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General Manager

South Sydney City Council

Email address here

cc: Giles Michaux

15th December 2003

Dear Mr Whittaker

Draft South Sydney Pedestrian Access & Mobility Plan (PAMP)
Marrickville-South Sydney Bicycle Group (MASSBUG) welcomes this opportunity to comment on the Draft South Sydney PAMP. 

As recognised by the RTA guidelines, both PAMPs and bike plans need to cross reference each other owing to the overlap in the physical changes to urban roadways required to improve conditions for walking and cycling. Also children (under 12 years of age) riding a bicycle on the footpath are entitled to be accompanied by an adult bicycle rider. 

MASSBUG is making submissions to Council’s instruments:

· draft DCP land use and transport

· draft bike plan

· draft PAMP.

We note that the draft PAMP (draft August 2003) is incomplete in comparison to the other documents. The Appendices (A1,A2,B) listing the recommended actions do not contain a key and some explanation would greatly improve their presentation. 

In trying to establish why lack of kerb ramps are given such emphasis for several locations it is hard to follow the method used to set priorities particularly as Figure 2 and appendices are missing (pp 30-34). It appears that the attempt to breakdown each problem to its detailed components might well have obscured the greater need for a combination of actions rather than merely installation of missing ramps. This aspect is illustrated in the attached submission. In finalising the Draft PAMP, we urge Council to insist that all the recommendations are listed together. 

MASSBUG, as a local bicycle user group, has considerable experience in observing issues relevant to both pedestrians and cyclists relating to connectivity, amenity and safety. In addition, some members of MASSBUG are car-free and use public transport services extensively. Therefore we are disappointed that the consultants did not contact MASSBUG as part of the community consultations given its considerable interest and experience with the issues of getting about locally by foot, bicycle and by public transport for adults and children.

In the main, the proposed treatments are quite conservative in merely remedying defects in walking routes crossing main roads, for example, by supplying missing ramps. Although the text recognises the high-level of pedestrian activity and the importance of easy links to railway stations and bus stops, it has omitted consideration of:

· the introduction of shared zones particularly for laneways

· the potential for reallocating road space from motor vehicle use to pedestrian and bicycle use

· fine-grained areawide analysis of streets leading to railway stations and major bus stops 

· areas of significant pedestrian congestion particularly during peak hours

· the need for increased pedestrian priority particularly in areas of high pedestrian activity including increased pedestrian priority at signalised intersections (e.g. Foveaux St; Elizabeth St at the entrances to Central Station)

· sufficient links with the South Sydney Public Domain Plan (p.14).

We are concerned by the lack of detailed treatment of pedestrian access and safety to Central station and Redfern station. 

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss the issues in this submission. Members of MASSBUG look forward to the opportunity to contrib. in setting priorities and establishing significant areas for liaison with neighbouring councils and State Transit. 

Sincerely, 

Fiona Campbell 


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 - north-eastern area - 

Pedestrian Access & Mobility Plan (PAMP)  

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. 

Introduction: the importance of the PAMP to the NE area

The PAMP recognises the relatively high level of expenditure on provision for motor vehicle travel in contrast to the expenditure for pedestrians as documented for the USA (p. 1).  Indeed, many forums
 have suggested that works for improving conditions for walking and cycling should be subject to “affirmative action” to redress past neglect as acknowledged in the draft PAMP. 

We also note that the $1m footway resheeting program, sponsored by the former Mayor, failed to incorporate missing kerb ramps and thus failed to achieve an improved ‘continuous path of travel’.  

However, it is unlikely to be cost-effective for the next stage to emphasise kerb ramps. Rather, it is more likely to deal in very fine-grained detail with particular problems. 

Comment on Aims 

A common aim in planning or improving a pedestrian network is to increase the ‘continuous path of travel’ - one that is not adequately covered here. A popular route to reach Crown St Public School runs from the Bus Stops on Elizabeth St up Reservoir Street yet the continuity is broken on both sides of Reservoir Street making it difficult for parents with prams and people, particularly the elderly, in pushing shopping carts up from Paddy’s Market. 

Comment on Objectives in Council’s Brief

These objectives are pretty comprehensive but could be strengthened to assist priority-setting by introducing the links to trip generators as well as to the public transport services.

In our view, this draft PAMP has achieved much of the objectives in crossing roads, and detailing Council’s obligations under the Disability Discrimination Act (although note recent advice on footpath width and space for passing). 

It has not done so well on the 8th objective - facilities to be appropriate & relevant to surrounding land use and pedestrian user groups - in the sense of fine-grained treatments needed for areas of high pedestrian concentration (& often congestion) and to access railway stations and major bus stops (e.g. the bus stop on the east side Elizabeth St between Foveaux and Kippax St).  An example is Waterloo Street & its intersection on Foveaux - see below.

Fine-grained assessment & combination of actions in areas of high pedestrian concentration

Waterloo Street presents a number of problems that have grown for pedestrians with the new developments. See Appendix B HP182 & HP183. 

For Waterloo Street, the problems include rat-running by motor vehicles travelling one way at speed from Albion Street (passing an incorrect ‘no through road’ sign) and crossing the intersection with Albion Way at speed (Albion Way used by cyclists & proposed as route in draft Bike Plan), and then crossing Foveaux Street where it becomes two-way and there is a very narrow footway unsealed in one section on the eastern side. People trying to cross Foveaux St between Elizabeth & Riley Sts often try and cross just below Waterloo St and then find a stream of motor vehicles exiting into Foveaux St. The parallel laneway to the west, Terry St, also joins Foveaux & Kippax St - and this laneway needs to be made into a Shared Zone. 

For this reason we applauded the integration of Council’s draft bike plan, the open space and public domain plan and the draft PAMP. 

Fig 1 Universal access principles

We suggest that these be removed since they are drawn from another jurisdiction and have been superseded by other statements. Also the description of accident clusters does not seem to recognise the inherent design faults in a road network system that continues to preference motor traffic even in central Sydney . 

1.6 Evaluation 

What’s missing here is the recognition of the value of qualitative work on pedestrian access and road safety, and the dangers of reducing things so that they can be measured.  The results of the PAMP are indicative that the complicated method is not particularly helpful. 

We note the use of the 4E’s - a highly traditional approach. It is timely for a more multi-disciplinary approach to these social and design problems. 

The audit considerations - p. 7 - appear to have dropped off public transport aceess. 

Comments on 3. Characteristics of South Sydney - north-east

This section lacks analysis for the consequences for pedestrian planning and investment in facilities. It surprisingly fails to report that the State seat of Bligh has a 26% walking share for journey-to-work.

Comments on 3.4 Public Transport

It is a grave failure not to have highlighted that Redfern Station does not have a lift. A recommendation should be for Council to ascertain why is the delay so great and when will it be installed. 

The technical details are useful. However, in an assessment of pedestrian needs there are real issues in bus stop access and congestion on the footways at bus stops and these have not been adequately covered in the draft PAMP. Therefore, more work is required before adopting the proposed priorities. 

Comments on Data Review

The draft PAMP recognises two key problems of existing pedestrian facilities in the study area: age of footpaths resulting in poor condition and old-style design. (pp.15-16)

We suggest adding the problem of stepped footways and kerbed driveways without kerb ramps. Even driveways without kerbs can present a problem to vehicle-assisted pedestrians owing to the grade of the driveway.  

Another characteristic of the study area, not picked up by the draft PAMP, is the availability of laneways to become Shared Zones. 

Table 6 Width Requirements for Paths

Recent legal advice to Councils would suggest that 1.5m would now be the minimum acceptable, as is current practice by South Sydney. 

Comments on Conclusions and Recommendations 

Areas of high pedestrian concentration > high level of pedestrian facilities?

We support the identification of areas of high pedestrian concentration within the study area.  Having identified such areas, it would then be appropriate to consider high levels of pedestrian facilities and levels of service within those areas given the permeability of pedestrians along major roads connecting laneways and minor roads. 

Despite reference to the value of “a combination of actions” we note that in many small precincts, single rather than combined actions predominate although considerable development has occurred in the area within the last 5 years. 

Injuries to pedestrians in areas of high concentration suggest inadequate design for pedestrians rather than restraining them to encourage free-flowing motor traffic. 

Limits of the proposed PAMP Network

The draft PAMP recommends adoption of the PAMP Network and associated Action Recommendations (p.45). We cannot support this recommendation on the basis of information in this draft PAMP. 

We express concern at the format of the PAMP Network in following the major roads that have low amenity for pedestrians, as indicated by the comments reported in Appendix C. For access to certain major trip generators - the Foveaux St and Devonshire St entrances to Central Station, for example - it would be necessary to develop more fine-grained mobility diagrams for access to certain trip generators and heavily used routes. Such diagrams should include treatments of laneways, widening of footpaths (potential liaison with City of Sydney) and installation of aligned, wider ramps within the crossing spaces. 

Associated Action Recommendations 

The associated Action Recommendations - draft PAMP at 8.1 (p.45) - refer  to implementing Action Recommendations in Appendices A and H. On reading Appendix A1, we see that high priority actions are costed at $40,990 (A1.2) and low priority actions $66,600 (A1.4) - a total of $107,590. Another page of Appendix A1 - comments - is costed at $2,500 - total costed $110,090. Final pages (A1.6 & A1.7) are described as Inventory with no cost assigned. 

Implementing these recommendations would raise the existing level of pedestrian facilities only in general terms. 

The outcome would fail to improve access to Central and Redfern railway stations, Prince Alfred Park (& the swimming pool). The outcome may encourage greater pedestrian use by the installation of kerb ramps but still leave pedestrians vulnerable on account of the failure to recommend a combination of actions e.g. for Waterloo Street. 

Comments on Recommendations 

Rec 2 - need to update sources of advice since Austroads 13.

Recs 3 & 4 - Council needs to consider closely bus stops rather than merely lobby State Transit, in any event IPART & the Parry Review have urged against these buses - the advocacy issue is necessary but more challenging than this PAMP suggests. 

Rec 6 - needs reformulating to consider appropriate partners and trip generators.

Rec 11 - add Shared Zones.

Rec 13 - needs updating.

Recs 14 & 15 - further detail needed on how this could be done particularly with the long-standing disparity in funding. 

�  Forums include the workshops on Sustainable Sydney convened by the former Dept Urban Affairs & Planning 2000 and 2001.





