.1.2 and the statement that 'Council will also ensure that bicycle planning is included in all its recreation, health planning and development controls.' 

3.1.4 Strategic Framework

LT6

Praise should be given for the consideration given to the integration of the bike and pedestrian network, and the attention to trip generators.  

LT7

We support the creation of a Bicycle Advisory Committee to oversee the implementation of the Bike Plan – as recommended on page 119 (section 10.5.1).  

LT9

We add that the revised guidelines will better facilitate bicycle planning and bike facility provision within the development application process ONLY if council incorporates MASSBUG’s recommendations to draft DCP 11. 

We congratulate South Sydney City Council for proposing to report on progress in implementing the Bicycle Plan in its state of the environment report.

4. Methodology

4.1.4 University Cyclists

We recommend replacing 'University Cyclists' with 'Tertiary Student Cyclists' in order to encompass TAFE, community college and other students.

4.2.1 Quiet Streets

We support the approach of using quiet streets.

Including a map in the Bike Plan documentation that combines both a view of major roads and the bike routes together would help to view the routes in relation to major roads, and help to illustrate intersections of major roads and bike paths requiring special consideration.

4.2.2 Precinct Approach

This is strongly endorsed.  We also encourage Council to create more quiet streets, in particular by lowering speeds to 40km/hr, closing streets and creating shared zones.

4.2.4 Urban Design

We applaud the second paragraph: ‘This can be achieved via urban design that encourages streets and urban open spaces to be fronted and overlooked by housing and actively used facilities – especially on cycle routes to and from schools, public transport stops and other routes used at night. The Development Application stage is the best opportunity within Council to achieve sympathetic urban design outcomes for cyclists.' 

4.5 A Network of Bicycle Routes

MASSBUG applauds and supports the approach of linking major trip generators. In some instances more could be done to link routes closely to trip generators and railway stations – these are indicated in the text on the routes in section 8.

Note 7.

It is appropriate for child cyclists to be considered in the PAMP.

Comments on Part C - Technical Basis 

5. Engineering Design Principles

5.1 Engineering Objectives

We support the stated aim: 'To ensure that cyclist needs are considered for all roads within South Sydney Council'.  

5.2.2 Provision of Appropriate Facilities

We appreciate the statement of the need to consider ‘the speed limit and traffic volume on the road’ in providing appropriate facilities.

We request the statement: 'Whether there is sufficient demand for its use', be removed as a factor to be considered in designing appropriate facilities, due to changes in land use/population, and lack of knowledge of latent demand.  

5.3 Typical Route Treatments for South Sydney

We support the BIKEast recommendations that generally 40km/hr speed limit be applied on all on-road bike routes and that on 50km/hr roads, 20m of ‘green lane’ pavement at intersection approaches be used.

5.3.2 Shared Bicycle / Parking Lanes

We recommend that a bicycle lane should be 1.4 to 1.6 m, with a travel lane that is 2.8 to 3.00 wide, consistent with the lane width recommendations in previous figure, 5.1. 

The 'Preferred treatments' in 5.3.2 should only be used if removal of parking, use of paired one-way lanes or other treatments are not possible.

5.3.3 Shared Traffic / Bicycle Lanes

There is an inconsistency in the colour coding system used.  Green is used to indicate a Contra-flow Bicycle Lane in figure 5.5 on page 23, and green is also used to indicate a Shared Path in the legend on page 16. 

We recommend that parking lanes are 2.2m (not 2.4).

5.3.4 Contra-Flow Lanes

We appreciate the depth of understanding shown in section 5.3.4.

The provision of directional signs at decision points with intersecting routes and the physical separation of Contra-Flow Lanes with a medium strip are strongly supported.  

5.3.5 Shared Paths

In place of 'cyclists dismount' signs, we recommend 'cyclists maintain walking pace' signs be used, as is the practice of North Sydney Council.

Two-way shared paths should include centre lines.

We recognise that a 2m minimum for shared paths is not idea but is realistic recognising space constraints in some places and initially low usage. In future, such paths may need to be widened to cope with increased use.

5.4 Precinct Approach (Localised Treatments)

We strongly applaud the comment recognising that 'every roadway where bicycling is permitted is, by law and in practice, is a bicycle facility'.

5.4.1 Bicycle Facilities at Intersections

The use of bicycle storage box facilities at intersections is supported. 

We support providing less experienced cyclists with an option to cross intersections at a signalled pedestrian crossing before merging back to on road bicycle facilities, where an on-road option is also available.  Care will need to be taken with legibility so users know what is expected and comply.  We recommend monitoring of these sites periodically to ensure they are being used safely.

We support use of bicycle storage boxes/advanced stop line treatments.   The RTA is currently exploring the use of a “mini” bike lane leading up to storage boxes such as that proposed for Wellington/Elizabeth (fig 4.2) to enhance usability and legality.  

5.4.2 Bicycle Detection at Intersections

MASSBUG disagrees that bicycle loop detectors do not work effectively.  They are successfully used around the world (best practice is in Christchurch, NZ) and in our experience, all Sydney traffic signals work for bicycles once they have been correctly set.  We believe that bicycle loop detectors should be used in preference to push button signals.

5.4.3 Bicycle Facilities at Crossing Points

Refuges as proposed with a width of 1.8 to 2.0 meters wide will not accommodate bike trailers or disability vehicles, and should be 2.5 to 3m wide (see Austroads Part14 Appendix C table C-2).  Angling the refuge can help achieve the width and enhance safety.

5.4.4 Road Closures

We recommend that road markings also be used in addition to signage to ensure parked vehicles do not inhibit bicycle access across road closures.  

We disagree that it is necessary to slow or stop cyclists when leaving the end of a bicycle path. We recommend that the design emphasis be placed on warning motor vehicle drivers of the likelihood of encountering cyclists in the vicinity of bicycle routes. If there is no suitable alternative treatment, narrowing treatments or diversion barriers must accommodate bike trailers or disability vehicles (as 5.4.3).

5.4.5 Slow Points

We strongly support providing bypasses for cyclists, designed so they can maintain travel speeds.  We ask that the new RTA Bicycle Guidelines recommend design speed in these cases be used.

5.4.6 Raised Thresholds

Tapering raised thresholds to the curb can present safety problems for cyclists and pedestrians, as motorists may swerve to drive over the tapered edges in order to maintain their speed. Maintaining a separated flat bicycle path may avoid this.

5.4.8 Angle Parking

Provision of angle parking should not 'take account of the RTA Technical Direction' but 'must comply with the RTA Technical Direction'. We believe that in most cases, council can use the RTA Technical Direction to reduce pressure for angle parking.

5.4.10 One-way Streets and the Use of Contra-flow Lanes

We endorse this paragraph.

5.4.15 Speed Limits

We strongly support the principle of 'Further review and reduction of speed limits to 40km/hr wherever feasible within South Sydney is critical to achieving ‘cycle friendly’ street environments'.

5.4.16 Road works

This is the first time that we are aware of road works being included in a bike plan, and are pleased to see its inclusion.  

6. Route Development Principles 

The principles set out in this section are well applied to the situation in South Sydney. 

Section 6.1 recognises the connectivity to adjoining local government areas and the status of their bike planning and implementation.  MASSBUG suggests that an additional recommendation be that Council send copies of the Bike Plan 2004 to these Councils and where appropriate meet with these adjoining Councils to advance the implementation of routes and facilities. 

Significant access and safety issues to Central Station and Prince Alfred Park need to be addressed for cyclists and pedestrians and we recommend that Council liaise with City of Sydney about this problem area in early 2004.

MASSBUG endorses the RTA’s policy of servicing trip generators within corridors suited to bicycle routes and supports South Sydney Council to improve services and communications to these organisations (s6.2). We suggest that the list (top p.31) refer to the major hospitals associated with the UNSW (NB its preferred name), the University of Sydney and also refer to TAFE. 

We also note that the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority has become more responsive to providing facilities for cyclists and conferring with cyclists to ensure that the fine-grained plans are appropriate before works commence.

For the people of South Sydney and tourism interests, it would be useful to acknowledge the work by DIPNR on access to the Harbour by foot, bicycle and public transport. (Contact: Felicity Smith at DIPNR).

Section 6.3 outlines Council’s approach to its proposed bicycle routes. MASSBUG strongly supports Council’s innovation in making site inspections and using strategic planning to determine need rather than the traditional reactive method. This practice is another reason for MASSBUG giving this draft Bike Plan strong endorsement. 

MASSBUG also values the integration in detailed planning with both the PAMP and the Open Space and Public Domain Plans. However, MASSBUG is concerned that the draft PAMP is overly concerned with road crossings at the expense of problems of pedestrian congestion and the potential opportunities for creating shared zones (e.g. Terry Lane between Foveaux and Kippax Streets) - these concerns are addressed in a separate submission. 

Section 6.5 considers possible future bicycle routes - an excellent approach by Council. In the second last sentence “A bicycle corridor …” is important to Randwick Council because it is likely that Green Square would become a significant residential area for people working and studying at UNSW and the associated Randwick Hospitals Complex. MASSSBUG recommends deleting the word ‘student’ because these trip generators have substantial staff and visitors who could also use the route. 

Section 6.6 on children’s facilities is strongly endorsed and MASSBUG congratulates Council for its provision for the needs of children and young people. 

7. Directional Signposting Plan

We support the use of comprehensive signposting of the Bicycle network and recommend that Council also consider signposting:

· all schools in the LGA

· all TAFEs

· the Sydney Cricket Ground and Fox Studios

· the CARES facility

· Australian Technology Park

· all Hospitals

· the College of Fine Arts

· Redfern Oval

· Prince Alfred Park

And consider other trip generator signposting as part of the five year review of the Bicycle Plan.

In addition to the suggested signage it would be valuable to have sign posted maps at key points on the route showing the cyclist their position in relation to the overall network.  This would give people more confidence that the network is connected, make the network more user-friendly and assist in planning journeys.
Comments on 8. Bicycle Route Plan

Summary

In general, we believe the routes outlined here provide the basis for a comprehensive cycling network in the South Sydney LGA and we look forward to their implementation. Where appropriate, we have suggested how these routes could be improved. We look forward to making more detailed comments as detailed design drawings become available.

In general,

· We are concerned at the common use of signalised and zebra pedestrian crossings for bicycle crossings.  Drivers would not be expected to comply if they had to get out and push their cars across footpaths when on driveways, nor can we expect high levels of compliance by people riding bicycles.  Efforts should be made to improve the safety and legality of crossing wherever possible, in particular by providing on-road intersection treatments.

· In addition, car parking should be removed where it hinders the quality of the cycling facility, particularly at intersection.

· Care will need to be taken in the placement of holding rails and we note the RTA Bicycle Guidelines do not support their use.

· We welcome the use of forward stop boxes and green lanes in these designs.

· We also support the comprehensive use of kerb ramps, signage and logos.

· Wherever shared path signs are added we suggest that (a) existing poles or trees be utilised; and (b) any new poles should be at least 50cm clear of the path edge (Austroads Part14).

· We recommend that in some places, bicycle lanes as preferred treatment  over shared traffic/bicycle lanes where the allocation of road space is less clear.
Route 1 - South Newtown to UNSW/Randwick 

This route is generally fine and we agree it is a high priority. We suggest the inclusion of one or more sub-routes that would expand its usefulness and permeability greatly. 

Fig 1.1 Few pedestrians use this route currently, but given the poor quality surface, it should be repaved and widened to at least 2m.

Fig 1.3 – Further investigation is needed as to whether an on-road route along O’Dea would be possible due to the shared path’s poor sightlines and requirement to use pedestrian crossing. This may require the removal of on-street car parking in some places.

Figure 1.9 We support the investigation of signal treatment for the Short/Elizabeth/Allen Street intersection.

Fig 1.19 – driveway crossing issue – good physical treatment – recommend undertaken with education program with occupiers and drivers and have a colourful opening of the physical changes.

Fig 1.25 –  Are sufficient measures present for the angle parking given its recognised risk to cyclists? 

Figure 1.25/1.26 We recommend the installation of a green contra-flow lane to increase cycling amenity on Victoria Street.

Fig 1.27 –the road closure at Union Sts has an uneven bricked surface that could do with substantial improvement especially for night riding. 

We suggest that part of the Bike Plan’s education program entails sending this Route 1 to UNSW Transport Program and SESAHS for uploading onto their website and as links to Council’s Bike Plan.

Route 2 - Zetland to Surry Hills via Riley St

This is a much needed north-south route to the city but it needs to be extended south to Green Square Town Centre to link with the station, trip generators and planned residences at Green Square.

Figure 2.5 We support the removal of on-street parking on the eastern side of McEvoy Street to facilitate the flow of cycling traffic.

We do not support the RTA’s proposed ‘upgrade’ of McEvoy Street – our full reasoning is available in a prior submission to the RTA and Council on our website www.massbug.org.au
Figure 2.7 We suggest that the proposed off-road shared path on Morehead St is not the most appropriate treatment given the poor sightlines and narrow width of this footpath. We suspect that the parallel parking in this section does not comply with RTA Technical Directions. We recommend that the parking in this Street be converted from angle to parallel and that bike lanes be installed along this section.

Figure 2.9 We recommend bike lanes be installed in this section rather than shared traffic/bicycle lanes if width permits.

Figure 2.11 We recommend the installation of lighting in this section of road closure to benefit people walking and cycling. We also recommend that reflected stickers be attached to all bollards within the path of travel of people walking or cycling.

Figure 2.13/2.14 We do not generally support the diversion of cyclists onto the footpath as an appropriate nor safe intersection treatment. As an alternative we recommend that the motor vehicle traffic be reduced to one lane at this intersection allowing for a cycle advance lane and a forward stop box.

Figure 2.16 We support the use of Ward Park as a shared path but recommend it be at least 2.5m wide with a centreline, signage and directional arrows to increase legibility.

Figure 2.17 The transition to Riley Street at Ward Park requires further investigation, for example, the option of installing bicycle signals should be considered.

Figure 2.19 A 0.9m bicycle lane is below the required width and we recommend that it be at least 1.0m. 

Figure 2.21 We support the use of a green cycle advance lane at the intersection of Marlborough and Cleveland Streets.

Route 3 - Erskineville Station to Centennial Park via Redfern

This is a vital east-west route which is currently well used by people cycling. Council is to be commended for upgrading this route, particularly for the proposed green contra-flow lane at the western end of Wilson Street.

The shared path between Anzac Parade and South Dowling Street does need to be widened as suggested on page 50. We recommend Council work closely with the Centennial and Moore Park Trust to improve this route to maximise the utility of Council’s facilities and improve cycling linkages to the Eastern suburbs.

Figure 3.1. Consideration should be given to improving the surface, sightlines (eg. trimming the vegetation) and lighting (eg. installing lamps) at the Thurlow St road closure.

Figure 3.3/3.4 The use of the pedestrian crossing to Telopea Street is not ideal.

Figure 3.10. We support the realignment of the kerb at the Redfern/Elizabeth Street intersection but do not support the transition to an off-road facility, especially given the potential conflict with bus users in this vicinity. We recommend on-road lane be provided adjacent to Redfern Park and other measures undertaken to calm the traffic in this area (eg. lowering the speed to 40km/hr). This would avoid the need for the awkward intersection treatment shown in Figure 3.14

Figure 3.15-3.19 We support the installation of bike lanes and forward stop boxes on Redfern Street

Figure 3.23 We strongly support the preferred option of removing a lane of east bound traffic on Lawson Street. The alternative option of creating a shared path is not acceptable due to the high volume of pedestrian traffic around Redfern Station.

Figure 3.24 We strongly support the suggestion to create a ‘shared zone’ in Little Everleigh Street.

Figure 3.29-3.34 We strongly support the creation of a green contra-flow lane at the western end of Wilson Street.

Route 3B We strongly support the creation of a quiet street alternative on Wells Street and Redfern Lane.

Figure 3.33 We suggest widening kerb ramp on corner to RHS to Wells Street.

Route 4 - Sydney Park to Redfern via Alexandria 

We refer to the stated future potential to continue to South Dowling St on the Wellington St alignment IF easements are created in future developments (3 in all?), we question whether sufficient mechanisms are in place to ensure the easements eventuate and ask what more needs to be done?

Fig 4.2  We support the use of a storage box here and the removal of the “turn left on red” sign.

Fig 4.3  Ending bicycle lanes at squeeze points is not recommended and we are pleased that future modifications are flagged.  On considering how to best prioritise future improvements across the network, we believe that a widely promoted cyclist incident reporting system would allow trouble spots to be ranked.  This would in effect reflect both usage levels, difficulty level and driver behaviour patterns at the location.  We note that where the bike lane ends at a squeeze point the zip merge rule should come into play, but education may be needed.

Fig 4.5  We support providing and well marking a shared path option at potentially more difficult sections such as here.

Fig 4.7 We are pleased to support the resurfacing of Buckland Street.

Fig 4.10  We are very pleased that Council has secured the new accessway!

At the Belmont/Fountain intersection the “cyclists dismount” sign should be removed as it is totally inappropriate for an on-road route.

The Fountain St crossing can be difficult.  Considering the route connects to CARES and the rest of the route is suitable for inexperienced cyclists, a refuge island would be very helpful here.

Fig 4.13  We support remarking the logos and signs at closures to reduce cars blocking access.  Is it possible to have tree trimming put on a regular maintenance roster for the appropriate section of Council?

Fig 4.14  Need to ensure that transition from shared path to on-road at Huntley Street is legible and observe future behaviour to ensure the manoeuvre is able to be executed safely by users.

We are very pleased that the route will connect to CARES and to the station.

Fig 4.19  We approve of the use of logos in Concord & Bray St.  

Fig 4.17  We question whether the stated required setback from future development in Coulson St has appropriate mechanisms in place to ensure it or whether more needs to be done?
Route 5 Central to Moore Park via Surry Hills

Fig 5.2 – riding into Arthur St it’d be helpful to have the N side logos and to make sure that the ramp is wide enough and clearly marked to reduce cars parking across it.

Fig 5.5 – Yes! This will be a useful treatment

Fig 5.9 – See comments above about the general approach of extensive installation of holding rails This particular installation may take away from the streetscape. 

Fig 5.12 – very good but recommend retaining alternate back street route because the motor traffic on Devonshire and Riley can be fast and daunting.

Fig 5.13 We recommend the use of forward stop boxes at this intersection.

Figure 5.14 We would also recommend the use of marked bicycle lanes on this section of Devonshire Street.

Fig 5.15 – MASSBUG supports the inclusion of the green bicycle lane within the no standing notices at this point, otherwise the measure relies on compliance for a purpose not obvious to the conventional motorist.

Fig 5.17 We recommend Parkham Lane be designated a shared zone

Fig 5.18 We recommend widening the route, improving the surface and sightlines (eg. trimming the vegetation) of the Parkham Street road closure.

Fig 5.19 We recommend against the installation of a holding rail at this point. We recommend that the phasing of lights at South Dowling Street be investigated, including the installation of detection loops for people cycling and the installation of additional push button signals for pedestrians on the southern side.

Route 6 - Surry Hills to Redfern via Bourke St

Figure 6.2 it is recommended that car parking be removed on at least one side of Bourke Street to allow the continuation of bicycle lanes and/or bicycle/parking lanes through this section. It is vital that a safe continuous path of travel be provided and shared traffic/bicycle lanes are not considered to be a safe treatment at this point especially given the high level of cycling use of this route.

Route 7 - Surry Hills to Redfern via Crown/Baptist St

This existing facility is well used.

Route 8 - North Newtown to Camperdown via Church St

This route will provide excellent connections and is strongly supported.

We are grateful for the advice that the contra-flow lane for the one-way section of Church St is now the responsibility of the City of Sydney and that there are section 94 funds for cycleways for this area.  MASSBUG will write to the City of Sydney seeking their assurance that this section will be built in the near future.

Fig 8.3  We are unsure about the merit of the suggested use of double arrows with logos on Church, Prospect and Campbell Streets.  We ask that there be further discussion before implementation.

We question whether the route section along the last block of Campbell St can proceed since this forms the new boundary with City of Sydney?  Does it require collaboration with the City of Sydney?

There is no description of the nature of the treatment proposed for Missenden Road between Campbell Street and King St.

Route 9 - Beaconsfield to Alexandria & Alexandria Canal 

Fig 9.1 & 9.2  We support the new refuge island, proposed directional signage and O’Riordan path widening.

We strongly support the investigation of traffic signals at Collins St and Bourke Rd.

Fig 9.4  We support the new crossing treatment of Bourke Rd in the interim and suggest use of small islands to enforce the parking removal to ensure the access is kept clear.  We recommend investigating whether the western side bus stop can be moved north, to the departure side of the crossing, to ensure sight lines (perhaps dependent on bus frequency).

Fig 9.8  We support the use of shared path on Maddox St, but suggest that the dangerously poor road surface at the approach to Euston St be fixed as well.

Fig 9.9  The eastbound transition to shared path at Lawrence needs to be legible and to later have behaviour monitored to ensure it is being used safely.

Route 9B is supported.  We question whether the future bicycle/pedestrian corridor has sufficient mechanisms in place to ensure it happens?  Does incorporation in the Green Square DCP ensure it?  What about the section between the Canal and Sydney Park?

Route 10 - Erskineville to Redfern via Henderson Rd

Figure 10.3 We recommend the creation of bicycle lanes rather than shared traffic/bicycle lanes on Railway Parade and the lowering of speed to 40km/hr.

Route 10B  We recommend the bollards on the off-road shared path be removed and centrelines painted with directional arrows as well as logo.

Route 11 Central to Waterloo via George St

This route is supported as a high priority.

Starts at the entrance of Prince Alfred Park, getting to that entrance is difficult for both cyclists and pedestrians from the northern or eastern side of Chalmers St and most significantly from Central Station – more under 6.1 and the draft PAMP. We note that this is now in City of Sydney area and recommend that Council work with the City of Sydney Council to produce a design that encourages walking and cycling in this area.
Fig 11.2 Coming out of the Park on the north side Cleveland St the ramp is very narrow. This intersection is heavily used by pedestrians especially with prams and little kids, as well as cyclists.  When approaching from the south, the less experienced rider has difficulty in turning right from George St and mounting the kerb so an alternative is to cross George St onto the very wide loading ramp on the Eastern side of George St and then cross at the lights. Installing a wider kerb ramp would be safer particularly because the use of this route could increase substantially and the Park has the pool as a major attractor. 

Fig 11.3 We strongly support realigning the kerb to maintain bicycle lanes!  

Fig 11.4 We would prefer to see the shared bicycle/parking lane continue until the end of George Street, in addition to a shared path for less experienced cyclists.

Fig 11.6 Housing estate – there is great potential for Council’s Social Planners to work with Housing association and RED Strategy’s Denny Hall (and Aboriginal Medical Service) to encourage and facilitate cycling among tenants (eg bike schemes and cycling proficiency training). As separating bicycle movements from pedestrians is particularly desirable in this area, MASSBUG strongly supports this additional provision. 

Fig 11.8 Links to Route 4 along Wellington St are probably very useful to the locals and thus in the proposed negotiations could be raised as a possibility for their views.

Fig 11.9 Strongly agree with the proposed treatment including new kerb ramps (northern & southern sides) and bollards.  We support moving the zebra crossing to serve crossings at George St. The proposal for pedestrians and cyclists to detour 200m needs close scrutiny to make sure that it is last resort to dealing with the dangers of motor traffic on McEvoy St (fast & frequent & sometimes furious!).

Fig 11.13 We support the possible longer term option of traffic signals at George/Bourke/Portman to ease the connection with Route 12.  Currently the light phasing at each end causes platooning of cars, meaning additional signals here would not affect traffic flow.  No changes should be made to the phasing of lights at either end without considering the potential to make this crossing more difficult in the meantime.  There is potential to link to Green Square station from here – worth seeing whether Cox Richardson have proposals for RED strategy and for SSDC. 

Route 12 - Waterloo to Botany via Dunning Av 

When riding northbound, turning right from Dunning into Hansard is currently hampered by poor sight lines due to the angle parking which should be removed.

Fig 12.3 This is a great route, with the crossing of Epsom Road the only difficult part.  We strongly support the proposed traffic signals.

We strongly support the proposed new on-demand pedestrian/bicycle crossing facility on Gardeners Road to connect with Botany Council’s network.

Route 13 - Waterloo to Botany via Dalmeny Av 

On the overall map, “South Sydney Bicycle Network” it shows a desirable future link between route 13 and route 12 via Tilford St and Merton St.  We recommend that either of the adjacent laneways be used instead as locals report problems with rat runners speeding from Merton into Tilford.

Fig 13.4  Ensure that the transition from road to path for westbound cyclists at Epsom/Joynton is legible and in practice is used safely.

We support the remarking of lanes in Epsom Rd.

Route 14 - Waterloo to Roseberry 

Route 14 creates important links between other routes and is especially important through the industrial areas where driver behaviour often reflects the industrial setting.

Fig 14.1  We strongly support changing the angle parking to rear-to-kerb only with realigned markings and island.

Fig 14.2  Centreline treatment on the shared path is supported.  Generally the term “separated” path refers to bicycles & pedestrians being separated from one another.  We would like to see clear signage that the private parking across the footpath must be rear-to-building.

Fig 14.6  It is stated that the shared traffic lane treatment proposed for Victoria St northbound requires an LATM scheme to reduce the speed to 40kph.  Is an LATM scheme for this road/area in train or is work needed to put this on the agenda?

Route 15 - Moore Park to Redfern 

Another great route.  Directional signage at the eastern end is strongly supported.

Fig 15.1  We support the treatment proposed for crossing Bourke Road to Zamia St and suggest that the ramps be physically protected from blockage since parking demand here is high.

Fig 15.5  We support traffic signals at this location.  Is the corridor through the ACI site assured?

Fig 15.6 is labelled “Danks St …dedicated on-road cycle lanes” but from the text it seems that shared bicycle/parking lanes are meant here.

Route 16 - Anzac Parade

We applaud the recent improvements to Anzac Parade.  The quality of the facilities is excellent.  We are particularly pleased at the separate bicycle crossings at signalised intersections.

Route 17 - Eastern Suburbs to Central via Moore Park Rd & Fitzroy St 

p.104- Column 1, para 3 Bicycle logos are needed on both sides of Mary St and at the intersection with Albion Way as there is high parked car turnover. There is also a need for signage from Albion St into Mary St because many cars turn right into Mary St and then turn into the two major off-street car parks on western side of Mary St (RTA & Centennial Plaza) creating the risk of head-on collisions. There is a need for traffic islands to be installed at entrances to both off-street car parks to restrict entry to both RTA car parks from the Foveaux St end. 

Currently at night cyclists use the footpath in Albion St southern side between Mary and Commonwealth St as there are very few pedestrians at that time. Also Albion Way has no footpaths and is quite well used by pedestrians during the day to avoid the speed and roar of motor vehicle traffic on Albion St. We suggest that it be made a shared zone.

Fig 17.1  If Albion Way has insufficient lighting, is it an option to improve lighting?

Fig 17.4  We support the proposed treatment at the Shared Zone.

Fig 17.7  It is stated that the shared path is 3.2m wide, but there are pavement markings which may indicate commercial uses of part of the footpath have been approved here.  There should be no commercial uses which might conflict with the shared path or leave it insufficient width.
Route 18 - Centennial Park & Paddington Precincts 

We support BIKEast’s recommendations for this route.

Comments on 9. Bicycle Parking Facilities Plan

We support the installation of bicycle parking and Council’s existing DCP 11, refer to MASSBUG’s recent submission on the revised Land Use and Transport DCP for further details.

9.6 Workplace Facilities We recommend the Plan refers to the new (2003) RTA Cycle to work brochures - a guide for employees and employers ‘Off to work? On your bike!’ and ‘Cycling to work, works!’.

Table 9.3 Checklist – Proximity to trip generators (eg. cinemas, supermarkets) and active and passive surveillance need to be included in the checklist.

Comments on 10. Behavioural Plan 

We recommend this section of the Bicycle Plan be withdrawn.

We also recommend that sub-section 10.6 be re-located to Section 11 on Implementation. 

The reasons for withdrawing this section include:

· its poor quality and that it detracts from the draft Plan as a whole

· its statement of purpose is entirely circular

· the ‘behavioural’ approach is traditional and is inconsistent with current knowledge and practice in social change for health and safety relevant to increasing the level of safe cycling

· its over-emphasis on pamphlets to tackle road safety - in contrast to the reported findings in the draft Plan

· the strategies are unrelated to the findings reported in the Draft Plan, including the significance of routes linking trip generators.

This aspect of Bike Planning is yet to be well developed in NSW and MASSBUG will take up this aspect with the RTA and Council next year. 

Comments on 11. Engineering Implementation Plan 

We recommend inserting sub-section 10.6 on monitoring. 

11.15 On-going review of the Network Plan

MASSBUG recommends the Plan be reviewed in 2008. 

Comments on 13. Recommendations 

We support the recommendations (p.127) with the exception of recommendation three “seek resources …to implement …the Behavioural Plan”. See comments above on Section 10 for reasons to withhold support for this recommendation. We add that these recommendations should included that the Plan be reviewed in 2008.
We note a minor typo in Rec 2 - ‘principal’ needs to be ‘principle’.

A very fine draft Bike Plan overall, many thanks!
� “the cost savings to society of substituting bicycle trips for short car trips are high – 60c/km” Shayler 1993, quoted in “Australia Cycling – the National Strategy 1999-2004” (Austroads, 1999)


� 2001 Census





