Knaith Rd Ringwood East - Site Works
Plan (aka Preliminary Civil
Consultation Plans)

Introduction

Thank you for reviewing my attempt to provide constructive feedback to Knaith Rd redesign plans.
Please forgive me if in places my way of writing sometimes appears brusque or impertinent. Given
time and resource constraints (I do this on my own time), | consider it more valuable to concentrate
upon content rather than style. Also, | have concentrated primarily on the requirements of cycling
users more than those of other users simply because | consider that this is where | can provide
significant contribution, and it seems that this design could really benefit from more input from a
cycling perspective. In particular, | would encourage Council to pay particular attention to any
temptation to provide inadequate infrastructure and then shift both the responsibility for that
inadequate infrastructure and the resulting injury risk to vulnerable users.

In April 2015 Maroondah Council issued a concept layout for proposed upgrade to the 600m length
of Knaith Rd Ringwood East which included a shared bike lane along its northern side. Tim Settle
replied to this, Council replied, and subsequently issued a revised proposal. These documents are

itemised here for reference.

Concept Layout (April 2015) Council document: KnaithPlans.pdf
Tim Settle’s response to Concept Layout e
Tim Settles reply to prelimiary Design.pdf
Council’s Response to Tim Settle e
(Received by Tim Settle in February
2016) Knaith Road - Reponse to Tim Settle.pdf
Site Works Plan (aka Preliminary Civil Council document :
Consultation Plans) Knaith_Road_Prelim_Consultation_Plans.pdf

In this document, | respond to Council’s response to Tim Settle and then to Site Works Plan (aka
Preliminary Civil Consultation Plans). | have three itemised questions in relation to the former and 30
in relation to the latter. | would greatly appreciate a similarly itemised reply.

Tim Settle’s response to Council’s response to Tim Settle

Issue Question to Council

Council’s “engineers do not consider combined 1. Will Council please explain what its
zebra/bicycle crossings across Knaith Rd given engineers consider “local use” has got to do
expected ‘local use’ of the shared path and note with provision of a safe crossing for students
that this type of treatment for Knaith Rd could near Langley St?

possibly lead to confusion between motorists and | 2. Will Council please have its engineers explain
pedestrians, particularly given the expected use how a zebra crossing on a road, ‘local use’ or



https://www.google.com/maps/place/Knaith+Rd,+Ringwood+East+VIC+3135,+Australia/@-37.8156095,145.2491893,16z/data=!4m2!3m1!1s0x6ad63a4b1d276bf1:0x73ee82cb207c7b0e

of the path by school students.”
It is noted that Council is proposing no special

otherwise, can cause confusion?

provisions for students crossing the road at 3.

Langley St.

Will Council please explain why no nearby
crossing provision is the preferred option for
students crossing at Langley St?

Tim Settle’s Response to Site Works Plan (aka Preliminary Civil

Consultation Plans)

Shared User Path (SUP)

Issue Question To Council
In the Concept Layout there is indicated a 0.5m buffer | 1. Will Council please confirm the width of
between fence lines and the SUP. This appears to the buffer between the fence
have been removed in the Site Works Plan. boundaries and the SUP?
The SUP has been made dangerous by placing car 2. Why does Council not require that the
door zones that overlap it in seven separate full width of the car door zone be
locations. There is a proposed line marked 0.5m into marked on the SUP? Is Council trying to
the path to warn of car doors but car doors could play down the significance of the car
easily protrude up to 1m into the SUP. door zone?
A person on a bicycle, or walking, could consider 3. Has Council considered that not
themselves safe because they are not in the marked indicating the full door width increases
car door zone, but could unexpectedly get hit by an the danger of the car door zone?
opening door.
Car parking spaces with door zones overlapping the 4. Will Council please explain how it values
SUP appear to be putting car driver convenience cyclist safety compared with car driver
before cyclist safety. convenience?
5. Will Council please prohibit door zones
from lanes used by cyclists?
The bike path is 2.5m wide but the car door zone 6. Has Council considered that the existing
extends 1m into the path. This means that the safe path, being between 1.5 and 1.7m wide
width of the path is only 1.5m. with no obstructions at all on the road
side, is probably safer for cycling on
than the proposed SUP?
7. Can Council confirm that the proposed

SUP is safer for cycling than the existing
footpath?




Right-of-way for pedestrians and cyclists on the
raised pavement street crossings along the SUP are
unclear on the plan. The following standard should be
considered and followed unless there is specific
documented reason to do otherwise.

Council must not forget that in collisions between
cars and bikes, the person in the car is virtually never
injured whereas the person on the bicycle is virtually
always injured, often seriously or fatally.

Cars giving way to bikes at the SUP would cause only
a very minor delay to cars, especially considering that
the side streets are “local use” and low volume,
however, the SUP would carry a very large portion of
the cycle traffic in the area. The safety of this large
portion of cyclists must be put before the
convenience of few drivers.
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Source: Based on RTA (2005).

Figure 9.9: Bicycle path crossing bent-out at side road Source

8. Will Council please include right of way
to pedestrians and cyclists at crossings
along the SUP?

Signage for cyclists on the SUP is not indicated.

9. Will Council please reissue the plan for
comment with all signage indicated.



https://www.bicyclenetwork.com.au/general/for-government-and-business/2869/

Car Lanes on Knaith Rd

Traffic volumes are not provided.

10.

Will Council please advise the existing
traffic volume and the projected traffic
volume on Knaith Rd?

The operating speed of the proposed street is not
provided.

11.

Will Council please advise the operating
speed of the new street?

Speed limit of new street is not provided

12.

Will Council please advise the speed
limit of the new street, and if not
40km/h, will Council please advise why
this “local use” street needs to be more
than 40km/h?

In the Concept Layout the lane width is 2.9m. This
has been increased to 3.2m in the Site Works Plan
with no apparent benefit other than possibly
increasing the operating speed of the road and
increasing the likelihood of accidents.

13.

Will Council please explain the reason
for this widening in light of the fact that
car door zones have been pushed up to
one metre into the SUP?

m Figure 4-1: Lane widths of 2.7m or less were found to result in significant decreases in injuries and
fatalities compared to wider lanes (data from Noland, 2002 and has been metricated)

Lane width 2.7m or less

ARTERIAL ROADS COLLECTOR ROADS

increase in crashes

“Conventional wisdom”
hypothesises an

Found no
significant effect
on fatalities

Found a significant
decrease in the number
of injuries

| do not claim to be an expert on road design, but my
research indicates that the proposed widths of Knaith
road lanes are excessive, for example

Prime-movers and semi-trailers were shown to have
the smallest lane width requirements, estimated at
2.8m when travelling at 60kph...

The following diagram indicates that the Knaith Rd
corridor could be made safer for everyone —less
accidents and less fatalities - by reducing road lane
widths.

Collector roads are [defined as] smaller scale roads
that generally connect local distributor roads with
arterials. Source

14.

Will Council please advise how much
the lanes could be narrowed whilst still
maintaining an operating speed and
speed limit of 40km/h?

15.

Will Council please consider narrowing
the proposed road width in order to
allocate the saved width to remove the
car door zone from the SUP, thereby
making the road and SUP safer?

The four proposed north-south raised pavements 16. Will Council please explain the purpose
could be used for pedestrian crossings but do not of these raised pavements with respect
appear to have been properly located as they do not to pedestrians and cyclists and if they
connect to the footpath on the south or the SUP on are not intended for them, why not?
the north. For example, the south side of the one

near Stanley Avenue appears to lead straight into a

tree.

It appears that some side street SUP crossings are or 17. Will Council please provide its

could be impaired by trees. Even a tree trunk is
enough to obscure a car from the view of a cyclist at

assessment which confirms that there is
not any obstruction and cannot be any

4



https://www.bicyclenetwork.com.au/media/vanilla_content/files/Lane%20Widths%20SKM%202010.pdf

the moment they look back over their shoulder when
approaching the intersection. Furthermore, even if

obstruction (e.g. all suspect plants are
to be removed).

the trees do not impede visibility now, they could well | 18. Again, will Council please consider
do so in the future as the plants grow, and timeliness giving SUP users right of way at these
of plant maintenance along bike paths cannot be side streets?

considered reliable. (Should Council wish, | am happy

to provide photos demonstrating this).

A more sensible solution to this would appear to be

giving cyclists right of way at these side street

crossings since there is not any case where a car

driver would need to look back over their shoulder

through obstructions when giving way to cyclists at

these intersections.

On several occasions Council has referred to this road | 19. Will Council please acknowledge that
as a “Local Use” or “Local” road. Cycling works on a cars and bikes operate on different
smaller scale than driving and Council needs to think distance scales and that the length of
accordingly. Road conditions on a two km trip may be Knaith Rd, whilst short for a car may
trivial and insignificant in a car, but they may well be a well be considerable for a cyclist?
deciding factor for a cyclist, especially a new cyclist. 20. Again, will Council please consider

In fact, if anything the ‘local use’ issue would appear
to support providing right of way to cyclists rather
than to cars.

giving SUP users right of way at these
side streets?

By my count, in driving the length of Knaith Rd, |
would encounter zero obstructions to my driving. |
don’t have to give way. | don’t have to stop. There is
an island but the lane doesn’t narrow so | could whiz
through there too. There may be a few speed humps
but even these are only “proposed” and may be
omitted from the final design. By comparison, there
are 12 obstructions to cyclists - five street crossings
plus seven door zones. Knaith road is 600m long. That
means an obstruction every 50 metres. It appears
that Council is planning every possible convenience
for cars and car traffic, with encouragement of cyclists
and concern for their safety being a mere side issue.

21.

Will Council please explain how 12
obstructions in 600m for cyclists
constitutes fair allocation of public
space which encourages cycling?

22.

Will Council please remove the car door
zone from the SUP?

23.

Again, will Council please consider
giving SUP users right of way at these
side streets?

From looking at the two versions of this plan, it
appears that the only real objective of this design is to
provide two clean car lanes along Knaith Rd whilst

24.

Will Council please clarify and publish
design objectives for the Knaith Rd
upgrade?

appeasing other requirements which appear to be 25. Has due consideration been given to

treated as impediments. blocking off the more minor side streets
or to one way traffic on either Knaith Rd
or side streets? If so, please provide the
conceptual plans for comment.

Council’s responsibility is to provide safe 26. Will Council please explain how it has

infrastructure and to fairly distribute public land
usage. In its Ringwood East Structure Plan, Council
has made a commitment to promoting a sustainable
Ringwood East, including sustainable transport, yet
the Knaith Rd upgrade design appears to be heavily
biased towards car traffic.

ensured equitable allocation of the
public land of Knaith Rd for all users?

Certain councils in Melbourne’s North, including

27.

Has Council performed a benefit to cost




Nulimbuk, have conduted and published an

investigation and have estimated the benifit to cost
ratio of providing safe bicycle infrastructure to be up

to 12:1. Source

Presumably, similar economic benifits would apply to

Maroondah Council’s cycling infastructure.

ratio analysis of cycling in Knaith Rd? If
so, please advise. If not, are there plans
do so soon?

Dublin Rd

There are no lines marked across Dublin Rd at
the SUP crossing.

28.

Will Council please revise and reissue the
plan to indicate lines across Dublin Rd at the
SUP crossing?

Connection of the path across Railway Parade to
the existing SUP has not been included.

29.

Will Council please revise and reissue the
plan to indicate how the SUP crosses Railway
Parade?

Provision for cyclists travelling north along
Dublin Rd and turning right into Knaith Rd does
not appear to have been considered.

30.

Will Council please revise and reissue the
plan to include provision for cyclists
travelling north along Dublin Rd and turning
right into Knaith Rd?
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