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Your attendance is required at a meeting of the Infrastructure Committee to be 
held in the Council Chambers, 232 Bolsover Street, Rockhampton on 
2 July 2014 commencing at 3.00pm for transaction of the enclosed business. 

 
 

 

 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  

25 June 2014 

Next Meeting Date: 06.08.14 

 



 

 

 

Please note: 
 

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 2012, please be advised that all discussion held 
during the meeting is recorded for the purpose of verifying the minutes. This will include any discussion 
involving a Councillor, staff member or a member of the public. 
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Contents 

1 OPENING 

2 PRESENT 

 Members Present: 

The Mayor, Councillor M F Strelow 
Councillor N K Fisher 
Councillor S J Schwarten 
Councillor C E Smith 

In Attendance: 

Mr E Pardon – Chief Executive Officer 
Mr R Holmes – General Manager Regional Services 

3 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE   

Councillor Tony Williams - Leave of Absence from 30 June 2014 to 18 July 2014 
Councillor Greg Belz - Leave of Absence from 30 June 2014 to 8 August 2014 

4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES  

Minutes of the Infrastructure Committee held 4 June 2014 

5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE 
AGENDA
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Business Outstanding 

6 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING 
6.1 Business Outstanding Table for Infrastructure Committee 

6.1 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING TABLE FOR INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

File No: 10097 

Attachments: 1. Business Outstanding Table for 
Infrastructure Committee Meeting   

Responsible Officer: Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer  

Author: Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer          
 

SUMMARY 

The Business Outstanding table is used as a tool to monitor outstanding items resolved at 
previous Council or Committee Meetings. The current Business Outstanding table for the 
Infrastructure Committee is presented for Councillors’ information. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Business Outstanding Table for the Infrastructure Committee be received. 
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Business Outstanding Table for Infrastructure Committee Meeting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BUSINESS OUTSTANDING TABLE FOR 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 
 

Business Outstanding Table for 
Infrastructure Committee Meeting 

 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment No: 1
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Date Report Title Resolution 
Responsible 

Officer 
Due Date Notes 

06 March 2013 Cooper Street Rail 

Bridge                       

THAT Council make contact with the adjoining 
property owners to seek their support and assistance 
in having the road reserve closed adjacent to the 
bridge and that Queensland Rail be advised 
accordingly. 

 

Martin Crow 20/03/2013 Teys have contacted Council to clarify 

contents of follow up letter and have 

advised that they will provide a 

response in due course. 

08 May 2013 Vallis Street - Proposed 

Traffic and Parking 

changes 

THAT the matter of proposed traffic and parking 
changes in Vallis Street, North Rockhampton lay on 
the table pending community consultation and return 
to the Infrastructure Committee Meeting in July 2013. 
 

Martin Crow 01/02/2014 No response from IGA Management to 

date. 

 

30 April 2014 Lawrie Street Footpath 

Condition 

1. THAT the renewal of the footpath in Lawrie Street, 
Gracemere be placed in the future works program 
for consideration during budget deliberations; 

2. THAT the Department of Transport and Main 
Roads be consulted with regards to impacts on 
streetscaping plans as a result of the future 
upgrade planning for Lawrie Street between the 
Capricorn Highway and Ranger Street. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Martin Crow 21/05/2014  
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7 PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS  

Nil
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Officers' Reports 

8 OFFICERS' REPORTS 
8.1 Road Safety Audit of Stewart Street and Middle Road-Macquarie Street Intersection 

8.1 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT OF STEWART STREET AND MIDDLE ROAD-
MACQUARIE STREET INTERSECTION 

File No: 9718 

Attachments: 1. Road Safety Audit Report and Speed Limit 
Review   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services 
Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Angus Russell - Coordinator Strategic Infrastructure          
 

SUMMARY 

In October 2013, a road safety audit of the intersection of Middle Road and Macquarie Street 
and the full length of Stewart Street was completed to address several safety concerns 
raised by members of the community. This report presents the findings and recommends 
priority actions from this road safety audit. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

1. THAT the Road Safety Audit be received by Council. 

2. THAT the following be implemented to address the Priority A recommendations of the 
audit report. 

a) Reinforce intersection priority at Middle Road and Macquarie Street through the 
construction of medians on Macquarie Street legs during the reconstruction of Middle 
Road.  

b) Leave the major road/minor road priority control at the Middle Road and Macquarie 
Street intersection under its current configuration.  

c) Regularly maintain vegetation around the Middle Road and Macquarie Street 
intersection, specifically on the Middle Road legs to increase driver’s sight distance on 
approach to the intersection. 

d) Widen the shoulder of the northbound lane on Stewart Street at Middle Road to allow 
vehicles travelling northbound to pass a vehicle that is turning right into or has turned 
right out of Middle Road. 

e) Install an advisory 60km/hr sign (W8-2) underneath the Side Road Intersection (W2-4 
R) sign on the Stewart Street approach to Middle Road.  

f) Review the slope of the batter at the southern end of Stewart Street and if table drain 
has a slope of 1:4 or greater then remove any vegetation within the clear zone. 

3. THAT the Priority B and C recommendations be corrected through Council’s regular 
maintenance and signage program for implementation when funds permit. 

 

COMMENTARY 

The Road Safety Audit performed was an existing stage audit, where auditors review an 
existing section of road, by conducting two site investigations (day and night). Both 
inspections were conducted on 19 August 2013. The audit team, led by Mr Jeff Van Nunen, 
Senior Road Safety Designer, from the Department of Transport and Main Roads, consisted 
of two officers from the Department of Transport and Main Roads Road Safety section and 
two Council Officers from the Strategic Infrastructure unit 

A total of twenty three (23) issues were identified as a part of the audit and each issue was 
categorised by a level of risk before a possible treatment was specified. The following table 
shows the risk ranking, associated level of risk and treatment approach. The Road Safety 
Audit report detailing all of the identified issues is attached to this report. 
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AUSTROADS (2009) Risk Ranking and Treatment Approach 

Risk Ranking Level of Risk Treatment Approach 

AA Intolerable Must be corrected. 

A High 
Should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced 
even if the cost is high. 

B Medium 
Should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced if 
the treatment cost is moderate, but not high. 

C Low 
Should be corrected or the risk reduced if the 
treatment cost is low. 

The report did not find any “AA” rated issues however 4 “A” rated issues, 4 “B” rated issues 
and 15 “C” rated issues were identified. The “B” and “C” rated issues can be corrected 
through Council’s regular maintenance and signage program and are not addressed further 
in this report. These issues will be forwarded to Civil Operations for staged implementation 
when funds are available.    

The “A” rated issues, their proposed treatments and Council officer’s recommended 
treatments are addressed in this report. 

Middle Road and Macquarie Street Intersection 

Issue A1: The approaches to the Middle Road and Macquarie Street intersection make it 
difficult to distinguish the difference between major and minor roads. Despite having STOP 
signage on Macquarie Street (minor leg), there have been a number of crashes caused by a 
failure to give way. Traffic volumes on Middle Road and Macquarie Street are comparable 
and the layout of the intersection creates a driver perception that the Macquarie Street is the 
major road. 

The audit proposed treatment to reinforce the intersection priority with the construction of 
medians on the minor leg. On the southern leg of Macquarie Street a raised median could be 
used and on the northern leg a painted median could be used to allow articulated vehicles to 
track the intersection. The option of changing the priority to make Macquarie Street the 
major road was considered, however as Middle Road is the major road at all intersections, 
from Johnson Road to Stewart Street, there may be an issue with driver compliance. This 
problem is exacerbated by the low volumes on both roads.  

Recommended Treatment: Council officers agree with the proposed treatment to construct 
medians on the Macquarie Street legs. This work can be included in the Middle Road 
reconstruction project (from Capricorn Street to Macquarie Street) of which $2,000,000 is 
budgeted for in 2014-2015 year in the draft budget.  

Council officers support the recommendation to leave Middle Road as the major road at the 
intersection with Macquarie Street. Traffic volumes on Middle Road and Macquarie Street 
legs are all within the range of 18-38 vehicles in the AM and PM peak hours. Neither road 
has significantly greater volumes than the other and, as the volumes on each leg of the 
intersection are low, there isn’t a noticeable presence of traffic on each leg to remind drivers 
of the priority at the intersection.  

There are several intersections along Middle Road that are similar in nature to Middle Road 
and Macquarie Street in both configuration and traffic volumes. It is believed that a change in 
priority at this intersection would increase the risk of accident at this intersection as there 
would be a change in road priority without any noticeable change in road environment. 
Furthermore a change in intersection priority to make Macquarie Street the major road would 
encourage heavy vehicles travelling south to use Macquarie Street and the Gracemere 
urban residential area as a passage to the south rather than Johnson Road and Gavial 
Gracemere Road.          
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Issue A2: The sight distance on the Macquarie Street legs is restricted by overgrown 
vegetation around the intersection. 

The proposed treatment is to regularly maintain vegetation around the intersection, 
specifically on the Middle Road legs. The removal of a flea tree on the south western leg of 
the intersection may be required. 

Recommended Treatment: Council officers agree with the proposed treatment and a works 
order to trim the grass and vegetation around the intersection has been raised to mitigate 
this safety issue.  

Stewart Street (from Boongary Road to Somerset Road) 

Issue A10: The intersection of Stewart Street and Middle Road has insufficient Safe 
Intersection Sight Distance (SISD) for the current intersection configuration and posted 
speed limit. The required SISD for the current speed environment (80km/hr posted speed) is 
214m (AUSTROADS, AGRD04A) and the intersection can only achieve 150m. 

The road safety audit gave three treatment options for this particular safety issue.  

Option 1: Widen the shoulder of the northbound lane on Stewart Street to allow vehicles 
travelling northbound to pass a vehicle that is turning right into or has turned right out of 
Middle Road. This would involve widening the lane to provide an Auxiliary Right Turn (AUR) 
on Stewart Street.  

Option 2: An advisory 60km/hr sign (W8-2) could be installed underneath the Side Road 
Intersection (W2-4 R) sign. This could lower the speed at the intersection and decrease the 
required SISD to 151m making the speed acceptable for the available SISD. A likely 
outcome is that the combined advisory speed sign (W8-2) and the side road intersection sign 
(W2-4R) could make drivers more alert of the approaching intersection. 

Option 3: Reduce the speed limit on Stewart Street to provide the appropriate SISD. An 
SISD of 151m is acceptable in a 60km/hr posted speed environment. An analysis of the 
speed limit along Stewart Street was performed using Q-Limits speed review software. The 
prevailing speed of vehicles, along with the number of accesses along Stewart Street 
warranted a speed limit of 80km/hr. The Q-Limits speed limit review is also attached to this 
report. 

Recommended Treatment: Council Officers have reviewed the possible treatments and have 
recommended that a combination of Options 1 and 2 be implemented. A road widening at 
this intersection will allow vehicles travelling north along Stewart Street to pass a vehicle 
turning right into Middle Road or similarly a vehicle turning right from Middle Road into 
Stewart Street. This will reduce the chance of conflict between vehicles at this intersection. 
In addition to this treatment, an advisory 60km/hr sign will inform drivers of the desired 
speed through the approaching intersection.  

A change in speed limit was not considered necessary due to the speed limit analysis 
performed in Q-Limits. Q-Limits arrived with a posted speed limit of 80km/hr for Stewart 
Street due to its rural nature and long straight alignment. A copy of the speed limit review is 
attached to the Road Safety Audit. Of the two traffic counts performed in September 2013, 
the 85th percentile speeds (the speed at which 85% of vehicles are travelling) were 77km/hr 
and 73km/hr which indicates current compliance with the posted speed limit of 80km/hr. The 
percentage of vehicles exceeding 80km/hr was 11% in one location and 7% in the other. In 
comparison with the traffic counts performed in March 2013 at these same locations, there 
has been a decrease in speed.  

Council officers believe that a decrease in posted speed limit to 60km/hr will not see a 
change in driver behavior and vehicles will continue to travel 80km/hr along this street. The 
reason for this is that there has been no change to the function of the road or speed 
environment. If drivers cannot see a change in conditions they will continue to travel at the 
same speed as before, despite a change in posted speed. An existing example of this is 
Middle Road in Gracemere; the speed limit from Macquarie Street to Stewart Street was 
decreased from 80km/hr to 60km/hr in 2009.  
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The speed limit was decreased to slow vehicles, even though no change to the function of 
the road or road environment had occurred. Despite regular police enforcement, the 85% 
percentile speed along Middle Road is 81km/hr. This indicates no change from the original 
80km/hr posted speed limit.  

If the speed limit on Stewart Street were to be decreased to 60km/hr it is unlikely that it 
would receive regular police enforcement due to its rural nature and its low Average Annual 
Daily Traffic (AADT) of between 160 and 250 vehicles per day (Sept 2013).    

Issue A11: There are several trees that may be located within the clear zone on Stewart 
Street. For an 80km/hr speed environment the clear zone width should be 5m for a 1:4 
batter. The batter on the table drain at the Southern End of Stewart Street seemed steeper 
than 1:4 however it was difficult to be sure due to vegetation growth in the drain. 

The proposed treatment is to review the slope of the batter at the southern end of Stewart 
Street and if table drain has a slope of 1:4 or greater then remove any vegetation within the 
clear zone. 

Recommended Treatment: Council officers agree with the proposed treatment and will refer 
this matter to the Design Services team for review. If necessary the appropriate vegetation 
clearing will be implemented. 

BACKGROUND 

After presenting a report to Council in May 2013 regarding the Gracemere Industrial Area 
Traffic Survey, a resolution to further investigate the speed limit on Stewart Street and the 
configuration of stop signs on the intersection of Middle Road and Macquarie Street was 
made. This investigation was subsequently undertaken through the process of a road safety 
audit. This audit method has provided a review, led by an independent third party, to 
highlight possible safety risks throughout the audit area.  

The Road Safety Audit was conducted in accordance with the procedures set out in the 
Austroads Guide to Road Safety, Part 6: Road Safety Audit. The auditor cannot guarantee 
that every issue that affects road user safety has been identified.  Although the adoption of 
the audit recommendations will improve the level of safety of the site it will not, however 
eliminate all the road user safety risks. 

Road Safety Audits are a formal process and the audit findings and recommendations 
should be responded to by the client (Council) in writing. If recommendations are not 
accepted by the client then reasons should be included within the written response.  A client 
is under no obligation to accept all the audit findings and recommendations and should 
consider these in conjunction with all other project considerations. Council is not limited to 
the proposed treatments in the audit and can provide additional treatments to address a 
safety issue. It is not the role of the auditor to approve the client’s response to an audit. 

The process of the associated speed limit review utilises a state wide approach, defined in 
the Department of Transport and Main Roads Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. 
This process looks at the road function, prevailing speed limit, and the QLIMITS 
recommended speed limit. The QLIMITS speed limit assesses the physical attributes, the 
road geometry and the crash data along the nominated stretch of road. If a correlation exists 
between the road function, prevailing speed and Q-Limits speed, then the correlating speed 
becomes the recommended speed limit. 

PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

In response to a Council Report in relation to the proposed Major Amendment of the Fitzroy 
Planning Scheme 2005 on 13 November 2012, Council requested a traffic assessment of 
the area bounded by Somerset Road, Capricorn Street, Middle Road, and Stewart Street. 

The requested report was made to the Council Meeting on 12 February 2013 and 
recommended adoption of speed limits and multi-combination vehicle route. At that time 
Council resolved that the matter lay on the table until the April Council Meeting pending 
constructive input from residents, business people and other stakeholders. 
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A Gracemere Industrial Area Truck and Heavy Vehicle Survey was subsequently undertaken 
and the results were presented to a Council workshop on 29 April 2013 for discussion. 

On 14 May 2013, another report was issued to Council providing options and recommending 
responses to the Gracemere Industrial Area Truck and Heavy Vehicle Survey findings, 
including the adoption of multi-combination vehicle routes and speed limits and associated 
traffic management treatments. As a result of this report, the multi-combination vehicle route 
and proposed speed limits (with the exception of Stewart Street) were adopted.  

Council also resolved that two additional reports would be presented to Council; one 
reviewing potential safety issues in Stewart Street and the Stop signs at Middle Road and 
Macquarie Street, and the other report presenting the results of consultation with property 
owners regarding Local Area Traffic Management devices. This report is the first of the two, 
addressing the possible safety issues with Stewart Street and the intersection of Middle 
Road and Macquarie Street. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

The majority of recommendations that arise from the Road Safety Audit can be 
accommodated within existing maintenance and signage budgets. The recommendation for 
medians at the intersection of Middle and Macquarie Street will require capital funding, but 
could be addressed within the project scope for the reconstruction of Middle Road from 
Capricorn Street to Macquarie Street. This project is in the draft 2014-15 budget for 
construction of Stage 1 in 2014-2015 ($2,000,000) and Stage 2 in 2015-2016 ($2,200,000) 

The widening of Stewart Street, at the intersection of Middle Road, will require capital 
funding from Council. The estimated cost is $32,000. In 2006 as a part of the Granite 
Subdivision, encompassing Latimer Avenue and Hewill Drive, a contribution was taken by 
Fitzroy Shire Council from the developer for widening works at the intersections of Latimer 
Avenue and Stewart Street, and Middle Road and Stewart Street. This contribution was not 
spent and may now be able to contribute towards these widening works at Stewart Street 
and Middle Road. 

The remaining “B” and “C” rated issues can be corrected through Council’s regular 
maintenance and signage program. These issues will be forwarded to Civil Operations for 
staged implementation when funds are available. 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are no known legal implications arising from this report. There is a potential for liability 
if a safety issue identified in the audit is not addressed and an incident occurs.  

Council have a duty of care to provide a safe road system for all road users. A road authority 
which has a road condition which has developed without any action on the part of the 
authority, such as a pothole, aggregate on the road, or a deteriorating shoulder will not be 
held liable if the condition causes or contributes to an injury suffered by a road user. If 
however the road authority knows of the condition, through a customer request or a road 
safety audit, then a duty of care is owed.  

A response to the issues identified in the road safety audit is required as a record of the 
client (Councils) decision to remedy the safety issues through the proposed treatment or 
other identified treatment. The endorsement of this report serves as this response to the 
road safety audit. Current legislation recognises the multiple responsibilities and limited 
funds of the road authority and extends a level of protection to road authorities when 
considering prioritisation of tasks and when deciding which projects to undertake. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

There is a risk that any one of the safety issues identified in the audit could cause an 
incident. If not treated, Council could be liable for damages. The proposed treatments 
reduce the risk of any future incidents by making the road and road reserve safer for all road 
users. The issues identified in the report have already been assessed based on a level of 
risk and prioritised accordingly.    
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CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Council’s key economic outcomes include— 

 Effective Infrastructure Management – A community with sufficient, appropriate, cost 
effective resources, to deliver ongoing growth to the Region to meet community needs 
and aspirations; and, 

 Regional Development – Increased investment in the Region, through the attraction of 
new and diverse industry and the creation of long-term employment opportunities. 

CONCLUSION 

Development of the Gracemere Industrial Area has been identified as a Council priority for 
some time and significant investment has already been made in infrastructure to support 
development. Traffic issues have however been raised by residents in adjacent areas and 
the road safety audit and this report form part of a wider response to those issues.  

An independently led audit team has conducted a road safety audit to ensure that 
infrastructure in the subject area is safe for all road users. Council officers have 
acknowledged the road safety issues identified in the audit, reviewed the audit’s proposed 
treatments and recommended appropriate treatments for each identified safety issue. The 
recommendations are now presented to Council for consideration and adoption, prior to 
implementation. 
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Road Safety Audit Report and Speed Limit Review 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ROAD SAFETY AUDIT OF STEWART 
STREET AND MIDDLE ROAD-

MACQUARIE STREET INTERSECTION 
 
 
 
 
 

Road Safety Audit Report and  
Speed Limit Review 

 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment No: 1
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8.2 Speed Limit Reviews - Lucas Street and Cherryfield Road 

8.2 SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS - LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD ROAD 

File No: 7127 

Attachments: 1. Lucas Street Proposed Speed Limits Plan  
2. Cherryfield Road Proposed Speed Limit Plan  
3. Lucas Street Existing Speed Limit Plan  
4. Cherryfield Road Existing Speed Limit Plan  
5. Lucas Street Speed Limit Review  
6. Cherryfield Road Speed Limit Review  
7. 3E Committee Minutes 3 April 2014   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services 
Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Angus Russell - Coordinator Strategic Infrastructure          
 

SUMMARY 
Several requests for speed limit reviews have been received from community members in 
the Lucas Street and Cherryfield Road area. This report provides a recommendation on 
these speed limit reviews. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the following new speed limits be adopted: 

a) An amended speed zone of 60km/h for the length of Lucas Street as shown on Plan 
2014-147-02; 

b) An amended speed zone of 60km/h for the length of Cherryfield Road, between Johnson 
Road and Glover Street, as shown on Plan 2014-166-02. 

 

COMMENTARY 

The request for a speed limit review was received from members of the Gracemere 
community. This report provides a recommendation on this speed limit reviews. A summary 
of the request that was recently investigated is as follows: 

1. Request to reduce speed limit on Lucas Street from 70km/h (as shown on Plan 2014-
147-01) to 60km/h throughout the length of Lucas Street.  

2. Request to reduce speed limit on Cherryfield Road from 80km/h (as shown on Plan 
2014-147-01) to 60km/h between Johnson Road and Glover Street.  

Residents in the Gracemere Community have expressed their concern that the speed limit of 
70km/hr along Lucas Street is not safe for the current road conditions. Lucas Street was 
posted at 70km/hr before a large amount of residential development occurred in Gracemere. 
Since then, the number of properties fronting Lucas Street, and the number of intersections 
along Lucas Street have increased significantly. Due to this change in speed environment, a 
change to the speed limit was requested.  

As a part of the investigation into the Lucas Street speed limit review, officers noticed that 
Cherryfield Road had also experienced significant residential development since the speed 
limit was posted at 80km/hr. Several roads intersect Cherryfield Road between Johnson 
Road and Glover Street and many houses now have direct access onto this road. Further 
development has also been proposed along Washpool Road. There has been a noticeable 
change to the speed environment as a direct result of residential development. For this 
reason, the Cherryfield Road speed limit was reviewed as well.        

Speed limit reviews were carried out at these locations in accordance with the Manual of 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (Part 4 – Speed Controls) and utilising the QLIMITS Speed 
Environment Analysis software. QLIMITS is a web based software application provided by 
the Department of Transport and Main Roads (DTMR) for the analysis of road environments 
in the process of setting safe speed limits. 
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The recommendations of the analysis were discussed and approved by the Rockhampton 
Region Speed Management Committee, which consists of representatives from the 
Queensland Police, Rockhampton Regional Council and the Department of Transport and 
Main Roads, at their monthly road safety meeting. Details of each of the assessments and 
meeting minutes from the Rockhampton Region Speed Management Committee have been 
included in the appendices. Due to the timing of the meetings, the Cherryfield Road speed 
limit review was approved via email correspondence.  

The recommended new speed limit is the outcome of the analysis and evaluation process 
conducted by Council and is supported by the Queensland Police Service and Department 
of Transport and Main Roads. Due to the significant change in speed environment, the roads 
changed function and the road users current speed characteristics, a proposed speed limit of 
60km/hr was recommended for both Lucas Street and Cherryfield Road.    

The recommendations are now presented to Council for adoption, prior to implementation. 
Queensland Police have agreed to enforce the new speed limits after their introduction. 

BACKGROUND 

Council often receives requests for changes to speed limits in both urban and rural areas. 
The Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices published by the Department of Transport 
and Main Roads provides a standardised methodology to conduct a technical assessment of 
an appropriate speed limit based on the road function, prevailing traffic speeds and speed 
environment. 

The methodology also requires the endorsement of a local Speed Management Committee 
made up of representatives of Council, Department of Transport and Main Roads and 
Queensland Police. 

The purpose of the Rockhampton Region Speed Management Committee is to ensure that 
the interests of all road users are considered before a speed zone is established and to 
ensure that speed zones throughout the region are consistent and credible. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

Signage costs are currently allocated in the Budget. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Transport and Main Roads support these changes and the Police have agreed to enforce 
the new speed limit after its introduction. The likelihood and severity of crashes in these 
locations should reduce as a result of the reduced speed limit.  

Analysis indicated the majority of motorists on Lucas Street are currently complying with the 
lower proposed speed limit (60km/hr). Reducing the speed limit may result in adverse 
comments from residents / motorists who drive through the area, however their compliance 
with the existing speed limits indicate an understanding of the importance of a reduced 
speed in the area. Adequate enforcement will be required to reinforce this change in speed 
through the area. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

Council Officers have followed a standardised methodology to conduct speed limit reviews at 
a number of locations in Gracemere. The result of the speed limit review has received the 
endorsement of the Rockhampton Region Speed Management Committee. The 
recommendations are now presented to Council for consideration and adoption, prior to 
implementation. 
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Cherryfield Road Proposed Speed Limit Plan 
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Lucas Street Existing Speed Limit Plan 
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Cherryfield Road Existing Speed Limit Plan 
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Lucas Street Speed Limit Review 
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Cherryfield Road Speed Limit Review 
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8.3 Potential Traffic Management Devices in Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road Gracemere 

8.3 POTENTIAL TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT DEVICES IN FOSTER STREET, 
DOUGLAS STREET AND MIDDLE ROAD GRACEMERE 

File No: 9718 

Attachments: 1. Community Engagement Report - Potential 
Gracemere LATM   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services 
Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Bruce Russell - Senior Infrastructure Planning Engineer 
Ruwan Weerakoon - Senior Infrastructure Planning 
Engineer          

 

SUMMARY 

In May 2013 Council resolved to consult with residents and property owners in the rural 
residential area to the west of the Gracemere Industrial Area about the need for Local Area 
Traffic Management and possible Local Area Traffic Management treatments and locations 
of these treatments. This report presents the findings of this consultation and gives 
recommendations on the installation of Local Area Traffic Management devices. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

1. THAT Council receive the report titled Potential Traffic Management Devices in Foster 
Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road Gracemere and the attached Community 
Engagement Report. 

2. THAT no traffic management devices be installed at Foster Street, Douglas Street or 
Middle Road (between Oxley Street and Stewart Street) as the 75% support required for 
a Local Area Traffic Management (LATM) device was not reached from the community 
survey.  

3. That Council continue to regularly monitor traffic for possible speed violations and heavy 
vehicle misuses and notify the Queensland Police and the Department of Transport and 
Main Roads, as necessary, to take enforcement action.  

 

COMMENTARY 

Following the implementation of new multi-combination vehicle (MCV) routes in the area, a 
number of community complaints have been received from residents about MCV route 
violations at the western end of Foster Street between Oxley Street and Stewart Street. In 
May 2013 Council resolved to undertake community engagement regarding the possible 
implementation of Local Area Traffic Management (LATM) devices.   

The objective of the engagement was to fully understand the concerns of residents and 
property owners about the traffic in the area and determine whether they saw a need for the 
installation of traffic management devices. Council sought responses from the owners and 
tenants of 31 properties on Douglas Street, Middle Road, and Foster Street. Figure 1 below 
shows the properties that were targeted as part of the consultation.   
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Figure 1: Map of consultation area. 
 

A letter was sent to residents and property owners on 17 March 2014 outlining the issue and 
inviting them to book in a time for a one-on-one consultation. Only 14 people representing 16 
properties took up that opportunity in the first instance. Council sent follow up letters and 
hard copy surveys to those remaining residents and owners in mid-April and follow up calls 
were made. Many of the residents contacted during the follow up remarked they did not 
respond because they had no real issues. While most were happy to talk, their responses 
were considerably varied. In total, 19 respondents completed the survey through one on one 
interviews, 4 completed the survey over the phone and 3 completed the survey in paper 
based copy.  

The total response for the consultation was 26 respondents out of 31 which represent an 
83.8% response rate. Of those who responded, only 42.3% of respondents indicated that the 
installation of traffic management devices were the best solution. This is significantly less 
than the 75% support required for Local Area Traffic Management devices as per Council’s 
Local Area Traffic Management Procedure (No. PRO.12.2).  

Of the responses received by Council, there was not a general consensus on the activities 
that demonstrated the need for LATM devices. The three main activities that concerned 
residents were speeding vehicles, movements from B-Doubles or larger and movements 
from semi-trailers or smaller heavy vehicles. Figure 2 below shows the spread of responses 
from all respondents regarding the activities that, in their opinion, demonstrate the need for 
LATM devices.  
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Figure 2:  Respondents responses regarding activities 
demonstrating the need for LATM 

 

Speeding Vehicles 

Speeding vehicles was the most prominent traffic issue identified by respondents. Traffic 
counters have been installed several times in Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road 
to gain a reliable measure of traffic volumes and speeds in the area. A summary of the data 
collected is found in Table 1.  

 

Road 
Count 

Location 
Count Date 

Posted 
Speed 
(km/h) 

% Vehicles 
Exceeding 
10% of the 
Speed limit 

85th% Speed 
(km/h) 

Foster St 
Opposite 63 

Foster St 
7/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

60 29.2% 70.9 

Douglas St 
Opposite 53 
Douglas St 

21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

60 26.1% 70.2 

Middle Rd 
Opposite 217 

Middle Rd 
21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

60 44.7% 74.5 

Table 1: Speed Data for Foster St, Douglas St and Middle Road 

A percentage of vehicles exceeding the speed limit greater than 20% would be considered 
as high in a built-up urban environment, however in a rural or industrial area this is not 
considered excessive. Figure 3 compares the percentage of vehicles exceeding the speed 
limit on Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road with 15 similar rural and industrial 
type roads in the region. The figure shows Foster Street and Douglas Street are slightly less 
than the average recorded for the region. Middle Road is slightly higher than the average 
however this is believed to be associated with the previous reduction in speed limit from 80 
km/hr. The speed limit and speeding issues in Middle Road is also discussed in a separate 
Road Safety Audit report to the Infrastructure Committee.  

The reasons for exceedance of the speed limit in these rural and industrial areas is mainly 
due to prevailing conditions of low traffic volumes, small numbers of property accesses, 
generally good road geometry and low levels of policing.  
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Figure 3: Speed data comparison for rural/ industrial roads  
in Rockhampton Region against surveyed roads.  

 

Council receives a large number of customer requests relating to speeding vehicles every 
year. As speeding is a widespread issue, roads are generally monitored after a complaint 
and action is not taken until several complaints are made from residents.  

The speed limit in Stewart Street was raised by several respondents in the survey as seen in 
the attached consultation report. There was a request to decrease the speed along Stewart 
Street to 60km/hr or 70km/hr. This matter has been reviewed as a part of the separate Road 
Safety Audit Report.  

Access by B-Doubles or Larger 

Since the alteration of the multi-combination vehicle routes in the Gracemere Industrial Area 
in May 2013, Council have received complaints that heavy vehicles are still disobeying the 
new routes and continuing to use Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road as a multi-
combination vehicle route. Part of the traffic data collected during counts includes vehicle 
class. This allows analysis of the percentage of B-Double or longer vehicles on these roads. 
This data is summarised in Table 2 below and it is evident that the volume of B-Double and 
longer vehicles using these roads is very low.   

 

Road Count Location Count Date 
% B-Double and 
Larger Vehicles 

Foster St 
Opposite 63 

Foster St 
7/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

0.4% 

Douglas St 
Opposite 53 
Douglas St 

21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

0% 

Middle Rd 
Opposite 217 

Middle Rd 
21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

0.02% 

Table 2: Percentage of B-Double and Larger Vehicles 

There is a common public misconception that a truck with a short trailer, known as a dog, is 
a B-double. The general rule enforced by Department of Transport and Main Roads is any 
vehicle larger than a 19m semi-trailer is required to adhere to the multi-combination vehicle 
routes. There are cases where heavy vehicles larger than 19m can operate outside a multi-
combination route however these are usually only if permitted by the road authority.   
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Movements of Semi-Trailers or Smaller Heavy Vehicles 

Several respondents stated that a contributing issue to the need for LATM devices is the 
movement of semi-trailer and smaller heavy vehicles. Of those surveyed in the May 
consultations, one resident from Douglas Street, one resident from Stewart Street and two 
residents from Foster Street claimed that movements by semi-trailers or smaller heavy 
vehicles were a contributing factor to their request for LATM devices. 

The Guideline for Multi-Combination Vehicles in Queensland (Version 11 July 2013) states 
that vehicles up to 19m are allowed to travel on any road in Queensland. Due to the close 
proximity to the Gracemere Industrial Area and rural nature of the area, heavy vehicles (up 
to 19m long) are more prevalent in Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road.  

Table 3 shows the proportion of commercial vehicles on each street, from the recent traffic 
counts performed in May-June.  

 

Road 
Count 

Location 
Count Date AADT 

% Commercial  
Vehicles 

Foster St 
Opposite 63 

Foster St 
7/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

104.3 29.70% 

Douglas St 
Opposite 53 
Douglas St 

21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

76.8 9.10% 

Middle Rd 
Opposite 217 

Middle Rd 
21/05/14 – 
13/06/14 

227.1 4.90% 

Table 3: Percentage of Commercial Vehicles (Including B-Double and Larger Vehicles) 

These values are not significantly different from other rural roads or roads adjacent to an 
industrial area in the Rockhampton Region. 

Installation of Local Area Traffic Management Devices 

As part of the Council resolution from May 2013 it was stipulated that Council prepare 
preliminary design and layouts for potential traffic management devices to reduce speeds 
and restrict any access by B-Double or longer vehicle configurations. Consultation with 
residents asked several questions about the respondent’s opinion of the purpose of traffic 
calming devices in the Gracemere area.  

Survey participants were asked “Should a traffic management device be installed in your 
street the aim will be to restrict access by B-Double or larger vehicle configurations. Do you 
believe these vehicles are currently causing problems in your street?” Table 4 shows the 
responses to this question, and it is apparent that B-Double or larger vehicle configurations 
are not seen as the main cause of problems in each street.  

This data combined with the data shown in Figure 2 indicate that majority of residents either 
do not see a need for LATM devises or see a need for LATM devices to slow passenger 
vehicles and restrict heavy vehicles up to 19m long.  

 

Response Response % 
Response 

Count 

Yes, they are the only types 0.0% 0 

No, there is not a problem 61.5% 16 

Yes, however other types of vehicles are causing 
problems too 

26.9% 7 

No, other types of vehicles are causing problems 11.5% 3 

Table 4: Response to Question: “Should a traffic management device be installed in your 
street the aim will be to restrict access by B-Double or larger vehicle configurations. Do you 

believe these vehicles are currently causing problems in your street?” 
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When questioned about a possible location for traffic management devices in Foster Street, 
Douglas Street and Middle Road, 56.5% of respondents thought it should be installed closer 
to Stewart Street and 30.4% stated that LATM devices should be located closer to Oxley 
Street. 13% of respondents thought any LATM devices constructed should align with a 
property side boundary, however 0% of respondents stated that they would be happy to 
have a LATM device at the front of their property. 

LATM devices installed to address the issue of speeding vehicles in Foster Street, Douglas 
Street and Middle Road would need to allow vehicles of up to 19m in length to travel along 
these roads. 46.2% of respondents indicated that traffic management devices may impact 
vehicles requiring access to properties in these streets. Furthermore, in line with the 
Department of Transport and Main Roads Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD), speed humps should not be installed in isolation but at a spacing of 80m to 120m.  

Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road all have a minimum seal and a deteriorating 
road condition. Due to these road conditions, the installation of any temporary traffic calming 
devices would prove problematic as the hold down bolts used to position the speed humps 
are not likely to grip into the road base. As a result, concrete footings would be required to 
be constructed before any temporary speed humps can be installed. This is likely to add 
significant labour and materials to the construction costs.         

Recommendation 

Council officers recommend that no further action be taken on the matter of LATM devices at 
this time. However, regular monitoring of heavy vehicle movements and speed should 
continue with violations reported to the relevant authority for enforcement action.  

Overall, the percentage of B-Double or longer vehicles violating the MCV routes is less than 
1% and the percentage of commercial vehicles on these streets is no greater than would be 
expected in any rural or industrial area.  

The occurrence of vehicles exceeding the speed limit in this area is below the average 
percentage recorded for similar road types in the Rockhampton Region. The average 
volumes of traffic on Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road are low at 104, 77 and 
227 vehicles per day respectively.  

In the comments from the public consultation, several respondents suggested that the 
money allocated to LATM devices would be better spent on improving the quality of the 
roads in the area. 

BACKGROUND 

Foster Street and Douglas Street conform approximately to the Capricorn Municipal 
Development Guidelines (CMDG) standard for a rural access standard. This road 
configuration has a 6.5m pavement width and is not required to be sealed under CMDG 
standards. This is due to the low volumes, of less than 150 vehicles per day, on these 
streets.  

Foster Street and Douglas Street were sealed under the former Fitzroy Shire Council after 
2003 as a maintenance response to several dust and corrugation complaints. Foster Street 
experiences a daily traffic volume of 104 vehicles per day with a peak hour volume of 9 
vehicles per hour and Douglas Street has a daily traffic volume of 77 vehicles per day with a 
peak hour volume of 7 vehicles per hour.  

Middle Road conforms approximately to a Rural Minor Collector standard under the CMDG 
guidelines and has a 6.0m seal and approximately an 8m pavement width. Middle Road has 
a daily traffic volume of 227 vehicles per day with a peak hour volume of 20 vehicles per 
hour. 

The Gracemere Overpass project was opened on the 27 May 2013, providing a Multi-
combination vehicle route over the Capricorn Highway. Earlier in May 2013 Council resolved 
to alter the multi-combination vehicle routes in the Gracemere Industrial Area after the 
completion of the Gracemere Overpass project to remove the existing B-double routes in 
Foster Street and Douglas Street between Oxley Street and Stewart Street.  
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In October 2013, a series of signs were installed at the end of the MCV routes indicating the 
end of the B-Double or Road Train Route. Since then Council has continued to receive 
complaints regarding heavy vehicles disobeying the proposed MCV routes and further 
reports of speeding vehicles.   

The Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Part 15 Section 3.2 indicates that 
Local Area Traffic Management Schemes can only be applied where the speed limit is 50 
km/h or less and are generally only applied in urban areas. The 50 km/h threshold is likely to 
relate to potential damage to vehicles at higher speeds.  Local Area Traffic Management 
Schemes can include speed humps, spaced at between 80 and 120 metres, and horizontal 
displacement treatments such as chicanes or slow points spaced at around 300 metres. In 
all instances, these traffic calming devices need to be lit and appropriately signed.  

PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

As a result of the Gracemere Industrial Area Traffic Survey, on 12 May 2013 Council made a 
resolution on the following matters: 

1. THAT Council adopt the proposed multi-combination vehicle routes identified as 
Option A in the Gracemere Industrial Area Truck and Heavy Vehicle Survey and 
attached to this report. 

2. THAT Council adopt the proposed speed limits in the Gracemere Industrial Area 
Truck and Heavy Vehicle Survey and attached to this report, with localised speed 
zones around any approved traffic management devices with the exception of 
Stewart Street and a further report be presented. 

3. THAT Council include the construction of a crushed granite pedestrian pathway on 
the eastern side of Stewart Street from Somerset Road to Boongary Road at an 
estimated cost of $75,000 in the 2013-14 capital budget. 

4. THAT Council prepare preliminary design and conceptual layouts of potential traffic 
management devices at the western end of Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle 
Road, that seek to reduce speeds and restrict any access by B-Double or longer 
vehicle configurations. 

5. THAT Council consult with property owners on the need and preferred location 
of these devices, on the basis of the preliminary design and conceptual 
layouts. 

6. THAT Council allocate $150,000 in its 2013-14 capital budget for works associated 
with this matter. 

7. THAT a review of the stop signs of Macquarie Street and Middle Road be conducted. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

After the Gracemere Industrial Area Traffic Survey report was presented to council, a 
Council resolution was moved to allocate $150,000 in the 2013-14 capital budget for works 
associated with traffic management devices in the western end of Foster Street, Douglas 
Street and Middle Road. 

The cost of the installation of traffic management devices can range from $15,000 to more 
than $100,000 depending of the treatment type, available lighting and other design 
consideration.  

RISK ASSESSMENT 

There is a risk that any one of the safety issues identified in the public consultation could 
cause an incident.   

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 
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CONCLUSION 

Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road have relatively low levels of traffic of 
between 75 and 230 vehicles per day. Between Oxley and Stewart Street they generally 
function as rural access roads.  

The public consultation has shown there is a wide variation of views on heavy vehicles and 
speeding within the area bounded by Stewart Street, Somerset Road, Oxley Street and 
Middle Road. The results indicate there is insufficient support for the installation of traffic 
management devices to restrict B-Doubles and larger vehicles. There was some agreement 
the prevailing traffic speed is of concern, however the figures do not indicate the problem is 
sufficiently higher than the average exceedance elsewhere to warrant LATM installations in 
the three rural access roads at this time.  

The recommendations are now presented to Council for consideration and adoption. 
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Community Engagement Report - Potential Gracemere LATM 
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8.4 Maloney Street Bus Set-Down Proposal 

8.4 MALONEY STREET BUS SET-DOWN PROPOSAL 

File No: 8054 

Attachments: 1. Maloney Street Concept Plan  
2. DEET Letter   

Authorising Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services          
 

SUMMARY 

Council has been approached by the Department of Education and Training requesting 
Council to fund as a matter of urgency the construction of a new bus set-down area and 
interchange in a proposed road corridor extending Maloney Street from McLaughlin Street to 
Yaamba Road. This report provides a brief history of the issue to date and seeks the 
Committee’s endorsement to seek State Government support to progress this matter. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

1. THAT all stakeholders previously involved in discussions regarding the proposed bus 
set-down area be advised that the Maloney street Bus set-down solution is not 
considered an affordable or cost effective solution to the issues raised and is unlikely to 
proceed without significant funding support from the State Government and other major 
stakeholders; 

2. THAT the State Government through the Department of Education and Training and the 
Department of Transport and Main Roads and other major stakeholders be requested to 
advise their willingness to commit significant funds towards the proposed Maloney 
Street bus set-down solution; 

3. THAT Council continue to work with the State Government and major stakeholders on 
determining whether there are other more cost effective solutions to the issues raised. 

 

BACKGROUND 

The Maloney Street connection was first considered by Council in 2006 after Main Roads 
had agreed to the installation of a set of traffic lights on Yaamba Road to facilitate the 
commercial / high density residential portion of the Forest Park Estate Development.  

Two options were considered at that time, one being a connection from Alexandra Street to 
Yaamba Road following the Maloney Street alignment and the second option used the 
existing Maloney Street road reserve between Yaamba Road and McLaughlin Street and 
then connecting to Alexandra Street via McLaughlin Street and an overbridge at Werribee 
Street.  

The objectives of the link were to provide an improved Heavy Vehicle access into the 
Parkhurst Industrial areas and to reduce Heavy Vehicle traffic on Carlton and Farm Streets 
past the existing schools. This link was first being considered around the time that the 
Edenbrook development was being mooted and Council did not have the benefit of any 
traffic modelling at that time. It was thought at that time that the link had the potential to 
attract in the order of 5000vpd and would cost in the order of $5M. 

Subsequent to that, the Rockhampton Traffic Study 2008 was completed and the study 
identified that the link in 2026 would attract in the order of 3000vpd all of which principally 
would come off Farm Street with no benefit to Carlton Street. This would reduce Farm Street 
from a predicted 8300vpd without the link down to 5300vpd with the link. The study cited a 
number of advantages as follows: 

a) The link might make it possible to remove the Farm Street OLC and close the road.  

b) Coupled with River Rose Drive, provided an additional sub-arterial corridor between 
Alexandra Street and Norman Road. 
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c) Provided an opportunity to take traffic away from sensitive land uses ie Glenmore State 
School. 

The report also cited a disadvantage in that the closure of the Farm Street OLC would likely 
divert more traffic to Richardson Road resulting in improvement works on that link 
particularly at the Yaamba Road intersection. It was suggested that the closure of the Farm 
Street OLC would be unlikely. The report concluded that the traffic volumes would unlikely 
support a business case for the link (at a cost of about $10M) but the advantages 
outweighed the disadvantages and therefore the link should be given further consideration. 
The link was subsequently included in the recommended network within the report. 

A proposed sale of a Council owned parcel of land in the Parkhurst Industrial Area in 2010 
prompted a re-examination of the proposed Maloney Street strategic link. The 
re-examination focused on its effectiveness, feasibility and acceptability. 

The assessment concluded that the proposed link was only moderately effective, was 
buildable but not cost effective and had only low levels of acceptability within the impacted 
communities. As a result it was considered that Council’s limited road funding would be 
better directed to other strategic links. The Maloney Street strategic link was not pursued 
further and the stakeholders previously engaged in discussions with Council on this proposal 
were advised accordingly.  

In mid-2013, through working with the Glenmore State School’s SafeST committee, Council 
Officers responded to concerns in relation to traffic congestion, pedestrian safety and bus 
services on Farm Street by resurrecting a portion of the Maloney Street proposal with the 
inclusion of a dedicated bus set down and interchange area.  

In October 2013, a meeting was held between representatives of the Department of 
Education and Training, Glenmore State School, Glenmore State High School, Heights 
College, Department of Transport and Main Roads and Council Officers to further discuss 
and consider the proposal to construct Maloney Street between Yaamba Road and 
McLaughlin Street with the inclusion of a dedicated bus set-down area for the students of the 
Glenmore State Schools, Heights College and provide an interchange facility for students 
required to changes buses to continue onto a number of independent schools on the south 
side of Rockhampton. It was evident from this meeting that the schools would be looking to 
Council and DTMR to fund this project. Officers of Council and DTMR indicated that whereas 
they would be prepared to provide “in-principle” support to the project, neither Council nor 
DTMR had funding available for this project and therefore it would be likely that significant 
external funding would be required for the project to proceed. 

More recently, a campaign of form letters has been sent to Council, the Federal Member for 
Capricornia and the State Member for Rockhampton seeking support for the proposal to 
construct Maloney Street and provide a bus set-down and interchange facility. 

COMMENTARY 

When Council re-examined the proposed Maloney Street strategic link in 2010, the 
discussion focused on its effectiveness, feasibility and acceptability as an alternative heavy 
vehicle route to service the Parkhurst Industrial Area. 

The assessment at that time concluded that the proposed link was only moderately effective 
in improving Heavy Vehicle access into the Parkhurst industrial areas and reducing Heavy 
Vehicle numbers on Carlton and Farm Streets past the schools, was buildable but not cost 
effective and had only low levels of acceptability as a heavy vehicle route within the 
impacted communities. As a result it was considered that Council’s limited road funding 
would be better directed to other strategic links and so the Maloney Street strategic link was 
not pursued any further.   

The proposal currently being put forward is similar in some respects but is more focused on 
relieving traffic congestion on Farm and Carlton Streets and relocating the school bus 
interchange. An assessment of it’s effectiveness, feasibility and acceptability as an 
alternative route servicing the schools is as follows. 
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Effectiveness - Will the link meet the objectives? 

The objectives were considered to be relieving traffic congestion along and diversion of 
Heavy Vehicles away from the school frontages on Farm and Carlton Streets and provision 
of a dedicated bus set-down and interchange to service the Glenmore State Schools, 
Heights College and schools on the south side of Rockhampton. 

As the current proposal is to link between Yaamba Road and McLaughlin Street only, the 
ability to draw significant amounts of through traffic away from Farm Street and Carlton 
Street is limited. There simply does not appear to be any through traffic distance or time 
savings that would make the route more desirable to the general public. Benefit would be 
derived during morning and afternoon drop off and pick up times if parking and pedestrian 
facilities were provided on Maloney Street which would alleviate some of the pressure on the 
Farm and Carlton Street parking. Controls would need to be put in place to dissuade parents 
from parking on the opposite side of the road generating numerous random crossings by the 
students.  

The proposal as it currently stands would be unlikely to draw any significant amounts of 
heavy vehicle movements away from Farm and Carlton Streets for reasons similar to the 
through traffic. It may be possible to force closure of sections of Farm and Carlton Streets to 
certain types of heavy vehicles however in the absence of a physical barrier, it’s success 
would be reliant on enforcement. The ability to cater for increased heavy vehicle turning 
movements through the Mclaughlin Street, Farm Street, Scott Street intersection is also 
highly questionable. The relocation of bus services away from the current frontages of the 
schools would have obvious benefits in relation to traffic and pedestrian congestion and 
safety however provision would need to be made for the safe crossing of Heights College 
students. Given that there would be limited reduction in through traffic and heavy vehicle 
movements, some benefit to school traffic during morning and afternoon drop off and pick up 
periods and benefits derived from relocating the bus set-downs and interchange, it is 
considered that the link would be moderately effective. 

Feasibility - Will the link be buildable and cost effective? 

There are some constraints within the proposed corridor and intersections that would need 
to be overcome. Land acquisition would be required from Heights College, Glenmore State 
Schools, Council and a number of private interests to facilitate the road. There is some 
drainage and flooding problems associated Splitters Creek to overcome, constraints with 
regards to services located adjacent to the Mclaughlin Street and Maloney Street 
intersection and building across the above ground water main along Yaamba Road may be 
an issue. These issues are not insurmountable however will impact on cost estimates and 
project delivery times. It is very difficult to prepare a cost estimate for the concept plan given 
the pre-project and construction issues to be addressed however indicatively the proposal 
could cost in the order of $5M to $6M. At these budget levels, cost effectiveness is 
considered a real issue in that $6M to deliver a moderately effective solution is questionable. 
It is considered that the link would be buildable with some risks but is not cost effective. 

Acceptability - Will the scheme be acceptable to the community? 

The road section that runs along the back boundary of the Glenmore State Schools and 
through the Heights College land did not attract great levels of acceptability at the time that 
Council were proposing it as a heavy vehicle route. Queensland Education were originally 
indicating support for the proposal but changed their view substantially when both Parents 
&Citizens committees started strongly opposing it. The Heights College representatives were 
indicating a willingness to work with Council on the proposal.  

The residents of the Cant Street area were strongly opposed to the proposal on the basis of 
impact on their amenity ie noise, light, visual and also safety of the children currently 
wandering through Council's land to access the schools given that they would now have to 
cross a road.  
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In more recent times, general support for the proposal has been indicated by the Department 
of Education and Training, officers of the Department of Transport and Main Roads, Heights 
College and through the distribution of a form letter, the support of a number of residents 
who presumably have a relationship with the schools.  It is difficult to gauge overall 
community acceptance as many of the perceived issues previously raised by the Glenmore 
State School’s P&C’s and the residents of the Cant Street area remain under this proposal. 

The issues that have been raised in relation to traffic congestion and pedestrian safety in 
relation to the Glenmore State Schools and Heights College are common to the majority of 
schools within the built up urban areas. The issue with regards to the presence of heavy 
vehicles on Farm and Carlton Streets does exacerbate the problem. These issues are likely 
to increase with the introduction of Year 7 classes to the High School campuses in 2015. 

To place some context around the level of investment being requested of Council to resolve 
these issues, the State Government has a $10 million program to install flashing school zone 
signs in over 300 zones over four years which commenced in 2013. The program was aimed 
at increasing the visibility of school zones, particularly in relation to schools with a split 
campus or on multi-lane roads. Schools are being selected based on a risk analysis of all 
school zones in Queensland. The risk analysis takes into consideration a number of factors 
including: previous crash history; the amount of vehicle and pedestrian traffic; current speed 
limit and compliance with the limit (when known); visibility; and support from the relevant 
State member.  

Given that this is the State Government’s response to issues  surrounding traffic at schools, 
it would be unreasonable to suggest that Council alone invest in the order of $5M to $6M to 
address the traffic related issues at the three schools located on Farm Street and Carlton 
Street  and issues associated with the State Government’s school bus service. 

In the absence of any significant majority funding commitment from the State Government 
and other Stakeholders, more cost effective solutions are needed to be found. Council 
should approach the various stakeholders to determine their willingness to provide funding 
towards the proposed solution and in the likely absence of any funding support, Council 
should continue to work with the various Stakeholders to explore any further cost effective 
solutions. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

It is very difficult to prepare a cost estimate for the concept plan given the pre-project and 
construction issues to be addressed however indicatively the proposal could cost in the 
order of $5M to $6M. This project does not appear in the forward works program for 
construction within the next 10 year time period or beyond. It may be possible to attract 
some funding towards the project through government grants. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

There is always potential for accidents involving students to occur in the vicinity of schools. 
This is often as a result of poor behaviour of students crossing the roads at inappropriate 
locations and times, poor behaviour of parents or carers requiring students to cross to where 
they have parked and poor behaviour of motorists often travelling too fast and without care 
along the frontages of our schools. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

The objectives of the proposed Maloney Street Bus set-down were considered to be 
relieving traffic congestion along and diversion of Heavy Vehicles away from the school 
frontages on Farm and Carlton Streets and provision of a dedicated bus set-down and 
interchange to service the Glenmore State Schools, Heights College and schools on the 
south side of Rockhampton. It is considered that the proposed solution would be moderately 
effective in achieving this, would be buildable with some risks but not cost effective.  
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It would be unreasonable to suggest that Council alone invest in the order of $5M to $6M to 
address the traffic related issues at the three schools located on Farm Street and Carlton 
Street  and issues associated with the State Government’s school bus service. 

In the absence of any significant majority funding commitment from the State Government 
and other Stakeholders, more cost effective solutions are needed to be found. Council 
should approach the various stakeholders to determine their willingness to provide funding 
towards the proposed solution and in the likely absence of any funding support, Council 
should continue to work with the various Stakeholders to explore any further cost effective 
solutions. 
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Maloney Street Concept Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MALONEY STREET  
BUS SET-DOWN PROPOSAL 

 
 
 
 
 

Maloney Street Concept Plan 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment No: 1



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
 A

G
E

N
D

A
  

2
 J

U
L

Y
 2

0
1

4
 

P
a

g
e

 (1
0

6
) 

 



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA  2 JULY 2014 

Page (107) 

DEET Letter 
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8.5 Diplock Street Local Area Traffic Management Trial 

8.5 DIPLOCK STREET LOCAL AREA TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT TRIAL 

File No: 7127 

Attachments: Nil  

Authorising Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services          
 

SUMMARY 

Council Officers and Councillor Williams and Councillor Fisher have completed community 
consultation in relation to Local Area Traffic Management Devices on Diplock Street. A trial 
of a limited number of LATM devices is proposed and the Committee’s endorsement of 
those trials is sought.. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT preliminary plans and cost estimates for Local Area Traffic Management Devices 
generally be prepared in accordance with the recommendations of the 2012 MRCagney 
report for the intersection of Diplock and Honour Streets and the intersection of Diplock and 
Wooster Streets. 
 

COMMENTARY 

According to the Community Engagement Report written for the consultation on Local Area 
Traffic Devices for Diplock Street, 69% of all residents surveyed commented that speed was 
a major concern and 75.3% of all surveyed residents indicated that they were open to LATM 
type devices. As a result of the consultation and with the majority support of residents 
indicated in accordance with the Local Area Traffic Management Policy, a trial has been 
proposed for two locations along Diplock Street, namely at the Honour Street and Wooster 
Street intersections.  

The Honour Street and Wooster Street intersections with Diplock Street were amongst a list 
of intersections on Diplock Street that achieved over 75% approval in relation to where the 
LATM devices could proceed. The full list if intersections that achieved a level of support 
greater than 75% is as follows. 

1) Coome and Diplock (83%) 
2) Vallis and Diplock (80%) 
3) Honour and Diplock (88%) 
4) Adair and Diplock (100%) 
5) Wooster and Diplock (90%) 

The recommended treatments at the Honour Street and Wooster Street intersections taken 
from the MRCagney report of 2012 are as shown below. 
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In order to proceed with the proposed trial, preliminary designs and cost estimates will need 
to be prepared so that consultation with residents adjacent to the proposed locations can be 
undertaken and the necessary funding can be sought. 

BACKGROUND 

Diplock Street has had a long history of residents’ complaints in relation to driver behaviour, 
mainly speeding vehicles. As Dean Street is an urban arterial road with several signalised 
intersections, anecdotal reports from complainants suggest that drivers “rat run” along 
Diplock Street in an attempt to avoid these intersections. A concept LATM Scheme was 
prepared in July 2012 resulting in Council resolving to undertake consultation based on the 
two alternative conceptual treatments in the MRCagney report  in accordance with Council’s 
Local Area Traffic Management Policy. Consultation was undertaken by Council Officers and 
Councillors Williams and Fisher between February and September 2013. 

Council’s policy on speed management devices outlines that an area must obtain over 75% 
for it to be considered further. Council officers have undertaken this analysis and the results 
indicate that many of the intersections along Diplock Street have obtained this mark as has 
the street overall. 
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In December 2013, Councillors Williams and Fisher advised the residents that a report is 
being prepared for Council’s Infrastructure Committee to recommend that a staged approach 
be undertaken to slow traffic and discourage non local drivers from using this street. This 
correspondence indicated that a trial is being recommended for firstly the Wooster Street 
and Diplock Street” and Honour Street and Diplock Street intersections.  Further to this, the 
residents were advised that Council would discuss the actual speed management device 
with residents that live close to those intersections 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

Local Area Traffic Management Devices on Diplock Street do not currently appear in the 
2014/15 capital budget. If LATM devices are to proceed on Diplock Street in the 2014/15 
financial year, funding will either have to be provided within the capital budget or sourced 
from the Traffic and Road Safety Minor Capital Works Program. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

Consultation in relation to Local Area Traffic Management Devices on Diplock Street was 
undertaken by Council Officers and Councillors Williams and Fisher between February and 
September 2013.As a result of the consultation and with the majority support of residents 
indicated in accordance with the Local Area Traffic Management Policy, a trial has been 
proposed for two locations along Diplock Street, namely at the Honour Street and Wooster 
Street intersections. 

In order to proceed with the proposed trial, preliminary designs and cost estimates will need 
to be prepared so that consultation with residents adjacent to the proposed locations can be 
undertaken and the necessary funding can be sought. 
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Strategic Reports 

9 STRATEGIC REPORTS 
9.1 Progress Report – Flooding Investigations at the Intersection of Denham and West Streets 

9.1 PROGRESS REPORT – FLOODING INVESTIGATIONS AT THE INTERSECTION 
OF DENHAM AND WEST STREETS 

File No: 2479 

Attachments: 1. Option 4 - Stage 1  
2. Option 4 - Stage 2  
3. Option 4 - Stage 3   

Authorising Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Martin Crow - Manager Engineering Services          
 

SUMMARY 

Issues have been raised for some time regarding the flooding that occurs in the vicinity of 
the intersection of Denham and West Streets and investigations are ongoing into this matter. 
This report provides a progress report to the Committee on those investigations. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Progress Report – Flooding Investigations at the Intersection of Denham and 
West Streets be received. 
 

COMMENTARY 

As is normally the case in the older parts of the City, the intersection of Denham and West 
Street and the surrounding stormwater catchment is lacking in piped drainage capacity in 
comparison to current drainage design standards. The problem at this intersection is 
exacerbated by the lack of an overland flow path that can cater for the surface flows in 
excess of the existing piped drainage system. It appears that the road crown levels at the 
intersection control the surface level of the flow and prevent the surface flow from continuing 
along either Denham Street or West Street towards the main drain. 

Options Analysis 

During the investigation, 5 options have been explored at a concept level to resolve the 
issue. These options include: 

Option 1A: Box culvert at Denham St and West St combined with lowering of road crown. 

The model suggests that 2 x1200x1200 box culvert will still generate excessive ponding of 
about 290mm at the Denham Street and West Street intersection during ARI 100 rainfall 
event. This option also causes excessive ponding at downstream residential areas around 
Denham Lane due to the limited capacity of the existing 450mm diameter pipe. 

Option 1B: This option involves Option 1A with only one barrel of the box culvert plus 
upgrading upstream and downstream piping in West Street from Fitzroy Street to William 
Street. 

A 900mm diameter stormwater pipe from Fitzroy Street to Oxford Street, 1050mm diameter 
from Oxford Street to 148 West Street and 1200mm diameter pipe to the connection point at 
William Street have been modelled to meet the level of service for the minor drainage 
system. As expected, most of the nodes commence to flood from ARI 5 and above. In the 
absence of an overland flow path, excess flows are still trapped at the Denham Street and 
West Street intersection. 

Option 2: Diversion of flow from Northern sub-catchment bounded by Talford Street, Archer 
Street, West Street and Fitzroy Street.  

An existing 900 mm diameter stormwater pipe runs along Murray Street from Fitzroy Street 
intersection to Archer Street. This line commands an area of about 6 ha.  
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Initial calculation of peak flows suggests that the existing 900 mm pipe is just sufficient for 
the current catchment. Any further loading from diversion of runoff from other sub-
catchments may worsen the flooding issues at Murray Street and in the CBD area of Archer 
Street or Fitzroy Street. Therefore this option has not been considered viable and has not 
been modelled. 

Option 3: Diversion of flow along Denham Street to George Street.  

This option involves installation of a proposed 1200mm piping along Denham Street from 
West Street and Denham Street intersection to George Street. An additional 40m of the 
proposed 1200 mm diameter piping is required to be installed compared to option 1B. This 
option involves the construction and maintenance along the higher road category, Denham 
Street being the major urban collector. Essentially, this option does not provide any hydraulic 
advantages in relation to existing pipe size at George Street. This arrangement may also 
significantly reduce the capacity of 600 diameter pipe from Campbell Street leading to 
worsening of flooding issues in the CBD area. Therefore this option is also not considered 
viable and has not been modelled. 

Option 4: Option 1B with the added diversion of surface runoff along Denham Street to the 
park at the corner of Murray Street and Denham Street. 

This option involves the installation of piping along West Street from William Street to Fitzroy 
Street to cater for minor ARI rainfall events and the lowering of the intersection to let the kerb 
flow pass along Denham Street towards Murray Street. This option would also require the 
improvement of the kerb and channel grade along Denham Street from West Street to 
Murray Street and the lowering Denham Street at the intersection of Murray Street and 
Denham Street to direct the surface runoff across to Murray Street or to Central Park. The 
extension of the 375 mm pipe from the eastern side of the Murray Street and Denham Street 
intersection may also be required to capture the kerb flow and limit the depth of kerb flow 
during ARI5 storm event. 

Option 4 offers a hydraulically preferred solution but potentially could be quite expensive. 
The proposed layout for the underground piping and surface flow arrangements lower the 
potential ponding extent and duration around the Denham Lane area. The proposed works 
could be implemented in stages that will provide opportunities for monitoring the 
effectiveness of the staged construction. A possible staging scenario (refer attachments) 
could be as follows. 

  Stage 1: 

a) Lower the road crown on the northern side of West Street at the West Street and 
Denham Street intersection. 

b) Install a 1200 (W) x1200(H) box culvert across Denham Street and extend the 
existing 1200mm diameter RCP pipe from William Street to 148 West Street. 

c) Install a short section of 600 mm pipe along Denham Street to the West Street and 
Denham Street intersection. 

Stage 2: 

a) Regrade the kerb and channel along Denham Street to Murray St to maintain a 
falling grade. 

b) Lower the road crown at the Denham Street and Murray Street intersection to 
discharge surface runoff to Murray St or together with Murray St footpath to 
discharge to Central Park. 

c) Extend the existing 375 mm piping at Murray Street to the Denham Street and West 
Street intersection along northern side of Denham Street to capture additional 
surface runoff and maintain the flow depth along kerb and channel within road 
reserve. 

Stage 3: 

a) Install a 1050mm diameter pipe along West Street from 148 West Street  to Oxford 
Street.  
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b) Install a 900 mm diameter pipe along West Street from Oxford Street through to and 
across Fitzroy Street. 

 
Current Investigations 

In order for the overall concept to work, it needs to be determined whether the lowering of 
road crowns at the Denham Street and West Street intersection and the Denham Street and 
Murray Street intersection is feasible without compromising the safety or function of the road 
itself or misdirecting flows into adjacent properties. A detailed survey of this section of road 
has been commissioned and a preliminary design project will need to be added to the design 
program. This work will also enable an investigation into whether the lowering of the road 
crowns without any additional piping as an early stage works package would provide any 
tangible benefit. 

Preliminary cost estimates will need to be prepared for each of the work items within each of 
the stages to determine whether the overall scheme is affordable and whether there are 
particular work items within each stage where greater benefit is gained for the money 
invested. 

More recently, Council Officers became aware of an abandoned 375mm diameter water 
main running along Denham Street which may be able to be utilised to some benefit at 
minimal cost. This is currently being investigated. 

BACKGROUND 

In 2013, Council was contacted by the owners of the Red Lion Hotel requesting that action 
be taken in regards to the regular flooding of the Hotel resulting from the back-up of 
stormwater at the intersection of Denham Street and West Street. 

Council Officers have undertaken an investigation and reviewed a number of options to 
alleviate flooding at this intersection. Significant constraints including the capacity of the 
existing stormwater network, the lack of a defined major flow path and the function of 
Denham Street has resulted in this issue being very difficult to resolve. 

PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

The following resolution was adopted by Council in February 2014. 

That a report be provided to this Committee with respect to a solution and costing for an 
upgraded stormwater drainage program in the Denham-West Street area to reduce the 
constant flash flooding and damage to businesses in the Denham-West Street area.  

Moved by: Councillor Belz 
Seconded by: Mayor Strelow 
MOTION CARRIED 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

At present, no project or staged program of works has been included in the forward works 
program. Once a clear path has been identified to resolve this issue the forward works 
program will be updated and the works can be considered for future capital funding.   

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain the range of urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the region's needs, both present and future. 

CONCLUSION 

Council Officers have undertaken an investigation and reviewed a number of options to 
alleviate flooding at the Denham Street and West Street intersection. Significant constraints 
including the capacity of the existing stormwater network, the lack of a defined major flow 
path and the function of Denham Street has resulted in this issue being very difficult to 
resolve. 
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A hydraulically preferred solution has been arrived at but this solution potentially could be 
quite expensive. In order for the overall concept to work, it needs to be determined whether 
the lowering of road crowns at the Denham Street and West Street intersection and the 
Denham Street and Murray Street intersection is feasible without compromising the safety or 
function of the road itself or misdirecting flows into adjacent properties.  

Preliminary cost estimates will need to be prepared for each of the work items within each of 
the stages to determine whether the overall scheme is affordable or whether particular work 
items provide greater benefit in relation to cost. 
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Option 4 - Stage 1 
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Option 4 - Stage 2 
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Option 4 - Stage 3 
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9.2 CARIBEA ESTATE DRAINAGE 

9.2 CARIBEA ESTATE DRAINAGE 

File No: 8055 

Attachments: Nil  

Authorising Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Grant Vaughan - Coordinator Civil Design          
 

SUMMARY 

At the May 2014 meeting of the Infrastructure Committee, Councillor Schwarten requested a 
report addressing drainage issues at No 54 Kershaw Street be presented to the Committee 
as soon as practicable.  This report summarises the actions taken at Kershaw Street to 
resolve flooding issues, and provides an update on the status of the Caribea Estate drainage 
upgrades. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the report on Caribea Estate Drainage be received. 
 

COMMENTARY 

Kershaw Street Drainage: 

In March 2014, Cr Schwarten responded to a resident’s enquiry regarding flooding at No.54 
Kershaw Street.  He observed floodwaters covering the roadway, and debris that indicated a 
significant flooding problem. 

A recent drainage investigation at this catchment (February 2011) did not identify 
deficiencies in the stormwater network consistent with the observed flooding.  Council’s Civil 
Operations Unit arranged for a remote camera to traverse the pipework downstream of 
No.54 Kershaw Street, which identified significant intrusion of tree roots causing blockages 
at several locations.  The tree roots have since been removed, and it is expected the 
drainage system will perform within the limitations of the network as summarised in the 2011 
drainage investigation. 

Caribea Estate Drainage Investigation: 

In February 2011, a drainage investigation was completed for Caribea Estate, which is 
primarily the area bounded by Richardson Road, Alexandra Street, Main Street, and 
Yaamba Road.  The recommended improvements are listed below: 

1. Installation of a pipe network and associated inlets at Rice Street and Buzacott 
Street. 

2. Installation of a pipe segment and associated inlets at Menzies Street, Davidson 
Street, and Boland Street. 

3. Upgrade of the pipe network in Calder Street and Henderson Street. 
4. Modification of the detention basin in Jack Allenby Park. 
5. Inlet replacement through the entire catchment. 

The main finding was that the trunk main along Alexandra Street contained spare capacity in 
both the minor storm event (5 year ARI) and the major storm event (100 year ARI).  The 
recommendations are methods to increase the capture of stormwater by supplementing the 
existing pipe network, installing more efficient inlets, and better utilising the existing 
detention basin. 

The following comments from the report are noted: 

 The pipe network is augmented only where it would be able to assist the major storm 
road flows. 

 The downstream end of the system has sufficient capacity under the highway, 
without the need for additional detention storage. 
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 The pit surface levels adopted were taken from topographical information provided, 
and are not considered significantly accurate to achieve a high level of confidence 
from the drainage model. 

 Improvement of the drainage model through additional survey is recommended 
during the detailed design of Stage 1. 

 Once more accurate survey information is added to the model, it may be necessary 
to alter some of the proposed upgrades identified in the report, however it is not 
anticipated that the general findings of the study will change. 

The provision of the extra survey resulted in substantial variations to the report 
recommendations, particularly for the major storm event (100 year ARI).  An addendum to 
the report was issued in August 2012.  The changes to the recommendations in the original 
report are listed below: 

1. Installation of a pipe network and associated inlets at Rice Street and Buzacott 
Street generally unchanged. 

2. Installation of a pipe segment and associated inlets at Menzies Street, Davidson 
Street, and Boland Street generally unchanged. 

3. Upgrade of the pipe network in Calder Street and Henderson Street significantly 
changed (increased from 1/1050 dia. pipe to 2/1050 dia. pipes). 

4. Modifications to the detention basin in Jack Allenby Park generally unchanged. 
5. Inlet replacement through the entire catchment still required. 

The addendum to the original report also recommended additional items to be included in 
the catchment upgrades.  These items are listed below: 

1. Pipe duplication at Alexandra Street - Rice Street to Menzies Street ($240,000). 
2. Drainage upgrade at Alexandra Street / Gray Street intersection ($75,000). 
3. Drainage upgrade at Calder Street / Buzacott Street intersection ($120,000). 
4. Pipe duplication at Henderson Street ($225,000). 
5. Drainage upgrade at Alexandra Street - Henderson Street to Park Street 

($1,500,000). 
6. Drainage upgrade at Medcraf Street / Rodger Street intersection ($55,000). 
7. Drainage upgrade at Boland Street  (Rodger Street to Twigg Street) ($270,000). 
8. Drainage upgrade at Twigg Street  (Boland Street to Sheehy Street) ($275,000). 
9. The land between Moores Creek Road and Park Street to be utilised as a detention 

basin. 

Implementation: 

Of the recommendations from the original drainage investigation (February 2011), the 
following have been completed: 

 Modifications to the detention basin in Jack Allenby Park ($297,000). 

 Inlet replacements (38 of 57) ($267,000). 

It is recommended the outstanding works from the February 2011 drainage investigation be 
staged for construction over the next three years.  The works are listed below: 

1. Rice Street pipe network and inlets ($210,000). 
2. Buzacott Street pipe network and inlets ($110,000). 
3. Installation of a pipe segment and associated inlets at Menzies Street, Davidson 

Street, and Boland Street ($60,000). 
4. Calder Street and Henderson Street pipe network upgrade ($290,000). 
5. Completion of the inlet replacement program ($155,000). 

It is recommended the additional works proposed in the addendum to the drainage 
investigation (August 2012) be placed on hold until the works proposed in the original report 
are completed.  The reasoning for this is: 

(a) Cost of implementing the additional recommendations is prohibitive ($2,760,000), 
(b) The original upgrades will relieve concerns for the minor storm event (5 year ARI), 
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(c) As the drainage model was very sensitive to the level of information adopted, it will 
provide time to calibrate the model against future storms to determine if the additional 
works are required. 

BACKGROUND 

The stormwater investigation carried out by Council in 2011 revealed a number of 
deficiencies within the existing stormwater catchment within Caribea Estate. 

The principal deficiencies related to an underutilisation of the existing detention basin in Jack 
Allenby Park and a significant under supply of inlet capacity across the network which 
prevented the existing pipework from being fully utilised.  A small number of pipe runs were 
also identified as being undersize and required upgrade or duplication. 

A staged approach was proposed over a number of financial years to resolve flooding issues 
in this catchment. This proposal is being progressively implemented as funds allow. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

Subsequent stages of the Caribea Estate drainage program have been included in the 
forward works program for consideration at budget time. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain the range of urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the region's needs, both present and future. 

CONCLUSION 

A drainage investigation has been received for the Caribea Estate catchment.  An 
addendum to this report has also been received that significantly increases the 
recommendations of the original report. 

An implementation strategy that improves residents flooding immunity and best utilises 
existing infrastructure has been detailed. 

Flooding experienced at Kershaw Street in March 2014 is not due to deficiencies with the 
drainage network, although implementation of the drainage strategies will improve flooding 
immunity in this area.  Maintenance has been completed to ensure the network performs to 
its capacity. 
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9.3 CIVIL OPERATIONS SECTION'S WORKS PROGRAM FOR JULY 2014 

9.3 CIVIL OPERATIONS SECTION'S WORKS PROGRAM FOR JULY 2014 

File No: 7028 

Attachments: 1. Civil Operations Section's Works Program 
June - July 2014  

2. Customer Requests received by Civil 
Operations and Engineering Services 
Sections - May 2014  

3. Urban and Rural Capital Projects Report 
Financial Year to Date - May 2014   

Authorising Officer: Robert Holmes - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Russell Collins - Manager Civil Operations          
 

SUMMARY 

This report outlines Civil Operations Section’s Works Program of planned projects for the 
months June-July 2014, Customer Requests received and completed in May 2014 and also 
Urban and Rural Operations Capital Projects Report Financial Year to Date – May 2014. 

Recommendation 

 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Civil Operations Section’s Works Program for July 2014 report be received. 
 

COMMENTARY 

The Civil Operations Section submits a monthly report outlining the details of the 
programmed works for the upcoming month to assist Councillors and senior managers when 
they receive enquiries from their constituents in relation to road and associated road reserve 
works.  

BACKGROUND 

In May, 339 customer requests were received and of those 181 requests were completed.  A 
total of 370 requests were completed for May and those received in previous months. 

In May there were 244 requests for inspections received with 309 inspections completed in 
the month; 450 works orders were issued for staff to conduct action, with 401 works orders 
being completed in May.  

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

All works specified in this report are included in Council’s current approved budget. 

LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT 

All works outlined in this report will be conducted in a manner to comply with all legislation. 

STAFFING IMPLICATIONS 

The works specified in this report have been programmed whilst taking into consideration 
current staffing levels. 

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Civil Operations and Engineering Services Section’s staff conduct a risk assessment of their 
job site before work commences to ensure they have identified assessed and controlled any 
possible hazards to ensure the safety of themselves and others. 

CONCLUSION 

This report outlines the planned works program and the customer requests received for Civil 
Operations and Engineering Services Sections and Urban and Rural Operations Capital 
Projects Report Financial Year to Date and are for the information of Councillors. 
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Civil Operations Section's Works Program June - July 2014 
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Customer Requests received by Civil Operations and Engineering Services Sections - May 2014 
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Urban and Rural Capital Projects Report Financial Year to Date - May 2014 
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10 NOTICES OF MOTION  

Nil  
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11 URGENT BUSINESS/QUESTIONS  

Urgent Business is a provision in the Agenda for members to raise questions or matters of a 
genuinely urgent or emergent nature, that are not a change to Council Policy and can not be 
delayed until the next scheduled Council or Committee Meeting. 

 



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA  2 JULY 2014 

Page (139) 

12 CLOSURE OF MEETING 
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