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Rockhampton

Regional ouncll

INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
MEETING

AGENDA

2 JULY 2014

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.

O S

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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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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6 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING

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.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Business Outstanding Table for the Infrastructure Committee be received.
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BUSINESS OUTSTANDING TABLE FOR
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE

Business Outstanding Table for
Infrastructure Committee Meeting

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 1

Page (3)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014
: : Responsible
Date Report Title Resolution . Due Date Notes
Officer
06 March 2013 Cooper  Street  Rail| THAT Council make contact with the adjoining|Martin Crow 20/03/2013 | Teys have contacted Council to clarify
Bridge property owners to seek their support and assistance contents of follow up letter and have
in having the road reserve closed adjacent to the advised that they will provide a
bridge and that Queensland Rail be advised response in due course
accordingly. '
08 May 2013 Vallis Street - Proposed | THAT the matter of proposed traffic and parking|Martin Crow 01/02/2014 | No response from IGA Management to
Traffic  and  Parking|changes in Vallis Street, North Rockhampton lay on date.
changes the table pending community consultation and return
to the Infrastructure Committee Meeting in July 2013.
30 April 2014 Lawrie Street Footpath| 1. THAT the renewal of the footpath in Lawrie Street, | Martin Crow 21/05/2014

Condition

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.
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7 PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS

Nil
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8 OFFICERS' REPORTS

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.

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.

¢) 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.

Page (6)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

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.

Should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced if

B Medium the treatment cost is moderate, but not high.

Should be corrected or the risk reduced if the

c Low 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 Al: 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, AGRDO04A) 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 All: 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—

o 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,

o 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 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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Road Safety Audit

Rockhampton Regional Council

Gracemere Industrial Area

Existing Road Safety Audit

Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Intersection

September 2013
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Road Safety Andit Gracemnere Industrial Area
Stewart Street, Middie Road/Macquarie Street

Road Safety Audit

Rockhampton Regional Council
Gracemere Industrial Area
Existing Road Safety Audit
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street Intersection

- Contents Page
Scope 3
Audit team 3
Methodology 3
Summary of Audit Findings and recommendations 5

Middle Road / Macquarie Street Intersection

Priority A 5
Priority B 7
Priority C 7
Stewart Street
Priority A 10
Priority B 12
Priority C 14
Attachments 20
References 20
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Road Safety Audit Gracenere Industrial Area
Stewart Street, Middie Road/Macqguarie Street

Scope

Rackhampton Regional Council's Strategic Infrastructure Department have been
commissioned to camy out Existing Road Safety Audit throughout the length of Stewart
Street and at the intersecton of Middle Road/Macquarie Strest

Audit Team

The audit team consists of:

Jeff Van Nunen, Senior Road Safety Auditor under Department of Transpart and Main
Roads (Queensland) registration, Senior Designer Road Satfety (DTMR);

Stuart Harvey, Road Safety Auditor under Department of Transport and Man Roads
(Queensland) registration, Traffic Engineer, Strategic Infrastructure (Rockhamplton
Regional Courncil);

Ruwan Weerakoon, Senior Infrastructure Planning Engineer (Rockhampion Reglonal
Council);

Kath Ferguson, Program Support Coord nator (DTMR).

Methodology
The methodology adopted for the project incudes:

Examination of relevant design/ construction draw ngs over the subject section;
« Day and night tme site inspection of the subject secton on Monday 19 August
2013 (Weather fine},
« Presentation of findings and recommended remedial action in report format
gnduding supporting phatographs} and Action Plan spreadsheet (Attachment
).
« Supporting/ Explanatory documents where necessary (Attachment 3).

Recipients of this report should also be famiiiar with Chapter 2 (An Explanation of a
Road Safety Audit) and Chapter 3 (Legal Issues) of Reference 1

This Road Safety Audit was conducted In accordance with the procedures set out In the
Austroads Guide to Road Safety, Pat 6 Road Safety Audit, The auditor cannot
guarantea that every issue that affects road user safety has been dentified. Although
the adoption of the audit recommendatons 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 In writing. If recommendatons are not accepted by
the client then reascns should be Included within the written response. A client 's under
no obligation to accept all the audit findings and recommendations and shou'd consider
these In conjunction with all other project considerations. It is not the role of the auditor
to approve the client’s response to an audit.
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Road Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Ares
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Summary of Audit Findings and Recommendations
The summary be'ow s In order of priarity, represented hy:

Risk Ranking  Level of Risk Treatment Approach
AA Intolerabie Must be correctad.
(Nil)
A High Should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced
(4 Issues) aven if the cost is high.
B Medium Should be corracted or the risk significantly reduced
(4 Issues) f the treatment cost Is moderate, but not high.
c Low Should be corrected or the risk reduced if the
(15 Issues) treatment cost 's low.

{Extracted from Refarence 1)
Risk Ranking 's based on Tables 4.1 to 4.3 of Reference 1. Cost and assessed
effectiveness of proposed remedial action are also considered when assigning risk
rankings.

brienlaﬁon: Faor the purpose of ths report, Middle Road s referenced as having an
East — West orientation and Macquarie Street has a North — Scuth crientation
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Middle Road / Macquarie Street
Priority A

Al
The approaches to the intersection make it very difficu't to distinguish the difference
between major and minor roads.

Despite having STOP signage on the Macquarie Street (minor leg), there have been a

significant number of crashes caused by a failure to give way. Volumes on Middie Road
and Macquarie Street are comparable and the layout of the intersection creates a driver
perception that the Macquarie Straet is the major road.

Photo 5: Middle Road (Western Approach)  Photo 43: Macquarie St (Southemn Approach)
Recommendation: Reinforce intersecltion priorty with construction of medians on the
minor feg. On the southern leg of Macquane Sireet a raised median could be used and
on the northarn leg a painted median could be vsed 1o allow heavy vehiclas to track the
intersection.

The option of changing the prority to make Macquarie Street the major road was
considered however as Middle Road is the major road at all intersections from Johnson
Road lo Stewart Street there may be an issue with driver compliance, This problem is
exacerbaled by the low volumes on both roads,

The addition of centreline marking on Middle Road may reinforce Middie Road as the
major road at the infersection.
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

A2
The sight distance on the Macquarie Street legs are restricted by overgrown vegetation
around the intersaction

Photo 6: Macquarie Street (Northern an West down Middle Road
oF gy

_‘;-‘q"’v EX &

Photo 7: Macquarie Street {Southern Leg) looking East down Middle Road

Recommendation: Regularly maintain vegetation around the intersection specifically
on the Middle road legs. Removal of a flea tree in Photo 7 may be required
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Roid Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Area
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Priority B

B3
The culverts one s'de of the southern leg of Macquarle Street are not delineated by
guideposts. There is no warning of the steep dran and culvert for motorists.

R
Photo 1: Macquarie Street culvert.

Recommendation: Install guideposts to properly delineate the location of the culvert
Priority C

c4

There is ne Crossroad sign (W2-1) on the east 'eg of Midde Road. Also the existing
Crossroad sign {on the western leg of Middle Road) Is not designed to the current
MUTCD design standard.

: As if is difficult to discern the cross roads, install W2-1 sign on
easlern leg of Middie Road (o the current MUTCD design standards. Replace existing
W2-1 sign with a new MUTCD standard W2-1 Crossroad Sign.

c5
There are no regulatory speed signs (R4-1) on either of the Middle Road approaches.

Recommendation: As drivers may assess (he road as faster speed enviconmen/ then it
is, install R4-1 ragulatory speed limit signs on both legs of the Middle Road at a sufficient
distance from the intersection to MUTCD design standards.

cé

The existing G5-1 signs are Incorrect. Since the closure of the Somerset Road crossing,
access to the Capricorn Highway cannot be gained from Macquarie Street. Furthermore
there is no G5-1 sign for Middle Road.

T
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Photo 7: G5-1 Signs at Middle Road / Macquarie Street intersection

Recommendation: Remove “TO CAPRICORN HIGHWAY" G5-1 sign and install &
“MIDDLE ROAD" G5 1 on the axisling pole and to MUTCD design standards.

The axisting line marking on Macquarie Street |s faded and covered in loose grave!.

Ll ¢
W —

Phot : Exillng Line Marking and loose gravel at Intersection

Recommendation: Clear gravel from the infersection and reinsiate the exisling ling
marking.
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Road Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Night observations

c8
The Crossmad sgn (W2-1) on Middle Road has poor refiectivity

Recommendation: Replace Crossroad sign (W2-1).

]
The G5-1 fingerboards for Middle Road and Macquarie Street have poor reflectvity

Recommendation: Replace G5-1 lingerboards
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Roid Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Ares
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Stewart Street
Priority A

A10

The Intersection of Stewart Street and Middle Road has nsufficient Safe Intersection
Sight Distance (SISD) for the current intersecton configuration and posted speed [mit
The required SISD for the current speed environment (B0km/hr posted speed imit) is
214m (AUSTROADS, AGRD04A) and the ‘infersection can only achieve 150m.

Photo 45: Stewart Street / Middle Road Intersection (Middle Road Leg)
Recommendation:

Option 1-

Widen the shoulder of the northbound lane on Stewart Street to allow vahicles travelling
northbound 1o pass a vehicle that has lumed right oul of Middie Road. This would
involve widening the lane o provide an Auxiliary Right Turm (AUR) on Stewart Strest.

Option 2:

Alternalively, an advisory 8Gkmhr sign (W8-2) could be installed undemeath the Side
Road Intarsection (W2-4 Rj sign. This could lower the speed at the intersection and
decraase the required SISD 1o 151m making the speed accapiable for the available
SISD. A more likely outcome is thal the combined advisory speed sign (W8-2) and the
side road intersection sign (W2-4R) could make drivers more alert of the gpproaching
intarsection.

Option 3:

Reduce the spead limit on Stewart Sireel o provide the appropriate SISD. An SISD of
151m Is accapiable in a 60km/hr speed environment. An analysis of the spasd limil
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Road Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

along Stawart Stree! was performed using Q-Limits speed raview sofiware. The
pravalling speed of vehicles, along with the number of accesses along Stewart Sireel
warranted a speed limit of 80kmvhr. The Q-Limits speed limit review is attached to this
raport.

All

There are several trees that may be |located within the clear zone on Stewart Street. For
an B0km/hr speed environment the clear zone width should be 5m for 2 1:4 batter, The
batter on the table drain at the Southern End of Stewart Street seemed steeper than 1:4
however t was difficult to be sure due to vegetation growth in the drain

Photo 13: Possible vegetation in ¢lear zone at Southern end of Stewart Street.

Recommendation:

Review the siope of the batier at the southern end of Stewan Siree! and if iable drain
has a slope of 1:4 or grealer then remove any vegelalion within the clear zone.

<11 -
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Priority B
B12

Saveral cuiverts along Stewart Street are not delineated by guideposts. Culverts at
Chainage 740, 820, 910, 1680 and at the intersecton of Latmer Avenue and Stewart
Street are not properly delineated, There is no warning of the steep drain and culvert for
motorists.

Culvert at CH 820
i, Pa

) =

Photo 16: Culvert at CH 1681

«-12-
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Photo 23: Culvert at Latimer Avenue,

Recommendation; Install guideposts to properly defineate ihe location of the culverts.

B13
Sight distance at the Intersection of Stewart Street and Somerset Road is restricted by
locaton of steel mash fence. Vehicies an Stewart Street wishing to look right along

Somerset Read have a restricted view.

<13
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Road Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Recommendation: Trim vegelaiion in table drain and eslablish a maintenance regime
fo ensure the visibility envelope is maintained. Possibly remove some of the panels of
fencing If the removal of panels is carned oul, further works may be required lo ensure a
safe passage for pedasinans on Somerset Road. .

B14
There is a Flea Tree within the 80knvhr clearzone at the Intersection of Midd'e Road and
Stewart Street,

Photo 24: Flea Tree on Stewart Street

Recommendation: Ramove Tree

Priority C
Ci15
Theve are no Hazard Boards (D4-2-3) on any of the T-Intersactions along Stewart Street.

Latimer Avenue, Douglas Street and Foster Street have guideposts opposte the minor
leg approach rather than the standard Hazard Board (Photo below)

<14
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Road Safety Andit Gracemere Industrial Area
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Photo 20: Stewart Street / Latimer Avenue intersection

Recommendation: Install D4-2-3 sign cpposite minor leg on Lalimer Avenue, Douglas
Street and Foster Stresl intersections as per MUTCD standsrds.

1
At the Stewart Street / Middle Road Intersection, the driveway accass for 253 Middle
Road enters the roadway 10m from the hoid |ine at the Middle Road Intersection.

Photo 28: Driveway access onto Middle Road / Stewart Street Intersection

Recommendation: Relocale driveway away from inlersection of Middle Rd / Stewar!
Stresl.

<15
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Road Safety Audit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

ci7

The existing G5-1 signs at Midd'e Read, Latimer Avenue, Douglas Street and Foster
Street have lettering that is tco small for the speed environment. At BOkm/hr it is difficult
to read the sma'l leftaring on the fingarboard signs.

Photo 38: G5-1 Sign at Foster Street / Stewart Street intersection

Recommendation: Install a appropriately sized G5-1 fingerboard stres! sign with
130mim high lfettering on it as per Table 2.1 of Par 5 of the MUTCD.

<16 -
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Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

C18
The existing line marking at the mersections of Middle Rd/Stewart St, Foster
Street/Stewart St and Doug'as St'Stewart Street are faded and covered in ‘oose gravel

Photo 25: Existing Line Marking and loose gravel at Middie Road / Stewarl Street
intersection

Recommendation: Clear grave! from the interseciion and reinstate the existing fine
marking.

c19
Theve are several guideposts missing from the intersections of Middle Rd/Stewart St
Foster Street/Stewart St and Douglas St/Stewart Streat.

Recommendation: Reinsiale guldaposis al inlersaclions.
C20
There are several places along Stewarn Street (CH1040, CH540-650, CH1350) that

show signs of edge wear. This is a sign of the carrageway not being wide enough and
vehicles using the shoulder

-17-
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Road Safety Andit Gracemere Industrial Area
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

Photo 21: Edge wear at CH1350

Recommendation: Perform shoulder widening works along Stewart Sireel lo increase
carriageway widih.

c21
There are several pavement fallures along Stewart Street

Photo 41 and Photo 18: Pavement fallures along Stewart Street

Recommendation: Fix pavemeant failures

18-

Page (30)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

Road Safedy Andit Gracemere Industrial Aren
Stewart Street, Middle Road/Macquarie Street

c22

Particular focus was placed on pedestrians and pedestrian connectvity throughout the
road length. As the verge width was an average of 10-15m wide, there was suff.cient
room for pedestrians to safely wa'k the 'ength of Stewart Straet, however In several
locations paedestrians wou'd be forced to walk on the road due to the lecation of cuverts
and overgrown vegetation.

Throughout the entire tme of the audit (2.00pm — 4.30pm) there were no padestrans
obsarved walking on Stewart Street,

Recommendation: As the road has an AADT of 550 vehicles per day, it did not seem
unreasonable for pedesinans to walk on the road for these short sections. When funds

become available, provide appropriate off road pedesirian facilities along Stewart
Sirest..

Ni rvati

c23
All signage along Stewart Street has litt'e or no reflectivity

Recommendation: Replace signage on Stewart Slreel.

19-

Page (31)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

Rosd Safety Audit Gracemere lodustrial Ares
Stewart Street, Middle Roa®/Macquerie Street

Attachments
Action Plans;
Speed Limit Review for Stawart Street;
Photographs;

-

Guide to Rosd Safety Part 6: Road Safety Audit: Austroads 5™ Ed. 2008,

2. Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices: Department of Transpart and Main
Roads 1900,

3 AGRDO4A ~ AUSTROADS Guide to Road Design Part 4A: Unsignalised and

Signalised Intersacticns (Austroads Inc, 2009)

Road Pianning and Design Manual: Department of Main Roade 2000,

Austroads Road Safety Engineering Tookit: www, engloglkit com.ay

L

O AR A A o 23 A9 LR 145,
Jeff Van Nunen Stuart Harvey
Serior Road Safety Audilor Roead Safety Auditor

Kalh Ferguaon
Assistant Road Safety Auditor Assistant Road Safety Auditor
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Rockhampton Regional Council: Gracemere Industrial Area Project
RSA Risk Table: Existing Stage Audit, Middle Road/Macguarie Street, Stewart Street

Risk Asscssment
F — Frequency Frequent, Probable, Occasional, Tmprobable (Tables 4.1 — 4.4, Guide to Roud Sufety Pant 6: Road Safety Audit
S — Seventy Catastrophic, Serious, Minor, Limited (Tubles 4.1 — 4.4, Guide to Roud Safety Part 6: Road Safety Audit
C - Cost L low. M medium, H high
E - Effectiveness L low, M medium, H high
No Risk Deficiency/ Observation Photo Recommendation/ Comment
FIS|C|E No.
The approaches 10 the Intersection make |t very ditficult 4 Reintorce intersection priorify with canstruction of
1o distinguish the dilference betwaen 5 medians an the minor fag. On the southern leg of
major and minor roads. 42 | Macguane Siree! a raised median could be used and
At lols Inmlwm 43 Mﬂ:enonhem{egaparmedmeqnncoulqbemwro
" allow heavy vehicies to track the infersection. The
addifion of cenfreline mariing on Middle Road may
revnforce Middle Hoad as the major road
at the inlevsechion.
The sight distance on the Macquarie Street legs are 6 Reguiary maintain vegeiation around the infarsection
A2 | v | s | L | restricled by overgrown vegelation around the 7 specifically on the Middle road legs. Remova! of a flea
inersection, free in Photo 6 may be required.
I The culveris ane siae of the scuthem leg of Macquarie | 1 | Install guidepass to properly delineate the focation of
B3 lols|Llm Street are not delineated by guideposts, the culvert
a There is no waming of the steep drain and culvert 1or
molorists.
There Is ne Crossroad sign (We-1) on the east leg ol 3 instafl W2-1 sign on eastern teg of Migdle Road to the
Ricaidicss Middle Hoad. Also the existing current MUTCO design standards. Replace existing
4 m“&';‘":{( Crossroad sign (on the westem leg of Middle Road) is w2-1 sign with a new MUTCD standard W21
net designed ‘o the current Crossroad Sign.
MUTCD design standard. ~ [
—— There are no reguatory speed signs (R4-1) on either of insiail R4-1 requiatory speed iimit signs on bath legs of
C5 | ameenen | the Migdle Road approaches. the Middie Road at a sulficient distance from the

intersection to MUTCD design standards.

VAN3OV F3LLINNOD FANLIONYLSVHLNI
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No |  Risk Deficiency/ Observation Photo Recommendation/ Comment
F S|ClE No.
Vialidean The exisling line marking on Macguane Sireel is laced 3 | Clear graved from the infersection and rensfate the
7 sspe | @nd coverad in loose gravel, 4 | existing line
s Mauintemance The Crossread sign {W2-1) en Middie Road has poor Replace Crossroad sign (W2a-1).
insae redlectivity.
o~ Minisience The G5-1 lingerboards lor Middle Hoad and Macouana 7 Repace G5-1 lingerboards.
insne Street have poor rellectivity.
The intersetion of Stewart Sireet ana Micdle Road has 25 | Opnhon 1 Widen the shoulder of the northbound lane on
insullicient Safe Intersection Sight 26 | Stewart Streef to aflow vehicies fraveling norhbound 1o
Distance (SISD) {or the current intersection 27 | pass a vehicle that has fumed right out of Middle Road.
configuration ano posted speed limit. The required a8 | This would involve widening the lane fo provide an
SISD for the current speed environenent (B0km/hr) & 30 Auxibary Right Turn {AUR) on Stewart Street.
214m and the inlersaction can only achieve '" Option 2: Alternalively, an advisory 60km/hr sign {WE-
AlD|P  C (M| M| 150m. - 2} cowld be installad underneath the Side Road
32 | Intersection (W2-4 R} sign. This could lower the speed
at the intevsestion and decrease the reguired SISD to
151m making the speed acceptabie for the available
SISD.
Option 3: Reduce the speed limit on Stewart Stroet to
provide SISD
There are several irees that may be located within the 12 | Review the slope of the batter at the southern end of
dear zone on Stewart Street, For an 13 | Stewart Street and il 1able drain has a slope of 14 or
8Ckm/hr speed enviconment the clear zone wicth shoulg grealter than remove any vegelation within the ciear
All | 0| S |L|H beSmiora 1:4bater. The batter on the zone,
table drain at the Southem End of Stewar: Street
seemed steeper than 1:4 howeaver it was difticult
o be sure due o vegelation growth in the drain.
Saveral culverts along Stewar: Street are not delineated | 16 | Instafl guideposts fo properly delineate the iocation of
by guidepests. Culveris at Chainage 740, 23 | the culverts.
Bizlolwmltlwm 820, 910, 1680 and a! the intersection ol Latimer 34
& Avenue and Stewart Stree! are not properly
dedneated. There is no waming ol the steep drain and
culvert for motorists.

VAN3OV F3LLINNOD FANLIONYLSVHLNI
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No |  Risk Deficiency/ Observation Photo Recommendation/ Comment
FIS|C No,
Sight distance at the intersection ol Stewart Street and 39 | Trm vegeiation in fatie drain and passitdy remove
Semerset Road is restricted by location ol some of the panels of fencing.
BI13 |0 M| M| M| stesl mesh lence. Vehicles on Stewart Street wishing to
look right along Somerset Read have a
resiricied view.
There is a Flea Tree within the 80kmvhr clearzone at the | 24 | Remove Tree
Bi4 |0 M| L | B | iniersection of Middle Roac and Stewart
Streal.
There are no Hazaro Boaros (D4-2-3) cn any of the T- 20 | instafl D4-2-3 sign opposite minor leg on Latimer
e Intersections along Stowart Streat, 38 | Avenue, Douglas Streef and Fosler Street intersechions
CIS | g o | Latimer Avenue, Douglas Street and Foster Street have as per MUTCD standards.
oquirerent 3 2 3
guikieposis opposite the minor leg
approach rather than the standard Hazara Boara
At the Stewar: Street / Middle Road intersection, the 27 | Relocate driiveway away from intersection of Midale Rd
cieliieimim driveway access for 253 Micdle Road enters 28 | /Stewart Street
the roadway 10m from the held line at the Midole Read
Intersection.
The existing G5-1 signs at Mxidle Roao, Latimer 20 | Instail a appropriately sized G5-1 fingerbboard sireel
n— Avenue, Douglas Street and Foster 29 | signwith 130mm high lettering on it as per Table 2.1 of
C17 | g ¥ | Street have letiering that is too small for the spoec 38 | Part 5ol the MUTGD.
aqreent X RERITAY
envircnment. At 8Ckmvhr it is difficult
to read the smal letiering on the fingerboard signs.
The existing line marking at the intersections of Middie Ciear gravel from the infersection and reinsfate the
CIs Maintenance | Rd/Siewar: St, Foster existing hine marking.
: requirament Streat/Stewar! St and Douglas Si/Stewar! Sireet are
faded and coverad in loose gravel.
Rt There are saveral guideposts missing Irom tha 47 | Heinslate guideposts af infersecions.
civ R é:ﬁ-" e‘gl intersections of Middle Rd'Stewart St, Foster
Street/Stewart S1 and Douglas St/Siewart Sireet
There are several places along Stewart Sireet 21 | Parform shoutder widening waorks along Stewart Street
Pe—— {CH1040, CH540-650, CH1380) that show signs of 33 | toincrease camiageway width.
20| g quirement | €OQ€ WeEAT This is a sign of the camiageway not being

wide encugh and vehicles using the

| shoulder.
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No R?ﬂk Deficiency/ Observation Photo | Recommendation/ Comment
F S |C No.
There are saveral pavemnen! lallures along Stewart 14 | Fix pavemeny failures
oy | Mmntenance Streel 18
= 15590 19
41
Minimal Pedesinan facilities along Stewar! Streal. Al Consider consirucling appropriale off road pedesiian
C22|1|L (M culvert locations and localions of overgrown vegetation, faciines as inds become avalable.,
pedestrians are forced io walk along the road.
o Regulatory All signage along Stewart Sireel has little or no | Replace signage on Stewart Stree!
- Requirement reflectivity. i
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Detail Report Page 1 of 3

Speed Limit Review - Queensland (SLR-QLD)
Detailed Assessment Report

Background Information Authorised Speed Limit:

Analysed By. Stuart Harvey / \
User Reference: Stewart Street (GIAP), Rev. 1

Road Name: Stewart Street,

Road Location: Between Boongary Road and Somersel Road,
Suburb: Gracemere,

GPS Start Point © |

GPS Finish Point:

TMR Road Number: .

Local Government; 258, Rockhampton Regional Council |
Main Roads District: 8, Central |
The need to review the speed limit on this road has occurred |
due to altered speed environment

The length of the road section being assessed is 1.9 km

AADT on this road section is 415 vpd

The existing speed limit is 80 km/h

Adjacent Speed Zones “~ S
Approach 1: 60 km/h - Nothern Approach from Somerset

Road

Approach 2: 100 km/ - Southern Approach from Boongary

Road

Stage 1: Road function

This section of Stewart Street being assessed is located In a rural settlement area,
The road type is: Trunk Collector Roads and Collector Roads.

The Typical Speed Limit is: 80 km/h

The Existing Speed Limit does equal the Typical Speed Limit

Stage 2: Prevailing Traffic speed
Sample data on 2243 vehicles was analysed using '’
The upper limit of 15 km/ pace is 75
The mean speed is 62 km/Mh

The 85th percentile speed is 77 km/h
Hence, the prevaiing traffic speed data does not correlate with the existing Speed Limi#

Stage 3: QLIMITS

The suggested speed limit based on the speed environment analysis was
80 km/h after allowing for site specific issues.

Additional issues considered:

« Note: A Road safety audit has been conducted o assess roadside activities or hazards

« Adverse rcad conditicns have been identified along the section of road. Targeted
advisory signing, remedial works or lower limits should be considered if appropriate. The
issues include:

hittp://www._qlimits. com.aw'member/ Individual DetailReport aspx?id=2959 18/06/2014
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Detail Report Page 2 of 3

Sub-standard sight distance at the intersection of Middle Road and Stewart Street,
Vehicles travelling north along Stewart Street do not have sufficient Safe Intersection
Sight Distance (SISD).

« Speed envircnment was assessed (Stage 3 was compieted) Answers to the Speed
Environment questions were as follows:
- Has a comprehensive road safety audit been completed? NO
- Did the road safety audit highlight deficiencies that have not been comrected? NO
- Was the road safety audit conducted more than 3 years ago? NO
- Is there a concern for pedestrian or cyclist safety along the road segment? NO
- Are there high risk intersections in the road segment? NO

Frequency of Roadside Accesses

Type of access Number

A |Residences, small commercial establishments, small public buildings and other units {18
which generate light and/or occasional activity. (The weighting for this type of access
Is 1).

B |Average commercial establishment, local schoals, caravan parks, light industries, 0
public bulldings and units generating activity which |s esther:

1. Centinuous light
2. Moderate at certain times, such as commuting hours.
3. Substantial at infrequent intervals.

(The weighting for this type of access is 2).

C [Heavy industry, schoals. shopping centres and cther units generating continuous 0
mederate activity or substantial activity at certain regular times, (The weighting for
this type of accessis 3).

D |Large shopping centres and other units generating substantial and continuous 0
activity. Some large industries which are teurist attractions or for some other reason
generate substantial traffic volumes weuld be included in this activity. (The weighting
for this type of access is 4).

E |Unsignalised intersecting roads of substantially lesser importance than the road being |4
assessed, or intersacting roads where side traffic and tuming movements have little
effect on the traffic flow pattern of the road being considered. (The weighting for this
type of accessis 1).

F |Unsignalised intersecting roads of lesser impartance than the road being assessed |0
but where the side road traffic and tuning movements are such that the intersection
has appreciable effect on the traffic flow pattern of the read being considered. (The
weighting for this type of access is 2)

G |Unsignalised intersecting roads of comparable or greater significance than theroad |0
being assessed, Intersections which have pronounced effect on the traffic fow

pattern of the road being considered. (The weighting for this type of access is 3)
H | Roundabouts and signalised intersecting roads. (The weighting for this type of access |0
s 3).

Average number of accesses per 100 m|1.15

Freeway
This road Is not a freeway

http://www.qlimits. com.aw/member/ Individual DetailReport aspx2id=2959 18/06/2014
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Road Geometry and Congestion

Adverse road conditions have been identified along the section of road. Targeted advisory
signing, remedial works or lower limits should be considered if appropriate. The issues ndude:
Sub-standard sight distance at the intersection of Middle Road and Stewart Street, Vehicles
travelling north along Stewart Street do not have sufficient Safe Intersection Sight Distance
(SISD).

Special Roadside Activities

Note: A Road safety audit has been conducted to assess roadside activities or hazards

Number of crashes in the past 6 years:

Description No. of crashes
Head-on

Rear-end

Lane change

Parallel lanes, turning

U-turn

Entering roadway

Overtaking, same direction

Hit parked vehide

Hit raltway train

Pedestrian

Permanent cbstruction on carriageway
Hit animal

Off carriageway, on straight

Off carriageway, on straight, hit object
Qut of control, on straight

Off carriageway on curve

Off carriageway, on curve, hit cbject
Out of control, on curve

The average annual equivalent crash risk is 0.00 (10%)

(=] E=1 K1 I=] E=) § =) k=) §=) §=) Rl =) f) Bl -] £ f) R £

Stage 4: Speed correlation check & recommendations
The speed limit based on read function is 80 km/h.

The speed limit suggested by current speed data is 70 km/h,
The speed limit suggested by the speed environment (QLIMITS) is 80 km/h,

Recommendations and authorisation
THE RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMITIS 80 km/h
The final speed limit authorised for installation is 80 km/h

Recommended By: Stuart Harvey
Authorised By:

hittp://www._qlimits. com.aw'member/ Individual DetailReport aspx?id=2959 18/06/2014
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8.2 SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS - LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD ROAD

File No: 7127

Attachments: Lucas Street Proposed Speed Limits Plan
Cherryfield Road Proposed Speed Limit Plan
Lucas Street Existing Speed Limit Plan
Cherryfield Road Existing Speed Limit Plan
Lucas Street Speed Limit Review
Cherryfield Road Speed Limit Review

3E Committee Minutes 3 April 2014

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

NoosrwbE

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.

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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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND
CHERRYFIELD ROAD

Lucas Street Proposed
Speed Limits Plan

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 1
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

Cherryfield Road Proposed
Speed Limit Plan

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 2
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

Lucas Street Existing Speed Limit Plan

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 3
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

Cherryfield Road
Existing Speed Limit Plan

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 4
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

Lucas Street Speed Limit Review

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 5
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FORM F1  QLIMITS FIELD DATA FORM

I saving this form for usa at a later date, please ensure that it Is the most current version, See httoswww . me.gld.qoy e/
businosgindustrviTechnical-slandards-oublicationaManuat-of-uniform-raflic-control-devicas aspx

LOCAL GOVERNMENT/DISTRICT Rockhamgton Reglonal Counc ROAD: Lucas Streot
LOCATION: Beween Johnson Rosd and Allen Rosd

RECORDER: Stuart Harvey DATE: 14114

Tick {v') the approprate box to respond

1. LOCATICN OF ROAD

The area in which this road section Is located is generally:

(1) Urban: Fully built-up area with consolidated residential, commercial and
industnal land uses.

(§) Urban Fringe: Less developed area typically containing low-density residential, N
small scale farming, future urban and other 'daveloping' land uses

(iii) Rural Settlement: Small getllements or lownships located in rural areas which ara O

typically Jocated on through roads, and where all or most land
development is concentrated an, or has direct socess o, hoss
through roads.

{iv) Rural: Areas that are rural in nature, with large property or farm holdings. O
The only residential properties in thase areas will be scaltered
homesteads and farmhouses.

2. LENGTH OF ROAD
The length of road section is 255 km

3. UPPER LIMIT OF THE 16 km/h PACE
The upper limit of the 15km/h pace of free vehicles on this road seclion is €4 km/h

4. DEVELOPMENT (for divided roads only)
The development on both sides of the road is: balanced
O

unbalancad

§. FREQUENCY OF ROADSIDE ACCESSES (for both sides of the road combined)

Note: (i) Abulting development on service reads is not considersd and therefore anly the points of acoess o 1ha through
traffic lores are counted.
(i} Cressroads are counted once gach side of Ihe road.

Abutting properties
(a) Residences, small commercal eslablishments, small public buildings and other units which
generate light and/or occasional activity.
Numberof thistype: Sidge1=18  Sige2= 33

(b} Average commercial establishments, local schoals, caravan parks, ight industries, public buildings
and other units genarating activity that is:

()  continuous light
(i)  modarate al certain reqular times, such as commuting hours
(i) substantal at infrequent intervals
Number of this type: Side 1 = 1 Side2= 1
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(c) Heavy industry, schocls, shopping centres and other units generating
(i} continuous moderate activily or
(i) substantial activity at carlain regular times.
Number of this type: Side 1 = 0 Ske2=0

(d) Large shopping cenires and other units generaling substantial and continuous activity. Some large
industries that are fourist atiractions or for some cther reason generate substaniial traffic volumes
would be included in this activity.

Nurmber of this type: Side 1= 0 Side2=0

Intersections

{a) Intersecting roads of substantially lesser importance than the road being studied, or interseciing
reads where side road iraffic and tuming movemants have little effect on the traffic flow patiern of
the road being studied,

Number of this lype; Side 1= 3 Skdle2=5

{b) Intarsecting roads of lzsser importance than the road being studied but where side road traffic and
turning movements ara such thal the intersaction has appreciable effect on the traffic flow pattern
of the road being studied.

Number of this type: Side 1= 0 Side2=0
{c) Sigralised Intersections, roundabouts and intersections with reads comparable o or of greater
significance than the road being studied. Intersections which have a pronounced effect on the
Lraffic flow pattern of the road being studiad.
Number of this type: Side 1= 0 Side2=0
Not: (i) Abutfing development on senvics mads 12 nat consicerad and thersfore only the points of #ocess to the through

iraffic lanes aro counted.
{ii) Crossroads are tounest anca each sida of tha road.

6. DIVIDED OR UNDIVIDED

Tha ssction of read being studied Is: undivided ]
divided Cl

Note: (1) Doubie bemier Eves do not constitute 3 madian.

(i) A peinied median s sulficient 1o constitule 3 didded ad If Il exientds for the Tull knglh of the ssction under
considersficn (excepting median breaks far tums, efc).

7. RESTRICTION OF ACCESS

The major part of this road has restriction of direst vehicular access on; naither side O
one side (|
both sldes

Nole: (i) Ths res¥iclion mey Include sarvica roats, river or ralway line ongside the rosd o 8 large lenced-off area e.g. goif

CoLrse, drpon,
8. SETBACK
The setback of the through traffic lanes to the property boundary line is:  less than 4 metres O
4-10 meires

more than 10 metras O

Note. (i} Ifdevelopment s balanced, tha lower safback valua shauk! e usad.
(i) If development 's unbalancad, the sattack value for the moce devekeped sids should be used,

9. MEDIAN
Tha cantral median has a width of metres

FORM F1; QUMITS Flakd Oata Fomny 2

Page (52)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

10. PROTECTION OF TURNING/CROSSING VEHICLES
The median protects turning vehicles: fully

only partially or not at all

B0

11. NUMBER OF LANES

Tha total number of traffic lanes is 2 lanes

Note: ([} nclude frough lsnes in both directions,
(i} do not inchude asrvice roads or exclusve parking lanaes.
{iii) ¥ 1anes are not clearly markad, count the rumbar of Banes normally used Sy drivers during busy vaffic padods.

12. FUNCTION OF ROAD

The maln reason that vehicles use this section of road is:  treffic movement
access to abutting properties [

13. ADJACENT ROAD SECTIONS

The speed limits on the adjoining road sactions are: 80 kmfh 70 kmih

14. FREEWAY

Is 1his road a lreewsy? NO [ YES O

15. LOW SPEED AREA

Is this road a low speed area? NO 7]
YES (LATM arza) O
YES (shared-use zone) O

16. OTHER FACTORS

Is the road predominantly winding or hilly? NO | YES |

Is the road unusually congested? NO 1) YES (|

17. SPECIAL ROADSIDE ACTIVITIES

Are there any schools along this road section? NO YES O

18, CASUALTY CRASH RATES

Compared to olher simiar road sections the casually

crash rate Is: averaga or lower than averaga
a litthe higher than average =
significanily higher than average O

Ncia: Cara shouid be axarcised when using historical c-ash rate dala, Only uea relovant data pertsining 1o crashes that hava
occurred whist Ihe road s in A8 curtant stee, 8.2, it an Intersackon has bean signalised or a road racently reconstructed, only
use crash dale rom he periad felowing these changes.

19. TRAFFIC SIGNALS/ROUNDABOUTS
Ase thare any traffic signals or roundabouts along this road section? NO YES (|

FORM F1: CLIMITS Fiaid Oata Fammn 3
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Speed Limit Review - Queensland (SLR-QLD)
Detailed Assessment Report

Background Information Recommended Speed Limit:

Analysaed By: Stuari Harvey.

User Referance. Lucas Streel - Gracemere, Rey, 1

Road Name: Lucas Street.

Road Location: Jahnson Rd / Lucas St - Allen Rd / Luceas
St

Suburb: Gracamare.

GPS Start Paint : .

GPS Finigh Point. .

TMR Read Number: .

Local Government: 258, Rockhampton Regional Council
Main Reads District: 6. Central

The need to review the speed limil on this road has
occurred due 1o cormnmunily request,

The length of the road section belng assessed (s 2.55 km
AADT on this road section s 1912 vod

The existing speed limit is 70 km/h,

Adjacent Speed Zones

Approach 1: 60 kmvh - Johnson Roac / Lucas Street
Intersection

Approach 2: 70 kmvh - Alien Read / Lucas Strest
Intersection

Stage 1: Road function

This section of Lucas Streat being assessead Is located in a urban area.
The road type s: Trunk Collector Reads and Collector Roads,

The Typical Speed Limit is: 60 kinfi.

The Existing Speed Limt does not equal the Typical Speed Limit

Stage 2: Prevailing Traffic speed

Sample dats on 21032 vehicles was analysed using *'

The upper limit of 15 km/h oace is G4

The mean speed is 57 ki

The 85th percentlle speed is 66 km/h

Hence, the prevailing traffic speed dala does not correlale with the existnig Speed Limit

Stage 3: QLIMITS

Ihe suggested speed limit based on the speed environment analysis was
60 km/h zfter allowing for site spacific issues.

Additional issues considered:

* A lower speed Imit may be approprate due o the presence of gpecial readside activitiss
‘n the area. These include:
+ Schaols or school crossings
« Narrow trafiic lane vadth

Nota: A Road safety audit has NOT been conducied to assess roadside ectivities or
hazards

Page (54)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

« Speed environmeni was assassed (Stage 3 was completed).Answers to the Speed
Environment questions were as follows:
« Has a compranensive road safety audit been completed? NO
« Did the road safety audil highlight deficiancies that have not been corrected? NO
= Was the road safely audit conductad more than 3 years ago? NO
< Is there a concerm for padestrian or cyclist safety along the road segment? NO
¢ Are there high risk infersections i the road segment? NO

Frequency of Roadside Accesses

Type of access Number

A |Residencas, small commercial establishments, emall public buildings and other unite |49
which generate light and/or cecasional activity. {The weighting for this type of access
is1).

B |Average commercial establishmenl, local schools, caravan parks, light Industries, 2
public buikdings and urits generating activity which is either

1. Continucus light.
2. Moderate at certam times, such as commuting hours.
3. Substantial at infrequent intervals,

({The weightng for this type of access is 2).

C |Heavy Industry, schools, shopping cantres and other units genarating continuous 0
moderata activity or substantial activity at certain regular times, (The weighting for
this type of access is 3).

D |Large shopping centres and other units generating substantial and continuous 0
aclivity, Soma farge [ndustries which are tourist attracticns or for some clher reason
garerale substantial traffic volumes would be inciuded in {his activity. (The weighling
for 1his type of accass is 4).

E |Unsignalised intersecting roads of substantially lesser importance than the road being |8
assassed, or intersecting roads where side traffic and turning movements have little
effect on the traffic flow pattem of the road baing considerad. (Tha weighting for this
type of access is 1),

F |Unsignalised intersecting roads of lasser importance than the road being assessed (0
but where the side road traffic and tuming moyements ara such that the intersecton
has appreciebla effect on the traffic flow pattern of the read being consikdered, (The
weighting for this type of access is 2}

G| Unzignalised intersecting roads of comparable or greater significance than the oad 10
being assessed, Intersections which have pronourcad effect on the traffic flow
paitern of tha road being consldered. (The weighting for this type of accass is 3}.

H |Roundabouts and signalised intarsacting reads. (The welghting for this type of access |0
Is 3).

Average number of accesses per 100 m|2.39

Road Cross Section |
The road is Undivided

Number of Lanes
The total number of traffic lanes on Ihis section of road is 2
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Function of Road
The road s primarily used for Traffic movement (freeway/arterialisub arterial/trunk

collector)

Restrictions of Access
There are no restrictions.

Special Roadside Activities
A lower speed limit may be appropriate due to the presence of special roadside activities in the
area, Thase include;

+ Schools or school crossings

« Narrow traffic lane width

Note: A Road safety audit has NOT been conducted to assess roadside activities or hazards

Number of crashes in the past § years:

Description No. of crashes
Head-an

Rear-erd

Lane change

Parallel lanes, turning

U-turn

Enlering roadway

Cvertaking, same direction

Hit parkad vehicle

Hit railway train

Pedestrian

Permanent obsiruction on camiageway
Hit animal

Off carriageway, on slraight

Off carriageway, on straight, hit object
Qut of conirel, on sireight

Off carriageway on curve

Of carriageway, on curve, hit object
Out of conirel, on curve 0
The average ennuel equivalent crash risk is 17.00 (10%)

S = = =S EEEEEEEEEE

Crash Rate
The crash rate Is 618 (10" ERUs per 10° VKT)

Stage 4! Speed correlation check & recommendations

The speed lim't based on road function is 60 km/h.

The speed limit suggesied by curment speed data is 80 km/h.
The speed hmit suggested by the speed environment (QLIMITS) is 60 km/h.

Recommendations and authorisation

THE RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMIT IS 60 km/h
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FORM F3 CHECKLIST FOR REVIEW OF EXISTING SPEED LIMIT

Not raquired #or setting spead Imits on mads i1 rural reeidential araas. See MUTCD Part 4 Section 3.4

LOCATION IDENTIFICATION
O wmrp
E rLca

Road Owrer:

LA NIMNDOF: o..ii cirviorsirsinrsisansersussir issieasvasdessvives i diess
TowniCity: Gracemere

Road Name; ,, Lucas Stest
ROBD NUMBEROIB5IC errressriomessssssesmsesansios

Road Segment:

District NUMDBOK: ...ttt ian e

LGA Name: ..., Rockhamplon Regional Councll

SUDUMD: vvvs e STCEMEIE | erassssssssssciens

Road SasTon: i ittt Ly

Location
or Reference Point

GPS Coordinaies
(Cecimal degrees)

Latitude Longitude

Chainage
or Distance

Start
End

Lucas St/ Jonhsan Road Intersection |
Lucas St/ Allen Road Intersection

150.449 23457
150,474 -23461

Exisling Speed LI 0, cionsionnivisivimiossnni

A D S s s

REVIEWING OFFICER

Neme:............

Employer: Rockhamplon Regicnal Council

.....................................................................

Stustt Harvey e

..............................................................................

Ao i RN 1900, ROCRRMPNON, WD ATV e i R S

P HONE NOs  i  Y  r B E  SS D S  S E Es

Have you unceriaken aporegriate training in the application of Part 47

Notes!

1. The numbering convantion used for the Checklist coincidas with Inat used 'n MUTCD Pant 4 Figure F1.
2. References 1o Fgures and Tatles are 1o 1hose n Part £ of the Manual of Urdorm Traftic Control Devices.

3. Mark following sslections wih & tick,
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEW

1. The need lo review the speed limit on this
road has occurrec due to:

0 General Limit no longer applicable
[E Altered 2peed environment

O Evidence of speed limitivehicle speed
discrepancies

[0 Need to adjust speed zone lengths
[E community request
O Other (8PEGIfY) .....cvsssenssremnseemsrsaeenanes

Stage 1 — Road Function Analysls

2. Road Function

If the road is in a rural environment, go to
Stap 3.

For a road ir an urban environment, the
furction of the road has been identified as:

Accass { Local street

Collector street

Trunk colleclor road

Sub-arterial road

Arterial road

Caontrolled access arterial road, Freeway

Ooooo®aOo

If rural, go to Step 3
3, From Tabtls B1 {Urban) or B2 (Rural), the
typical speed limit i§:.89...........cosnvenne KMUR
4. The existing speed limit equals the typical
speed imik?
[ Yes-gotoStep6
= No-gotoSteps

§. ls il proposed to alter the road function ta
align the typical speed limit with the existing
speed Fmit speed?

[0 Yes-gotoStep 18
[ No-gotoSteps

FORM F3: Checklist for review of existing speed it

Stage 2 — Prevailing Vehicle Speed Analysis
6. Pravailing Vehicle Speed Dala
{a) Collected using:

O Manual matheds

[E Automatic device (specify type)... ...
METRGCOUNT TUBE COUNTER ... ......

O Other {SPECHY) wvvsrvisesiorsissmmsssssssrsnsens
METROCOUNT REPORT. ... oevsereisrmssrenns

(b) Collected accarding lo guidelines:
Specified in Appendix G

I Other [SPECify) wuuviersasiosimssinisssmesssssnes
METROCOUNT REPORT ...,

(c) Analysed using:
O EsdseMan varsion 3.0
O Manual methads

[B] Other {SpECify) ....ovvievieriiiiiierisiosi s
METROCOQUNT REPORT

(d; Results from analysis:
No. of vehicles in sample. 21032

Upper limit of 15 kevh pace. 84 ... km/h
% vehicles in the 15 km/h pace: $2......... %
85th %ile speed: 86.........ceocvereiecei. kmMVh
Mean speed: 57

7. Speed data correlaies with exsting speed
lImit? {(see Table C1)

O Yes-gotoStep 11
[E No-gotoStep7a
7a. From Table C2,

Go to Step 8.

Stage 3 - Speed Environment Analysis
& QLIMITS
(a) Fleld Data Form F1 (Appendix D):

OO completed

[ Copy attachec
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{b) Anslysis Report Form F2 (Appendix D):
O completed
[ Copy attached
{c) QLIMITS recommended speed limit
B S S e
(d) QLIMITS flagged considerations?
O No
[E ves {sea Report Form F2 (Appendix D))

Stage 4 ~ Correlation Check
8. Correlation check
(a) Qutputs from each stage are:

Stage 1
Typical speed Imit.B...........ccocccocveeee. km/h

Stage 2
From Table C2

Suggested spesd mit 80 kmvh
Stage 3

(b) Is there a correlation betwaean two of the
thrae oulpuls from Stages 1, 2 and 3 abova?

B ves 8.iiiiiinns kmvh - go to Step 11
O Ne-goto Step 10

10. Have all dats, QLIMITS mput/output and
road function been chacked?

O No-gotoStep 2
0 Yes-gotoSwep24

Other Criteria
11. (Frem Steps 7 and )
(3} The calculated casualty crash rate is:

B s * 10" ERUs per 10° VKT
{b) Tha typicsl casualty crash rates are:

Average: T€5 ..., * 10" ERUs per 10° VKT

Critical; ..539.......... *10* ERUs per 10° VKT

(c} The casualty crash rata / potential risk factor
is comparatively:
B Low (=< Averags)
O Medium (Batween average and critical)
O High (>= Critical)

FORM F3; Checkist for review of gxisting speed limit

(d) s casualty crash rate / potential risk Tactor
high?

O Yes-gotoStep i2

& No - Figure F1 leads to:
0O step 19

0 step13

12. Crash investigation / road safety review or
audit conducted by:

Name:............
I e e e e

FilefReport NO: ..icivverisiiscsssssar messsssssssserssns
Go fo Step 15

13. Has the review process suggesled an
Increase in the speed limit?

O Yes-gotoStep 14
= No-getoStep 23

14. Has a safely review (or road safely audit)
iantified any risk factors?

O Yes-goto Step 16
0 Nao-goto Step 23

15. Has a crash investigation or safety review
idantified causal or risk factors?

OO Yes-gotecStep 16
[0 No-gotoStep 22
16. Is treatment feasible?
O Yes-gotoStep17
[0 No - go to Step 21
17. (From Step 16)
Proposed traatments / works have baen
listed for the financial year: .......cwiimimmmnin
Go to Step 20
18. {(From Step 5)
See Figure F1, Note 18
CGo to Swep 17
19. (From Step 11 via Step 7)
Retain existing limit - go to Step 25

20. Consider whather an interim alteration to the
spaad lmit is necassary.

Go to Step 25
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21. (From Step 16)
Subject to Figure F1 (Note 21), itis
considered appropnsats to:
O Increase
O Decrease
the existing speed limit DY ...ovreecrranne km/h
Go io Step 25

22. (From Step 15)

Retain existing speed Imit with enhancec
enforcement,

Go fo Step 25

23. (From Step 13 or 14}
Adopt speed limit noted at 2(h}.
Go lo Step 25

24. (From Step 10)

I'ne review of speed limits according to the
process described in Figure F1 has failed to
determine an approprigte speed limil. Action
takan s as follows:

{a) [0 The Checklist, together with all relevant
cata and Information, has been referred
lo the rasponsibie officer for
consideration.

Referred to: ....... DA TSR
2} SRR oy £y PP PP SRR SERT et gt (O S
R P IR ) IO i om0

D S s i

The responsible officer now has responsibility
for providing recommendations at Stap 25,

(b) O Input to the review requested from the

Traffic Acvisory Committee {TAC)
Committee mesting of .._./....J..... offered
the following information:

..................................

andlor advised a preferrec speed limit of:
.. kmh

FORNM F3: Checkist [0 review of axisting spaed Emit

{c) Has information provided by tha committee
assisted in determining an appropriate limit?

B Vo8 - R8s asrs kmvh
Go lo Step 25

0 No - (a) | concur the following spsed
limit for the seclion of road under

consideration .........c.oceieirniiiiinn kmrh
Caoncurred by (TAC Chair): oo
DR i b i s A R T R s

25. Recommendation by Enginaer

Following the compietion of this checklist,
which documents the process for the revies
of spead lmits according to Figure F1 ¢f
Part 4 of the MUTCD, | submit the faFowing:

PORIIONCS . xir 1 vty s avsurepsssmrrsottistroai b sspbindy
RPEQ N it iiimmbreitiasierhs vvesads

Authorisation for Deliberation
[ The recommended spead limit Is approved
for daliberation in the SMC.

[0 The recommended speed limit is not
approved for deliberation by the SMC for the
following ressons:

O The atternative speed limit to be discussed
or ret@inead I8! .o ecannnnrnn KMVR

Reasons for the elternative speed limil are:

......................................................................
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Authorised by ...... YA ROV TFS
{Responsible officer/Regionai Director)
Date: ......

Endorsement by Speed Management
Committes (SMC)

[E The racommendead spaed limit has been
andorsed by the SMC.

[ The recommended speed limit has not been
endarsad by the SMC and will now be sant
back to the responsible officer for referral to
the Speed Limit Review Panel (SLRP).

Recommendation by Speed Limit Review
Panel (SLRP)

Fellowing the deliberation by the SLRP, the
chairperson will forward its recommendation to
{he responsible officer for consideration:

(Chairperson SLRP)
RPEQ No:....
B R A TRt S SO Ot PR e G Ao TS

Authorisation for Installation

& The recommended speed limit is autherised
for installation according to the provisions of
MUTCD Part 1, Appandix C.

[0 The recommended spsed limit is not
authorised for tha foliowing reasons:

FCRIM F3; Crectist for reiay of axisting spaad limit

O Tne alternative spead limit to be irstalied or

Reasons for the altemative speed himit are:

Authorised By: o
By st G G IO SR AT TR Ve

DB i e ars s e 3

O Form M384 or equivalent local government
Form completed by authorising officer and
copy filed with this Chacklist.

{Failure to complete this tas« could

compromise the legality of the Speed Limit.)
26. Review / Evaluation

Will the existing speed limit be alterec?

[0 Yes - program assessment to ocour 1-4
weeks after installation.

[0 No - program for review in & years or
sooner if required.

Where Steps 21, 22 or 23 have Indicated
that enhanced enforcement is required,
complele the following:

Enhanced enfocrcement of this site by QPS
has been requestec by reporting the
outcome for this spaed limit raview to!

[ Local TAC (Traffic Advisory Committas)

O Regional Speed Management Advisary
Committee

0 Regionsl QPS Traffic Co-ordinator

REPOMBA DY: 1occiirriemsnncanssrasiasansuesss nsrsnasnessans
PO s L N B S
Date:

O written advice
[0 Other (8pecify) ........coenrreereisirseeeieeens
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

Cherryfield Road Speed Limit Review

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 6
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FORM F1 QLIMITS FIELD DATA FORM

ltmmisfonnrwmalalsm date, momummalilvsthomos!cumntvudon Soemmmmggm

LOCAL GOVERNMENT/DISTRICT Rockhampton Reglonal Council ROAD: Cheryfield Road
LOCATION: Gracemere

RECORDER: Siuart Harvey DATE: 14/05114

Tick (v') the appropriate box lo respond

1. LOCATION OF ROAD
The area in which this road section is located is generally:

(i) Urban; Fully bullt-up area with consolidated rasidential, commercial and O
industrial land uses,

{ii) Urban Fringe: Less developed area typically containing low-densily residential, 7]
small scale farming, future urban and other ‘developing’ land uses

(iii)} Rural Settlement: Small settlements or townships located in rural areas which are O
typically located on through roads, and where all or most land
development is concentrated on, or has direct access o, thase
through roads.

(iv) Rural; Areas that are rural in nature, with large property or farm holdings. O
The only residential properties in these areas will be scattered
homesteads and farmhouses.

2. LENGTH OF ROAD

The length of road section is 0.85 km

3. UPPER LIMIT OF THE 16 km/h PACE

The upper limit of the 15km/h pace of free vehicles on this road section is 72 km/h

4. DEVELOPMENT (for divided roads only)

The development on both skdes of the road is: balanced 7]

unbalanced O

5. FREQUENCY OF ROADSIDE ACCESSES (for both sides of the road combined)
Nowe: (i) Abutling development an service ruads I8 not consiiaras and Menefore only the points of access Lo the through
trafiz Banes are counted,
(i) Crossroads are counted once each sice of the road.
Abutting properties

(a) Residences, small commercial establishments, small public buildings and other units which
generate light andior occasional activity.

Number of this type: Side 1= 1 Side 2 = 16

(b) Average commercial establishments, local schools, caravan parks, light industries, public buildings
and other units generating activity that is:

(i} continuous light
(i)  moderate at certain regular times, such as commuling hours
(i) substantial at infrequent intarvals
Number of this type: Side 1= 0 Side2=0
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{c) Heavy industry, schoals, shopping cantres and other units generating
() conlinuous moderata activity or
(i) substantial activity at certain regular times.
Number of this type: Side 1 =0 Side 2= 0

{d) Large shopping centres and other units generating substantial and continuous activity, Some farge
industries that are tourist attractions or for some other reason genarate substantial traffic volumes
would be included in this activily.

Number of this type: Side 1 = © Side2=10
Intersections

{a) Intersecting roads of substantially lesser Imporiance than the road being studied, or Intersecting
roads where side road traffic and turning movements have little effect on the traffic flow pattern of
the road being studied.

Number of this type: Side 1 = ! Side2=4 o

{b) Intersecting roads of lesser importance than the road being studied but where side road traffic and
wrning movements are such that the intersection has appreciable effect on the traffic flow pattern
of the road being studied,

Number of this type: Side 1= 0 Side2=1
(c) Signalised intersections, roundabouts and intersections with roads comparable to or of greater

significance than the road being studied. Intersections which have a pronounced effect on the
traffic flow pattern of the road being studied.

Number of this type: Side 1= 0 Sidez=0

Nole, (i) Abutbng deveopment on service roeds is nol considered and therefore only the points of access %o the through
traffic lanes are counted,
{ll) Cressmads are counted once oach side of the road

6. DIVIDED OR UNDIVIDED

Tha section of road being studied is: undivided A
divided O

Note. (1) Doubile besrier ines do not constdule » medan,

() A painted median 5 sulicent © conslitlute 3 divided road If it extends foe the Il lengih of the section wider
consderation (excepling median breaks for turns, £4c).

7. RESTRICTION OF ACCESS

The major part of this road has restriction of direct vehicular access on: neither side O
one side
both sides D

Nete: [)) This resiriction may include service roads, rivar or radaay line alongsice the road ¢r o large fenced-off arca .9, golf

courss, airport.
8. SETBACK
The setback of the through traffic lanes to the property boundary line is: less than 4 metres I=}
4-10 metres |

more than 10 metres O

Nole: (i) Wdevelopmant is salanced, the lower satback value should ba uses
(i) M development ik unbaanced, e setback valus %or (he more developed side shauid be uses

9. MEDIAN
The central median has a width of 0 metres

FORM F1: QUMITS Field Data Form 2
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10. PROTECTION OF TURNING/CROSSING VEHICLES

The median protects turning vehicies: fully 0O
only partially or not at all

11. NUMBER OF LANES

The total number of traffic lanes is 2 lanes

Nate. (1) mciude thigugh Enes m both dinections,

(1) do not include seswce rouds or exclusive carking lanes
(i) I tanes ore nol clearly murked, count the number of lanas normally used by dovers curing busy tratlic pericds

12. FUNCTION OF ROAD

The main reason that vehicles use this section of road is;  traffic movement O
access to abuiling properties

13. ADJACENT ROAD SECTIONS

The speed limits on the adjoining road sections are: &0 km/h B0 km/h

14. FREEWAY

Is this road a motorway, freeway or expressway? NO @ YES O

15. LOW SPEED AREA

Is this road a low speed area? NO
YES (LATM area) O
YES (shared-use zone) O

16. OTHER FACTORS

Is the road predominanily winding or hilly? NO YES 0

Is the road unusually congested? NO YES O

17. SPECIAL ROADSIDE ACTIVITIES

Are there any schools along this road ssction? NO YES O

18. CASUALTY CRASH RATES

Compared to other simiiar road sections the casualty

crash rate is: avarage or lower than average [
a little higher than average O

significantly higher than average O
Note: Cara should be axercisad whan using histerical crash rafe gata, Only use reievant cala perlaming o crashes that have

ccourad whilst the road Ie in s current siate. € g. if an intersection has boon signaksed or a road recently reconstructed, ondy
use crash data fram the pariod following thesa changes.

19. TRAFFIC SIGNALS/ROUNDABOUTS
Are there any Iraffic signals or roundabouts along this road section? NO YES 0O

FORM F1. QUIMITS Field Data Form 3
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Detail Report Page | of 3

Speed Limit Review - Queensland (SLR-QLD)
Detailed Assessment Report

Background Information Recommended Speed Limit:
Analysed By, Stuart Harvey.

User Reference: Cherryfiekd Road, Rev. 1
Road Name: Cherryfield Road.

Road Location: Johnson Road to Glover Stree!
Suburb: Gracemere.

GPS Start Point - 150.449, -23 458,

GPS Finish Point: 150.453, -23 465,

TMR Road Number

Local Government: 258, Rockhampton Regional Council
Main Roads District: 6, Central

The need to review the speed limit on this road has
occurred due o altered speed environment,

The length of the road section being assessed is 0.85 km
AADT on this road seclion is 843 vpd

The axisting speed limit is 80 kmn/h.

Adjacent Speed Zones
Approach 1: 80 kmvh - Johnson Road
Approach 2: 80 krvh - Cherryfield Road

Stage 1: Road function

This saction of Cherryfield Road being assessed is located in a urban fringe area,
The road type is: Trunk Collector Roads and Collector Roads.

The Typical Speed Limit is: 60 km/h.

The Existing Speed Limil does not equal the Typical Speed Limit

Stage 2: Prevailing Traffic speed

Sample dala on 9258 vehicles was analysed using '

The upper limit of 15 kmv/h pace is 72

The mean speed Is 63 km/h

The 85th percentile speed is 76 km/h

Hence, the prevailing traffic speed data does not correlate with the existing Speed Limit

Stage 3: QLIMITS

The suggested speed limit based on the speed environment analysis was
60 km/h after allowing for site specific issues.

Additional issues considered:

+ The upper limit of pace speed of 72 km/h is significantly higher than the recommended
speead limit of 80 km/h. This represents a significant difference between the current
behaviour of drivers and the recommanded limit. Further Investigation should be
undertaken.

+ Speed environmant was assessed (Stage 3 was completed) Answers to the Speed
Environmant quastions were as follows:
= Has a comprehensive road safety audit been completed? NO
« Did the road safety audit highlight deficiencies that have not been corrected? NO
+ Was the road safety audit conducted more than 3 years ago? NO

http:/iwww.glimits.comaw/member/Individual Detail Report.aspx %id=3736 14/05/2014
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Detail Report

Page 2 of 3

« |Is there a concarn for padestrian or cyclist safety along the road segmeni? NO
« Are there high risk intersections in the road segment? NO

Frequency of Roadside Accesses

Type of access

Number

A |Residences, small commercial establishments, small public buildings anc other units |17
which generate ight andior occasional activity, {The weighting for this type of access
18 1)

B | Average commercial establishment, local schools, caravan parks, hght ndustries, 0
public buildings and units generating activity which is either

2 Moderate at certain times, such a8 commuting hours
3. Substantial at infrequent intervais

(The weighting for this type of access is 2)

1. Continuous light

C |Heavy industry, schools, shopping centres and other units generating conlinuous 0
moderate activity or substantial activity at cerain regular times. (The weighting for
this type of access is 3).

D |Large shopping centres and other units generating substantial and continuous 0
aclivity Some large industries which are lourist attractions or for some other reason
generale substantal traffic volumes would be inciuded in this activity. (The weighting
for this type of access is 4)

E |Unsignalisad intersecting roads of substantially lesser importance than the road being |5
assessed, or intersecting roads where side traffic and turning movements have litlle
effect on the traffic flow pattemn of the road being considered (The weighting for this
type of access is 1),

F |Unsignalised intersacting roads of lesser importance than the road being assessed 1
but where the side read traffic and tuming movemenis are such that the intersection
has appreciable effact an the traffic flow pattern of the road being considered. (The
wesghting for this type of access is 2),

G | Unsignalised intersacting roads of comparable or greater significance than the road |0
being assessed Intersections which have pronounced effect on the {raffic flow
pattern of the road being considered. {The weighting for this type of access is 3).

H | Roundabouts and signalised intersecting roads (The weighting for this type of access |0
is 3)

Average number of accesses per 100 m|2.82

Road Cross Section
The road is Undivided

Function of Road
The road is primarily used for Access to abutting properties (Traffic carrying)

Low Speed Area
There is no reason why this should be a low speed area.

Stage 4: Speed correlation check & recommendations

The speed limit basad on road function Is 60 km/h.

http:/iwww glimits.com.au/member/Individual Detail Report.aspxid=3736

14/0572014
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Detail Report

The speed limit suggested by current speed data is 70 km/h.

The speed limit suggested by the speed environment (QLIMITS) is 60 km/h,

Recommendations and authorisation

THE RECOMMENDED SPEED LIMIT IS 60 km/h

hitp//www.glimits.com.aw/member/Individual DetailReport.aspx ?id=3736

Page 3 of 3

14/05/2014
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FORM F3 CHECKLIST FOR REVIEW OF EXISTING SPEED LIMIT

Not requrad for setting speed Imits on roads m rura resdential areas. See MUTCD Part 4 Secuon 3.4,

LOCATION IDENTIFICATION
Road Owner: O wmrD District Numbar; 8 Cantral
B ea

LGA Name:....Reckhampton Regionsl Counch .......

......................................................... rrveen

Road NUmMber: 000308 et

Road Segment:
Location Chainage GPS Coordinates
or Reference Point or Distance (decimal degrees)
Latitude Longitude
Start Johnson Road Intersection 150.449 -23.458
End |  Glover St Intersection 150,453 -23.465

Existing Speed Limit: 8. ... kmh

REVIEWING OFFICER

Name:..............owatHarvey .

Employer: Rockhampton Regional Councll

Address:......... D0 BOX 1880, o nam O Oy, A0 st b s b

PHONE MO T R s s

Date of Reviaw: 000 i i i

Have you undertaken approprials training in the application of Part 47 Yes No O

Notes:
1 Tne numbering convertion used for tha Checklist concides wih thal usad in MUTCD Part 4 Figwe F1.
2 References w0 Figuwres and Tables aro to those in Part 4 of the Manwa| of Uriform Traflic Control Devices.
3 Mark following selactions with a lick
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SPEED LIMIT REVIEW

1. The nead to review the speed limit on this
road has occurred due to:
O General Limit no longer applicable
[E Attered speed environment

[0 Evidence of speed limitivehicle speed
discrepancies

O Need to adjust speed zone lengths
[E community request

O Other (SPECIfY) ..vvveeresevsecsrssrssssssnsnes

Stage 1 - Road Function Analysis

2. Road Function

If the road ks in a rural environment, go to
Step 3.

For a road in an urban environment, the
function of the road has been identified as:

Access / Local straet

Collector street

Trunk collector road

Sub-arterial road

Arterial road

Controlled access arerial road, Freeway

Oooo0oo0omE

If rural, go to Step 3
3. From Table B1 (Urban) or B2 (Rural), the
typical speed limit is:80..................... kmvh
4. The existing speed limit equals the typical
speed limit?
O Yes-gotoStep6
E No-gotoStep5

5. Is it proposed to alter the road function o
align the typical speed limit with the existing
speed limit speed?

O ves -goto Step 18
Na - go to Step 6

FORM F2: Cneckliat for review of axistng speed limit

Stage 2 - Prevailing Vehicle Speed Analysis
6. Prevailing Vehide Speed Data
{a) Collscted using:

O Manual methods

[ Automatic device (specify type)...........

[0 Other (SPaGify) .....oocoevieverssiissivessssarons
METROCOUNT REPCRT SOFTWARE

(b) Collected according to guidelines:
® Specified in Appendix G

[0 Other (SPECHY) .vvevveercesmiiiassmmisenserns
METROCOUNT REPORT SOF TWARE

(c) Analysed using:
O EsdeeMan version 3.0
O Manual metheds

[B] Other (SPEGifY) ...ovvvvvvvcceeriireensiineons
METRCCOUNT REPORT SOFTWARE

(d) Results from analysis:
No. of vehicles in sampie 8238...........occovvveeee

Upper limit of 15 km/ pace: .72........... km/h
% vehicles In the 15 kmv/h paca: 47.25......... %
85th ile speed: 755 ... kmih
Mean speed: B3 ..t

7. Spesd data correlales with existing speed
limit? (see Table C1)

O Yes-gotoStep 11
[ No-goto Step 7a
Ta. From Table C2.
Suggested speed limit is:70................ kmh

Go to Step 8.

Stage 3 - Speed Environment Analysis
8 QLIMITS
{a) Field Dats Form F1 (Appendix D):

O Completed

Copy attached
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(b) Analysis Report Form F2 (Appendix D)
O completed
B Copy sttached

(c) QLIMITS recommended speed limit

(d) QLIMITS flagged considerations?
O no
[ Yes {see Report Form F2 (Appandix D))

Stage 4 - Correlation Check

9. Correlation check

{a) Outputs from each stage are:
Stage 1

Stage 2
From Table C2

Suggested speed limit 70............ kmih
Stage 3

(b) Is there a correlation between two of the
three outputs from Stages 1, 2 and 3 above?

E Yes 80..... km/h - go to Step 11
O No - goto Step 10

10. Have ali data, QUIMITS input/output and
road functicn been checked?

O No-gotoStep2
O Yes- goto Step 24

Other Criteria

11. (From Steps 7 and 9)

(a) The calkculated casualty crash rate is:
Qe * 10* ERUs per 10° VKT

(b) The typical casualty crash rates are:
Average: 1#585  *10* ERUs per 10° VKT
Criticalk: ..2234.7_____ * 10" ERUs per 10" VKT

{c) The casualty crash rate / potential risk factor
is comparativaly:

E Low (=< Averags)
O Medium (Between average and critical)
O High (>= Critical)

FORM F3: Checklist for review of axisting speed lmit

(d) Is casualty crash rata / potential risk factor
high?

O Yes-gotoStep 12

& No - Figure F1 leads to;
O Step 19

B Step 13

12. Crash investigation / road safety raview or
audit conductled by:

Name:....... B P P R R

FRAIRBPNIE N ooy syrssemrsraes
Go to Step 15

13, Has the review pracess suggested an
incraase in the spesd limit?

O Yes-goto Step 14
[ No-go to Step 23

14, Has a safety review (or road safety audit)
identified any risk factors?

O Yes-goto Step 16
O No-goto Step 23
15. Has a crash investigation or safety review
idantified causal or risk factors?
O Yes-gotoStep 16
O No-goto Step 22
16. Is treatment feasible?
O Yes-goto Step 17
O No-goto Step 21
17. (From Step 16)
Proposed treatments / works have been
fisted for the financial year ...
Go to Step 20
18. (From Step 5)
See Figure F1, Note 18
Go to Step 17
19. (From Step 11 via Step 7)
Retain existing limit - go to Step 25

20, Consider whether an interim alteration to the
speed limit is necessary,

Go to Step 25
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21,

22.

23.

24,

{From Step 16)

Subject to Figure F1 (Note 21), it is
considered appropnate to:

O increass

O Decresse

the existing speed imit by ........ovvmninnne
Go to Step 25

{From Step 15)

Retain existing speed limit with enhanced
enforcement.

Go to Step 25

(From Step 13 or 14)

Adopt speed limit noted at 9(b).
Go to Step 25

(From Step 10)

The review of speed limits according to the
process described in Figure F1 has failed to
determine an appropriate speed limit. Action
taken is as follows:

km/h

(&) O The Checkiist, together with all relevant

data and information, has been referred
to the responsible officer for
consideration.

PTG B ircosiomssssmmsssmsasismpossonpsiony
RPEQUNG! oot itissecrnmasiidiiss
Bate.........,...

The responsible officer now has responsibility
for providing recommendations al Step 25,

{0y O Input to the review requested from the

Traffic Advisory Committee {TAC)

Committee meeting of ...../..../..... offered

the following information:

and/or advised a praferrad speed limit of.
.. kmih

FORM F3. Checkhss lor revew of existng speed limi

{c) Has information provided by the committee

25.

assisted in determining an approprate limit?
EX Yos<aco sotmsacie km/h
Go to Step 25

O No - (a) | concur the following speed
limit for the section of road under
SO S I e ey km'h

Concurrad by (TAC Chair). ......ccoovvvieciverininn,

Recommendation by Engineer

Following the completion of this checklist,
which documents the process for the review
of speed limits according to Figure F1 of
Part 4 of the MUTCD, | submit the following:

Recommended Speed Limit: 89............km/h

Recommended by

INNOINES o it a ok KA Fo KR ANy s

RPEQ NO:..cocerriiernnoris

DI A R R A B
Authorisation for Deliberation

O

O

O

The recommended speed limit is approved
for deliberation in the SMC.

The racommeanded speed limit is not
approved for deliberation by the SMC for the
following reasons:

The atternative speed limit to be discussed
OFTOIRINO0- I8 s s cocriciampivovammsoncimnsssss km/h

Reasons for the alternative speed limil ara:
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AUthOTISEA BY: ..o
(Respansible officar/Regional Director)

Endorsement by Speed Management
Committee (SMC)

O The recommended speed limit has been
endorsed by the SMC.

[ The recommended speed limit has not bean
endorsed by the SMC and will now be sent
Dack to the responsible officer for referral to
the Speed Limit Review Panel (SLRP).

Recommendation by Speed Limit Review
Panel (SLRP)

Following the deliberation by the SLRP, the
chairperson will forward its recommendation to
the responsible officer for consideration:

Recommended speed limit: ........................ km/h
Recommended by:

(Chairperson SLRP)

Position:........c.csmmeensnen

R B N i corrrebsessompoamsessnm NSO T4

A R b s e R
Authorisation for Installation

[0 The recommendead speed limit is authorised
for Installation according to the provigions of
MUTCD Part 1, Appendix C.

O The recommended speed limit is not
authorised for the following reasons:

.....................................................................

FORM F3 Chechist for review of exstng speed limit

[ The alternative speed limit to be instalied or
retained I8 ......cccverreanrrssrarsisrrrrsnassessrass KD

Reasons for the alternative speed limit are;

.....................................................................

(Responsible officer/Regional Director)

O Form M994 ar equivalent local government
Form completed by authorising officer and
copy filed with this Checklist.

(Failure to complete this task could
compromise the legality of the Speed Limit.)

26. Review / Evaluation
Will the existing speed limit be altered?

[ Yes - program assessment to occur 1-4
weeks after installation,

O No - program for review in 5 years or
sooner if required.

Whera Steps 21, 22 or 23 have indicated
that enhanced enforcement Is required,
complate the following:

Enhanced enforcement of this site by QPS
has been requasted by raporting the
outcome for this speed limil review to:

O Local TAC (Traffic Advisory Committee)

O Regional Speed Management Advisory
Committee

O Regional QPS Traffic Co-ordinator
Reported by: ...

O written advic
[0 Other (SPECify) .....u.vriviieceiricrieeesacennne

Page (73)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

SPEED LIMIT REVIEWS -
LUCAS STREET AND CHERRYFIELD
ROAD

3E Committee Minutes 3 April 2014

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 7
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Minutes

Gavernment

Rockhampton Region 3E Commitiee meeting, Operational
April 2014

Date Thursday, 3 April 2014 Time [0:40am = 1 1:40

Place DTMR Office, 31 Knight Street, Ground Floor Conference Room

Chair Jeff Vin Nunen Minute taker  Kuth Ferguson

Attendees

DTMR  Jeff Van Nunen (JVN) Qs Ewan Findlater (EF)

DTMR  Colin Edmonston {CIE) LSC Deannu Robbie (DR

DTMR  Simon Ross (SPR) RRC Seuart Harvey (SH)

DITMR  Pam Thomas {(PT) RRC Corrie Clanssen (CC)

Safety 2 minutes

o Jeff went through the evacuation procedure and building amenities

Apologies 2 minutes
*  DTMR - Dave Grosse, Tracy Davis
e  QPS~RayPimm
*  RRC = Russell Collins, Ruwitn Weerakoon, Jonatlun Herron

e  LSC ~Phil McKone, Loraa Oliver

Approval of minutes from last meeting 2 minates

*  Approved via email

Outstanding actions from last meeting 3 nunates

Officer | Action

Deanne Robbie [ DR: Barmaryee Road, Yeppoon: a request s been received 10 move SOknvhr zone 200m so

(LSC) that the new Rail Teail is within the 60knvir zope, ACTTON: DR to xend an email 10
committee members to request endorsement this change Update: As this speed zone change
wis discossed at the last meeting, LSC has implemented this chunge Close out

Depmament of Transport and Main Rosds

Cilksers harveys\AopData Local M icros ot Wndows! Temporary Fiemet Fles Coment Outook 2GSCEDWX Mnunes 3-4-14.000
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Fodshampton Region 3E Comrmtona meeting- Mindes

Officer

Action

Jeff Van Nunen
(DTMR)

CIE: A person contacted CIE regarding Emmaus Collage, raising concerns regarding increase
in students next yvear and carrently truffic quesing up Yaamba Road. This has peeviously been
dizcussed. I the school does not implement staggered Tinish times, there is nothing else et
can be dope, ACTION: IVN 10 give i copy 10 CIE of previous correspondence Updite

0/ 14: JVN completed this action. Close out. CTE: The school has contacted CJE regarding
capacity of school next vear due to year 7 studeats stweting a2 the school. ACTION: CJE o
orgimise o follow-up meeting with the school

Agenda item 1 Speed Management 10 ninates
®  Aciion from 04/ 2/13: Fanding for “50 in My Street” Wheelie Bin stickers: ACTION: Request

hiave not ordered the suckers vet. CIE to discuss with LO to progress and handover to SH.
Update: SH has investigated where this is ar and RRC will parchase the stickers shontly and
204 of the purchase will 2o to Livingstone Shise for their distribution. RRC will be contacting
residents of the nominwted streets 1o see if they want to be involved. Close out

Agenda item 2 Speed Limir Reviews 5 minares
*  Svendsen Roud, Zilzie:

»

Background: RRC recommends changing cumvent 80km/h & 100 knly speed zones 10
80knvh from Seaspray vesidential development to Barvier Reef Drive. Druft Speed Limit
Review submitted = no ceashes identified, EF identified 5 crasiies betwesn 2008 und
now, speed wasn't o contributing factor in any of them. JVN: Advised to not puta lot of
emphisis on 857 percentile (existing speed) as the latest studies show that reducing
speed repardless does improve safety. The 100km is too shost and DTMR supporns
veducing the soeed 1o 80km. ACTION: LO 10 propress Update: Progress to next
meeting

*  Dairy Inn & Mt Chulmers Rouds, Cawarrul:

>

Backyground: Residents seeking reduction of speed limit from 80km/he 10 60Kkmviu.
Draft Speed Limit Review submitted. ACTION: LO to progress Update: Discussion on
recenr raffic crash on this road. Progress to next meeting

*  Park Street, Yeppoon:

>

Background: Proposal by RRC to reduce speed limit to 40kmvh from the intersection of
Tanby Road/Park Street 1o the intersection of Jwmex Street/Braithwaite Street,
Committee decision: supports this proposal. ACTION: LO will provide to the
committee members the QLimits details and proposed signage plan. Update: Progress
10 next meeting
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Fodshampton Region 3E Comrmtona meeting- Mindes

Gracemere Overpass Road:

> Background: Letter received from the Gracemere Indusiinl Committes requesting an
increase from 60kmhr 10 80kavhr. RRC Jeas put the data through QLimits and
recommepdation is 80kowhr. SH 10 investigate why it was designed o 60knvhr.
ACTION: If no issues come out of investigation into history of the covent speed zone,
SH will provide the new signage layout to committes members via email for
endorsement, Updute 304/14: SH provided a QLamits assessment wiich nominated o
speed of 8km/hr. Chardie Lloyd-Jones (former DTMR project manager) advised SH
thu this section hus been designed ut 70km/hr with a posted speed of 60km/ir due 10
use by Road Trainx. CIE advises this issue was ragsed o o recent community mesting,
Committee Decision: Due o the use of the road by road tains and the speed the road
was designed ut, the speed zone should remain at 60km/li. Close out ACTION: Joint
response by DTMR & RRC to be arrunged by CJE & SH

item3  Med Profile 5 minutes
Agenda

Ceatrul Region Road Sofety Week is now complete. Discussion on the police activity. EF
advised that QPS will hive 10 winit severil montls to see whiat the flow-on effects of the
opertion are. CJE advised that DTMR received positive media during this week. During the
Truckie Reviver events a susvey wis provided to drivess and CJE is working on palling this
informmtion together

*  Fatality Free Friday will be on the fast Friday in May 2004, CJE is planning to make this a
week long event.
Agenda itemd  Use of Webcrash for Blackspot Nomination 5 minues

o Buckground: DTMR Blackspot Nomumations rely on data outpuss from Weberash (previous §
years required) however, Webcrash las not been updated since December 2009, Can DTMR
provide guidance on the best way to proceed and provide advice on what crash datn will be
accepied? ACTION: This agenda item to remain and CIE will keep committes updated.

*  Road Safety Interactive Map (Mapping tool} is now in ose and CJE has held naining
waorkshops ACTION: For the next meeting, CIE und LO will develop a profile for cach
Council using the Roud Safery Tateractive Mapping wol. Update: Progress 10 next meeting

*  SH 1o give some information 10 DR how to use Webcrasih to get the information required.
ACTION: CJE to discuss with DTMR officer Jarmath Ford regarding upcoming tridning and
getting Council representatives to attend. Update: This training wis held and SH gave some
feedback on this. Close out

*  Discussion on using the Globe function in Google Earth. ACTION: CJE & JVN 10 wock out
Ttow DTMR staff can use this and then provide the opporunity to council staff to use

*  Discussion on ARRB triining ACTION: CJE to investigate

Agenda item 5  Active Signage (flashing lights) 5 minutes

-

Remove this action from the standard agenda
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FPodshampton Region 3E Oorrmtona meeting- Mintes

Agenda item 6  Intessection of East & Fuzroy Streets 15 minates

Buackground: EF advised complaimy received ve: lengthy waits for maffic in Bast St and
confusion ax 10 who kas right of way - pedestrians or vehicles.

Updaie 12/06/13: Meeting was held with DTMR and RRC representives, Quicomes: |,
change phasing of northern end of Bast Sireet 10 allow vehicles travedling straight through to
mall to begin travelling first 2. Remove right tum lane from northern end of East Street as well
3. DTMR design to look ar alignment of merge kines onto the bridge 4. Reduce northern end
of East Street 10 single lane from Archer Street to intersection

Update 12/06/13: RRC consultation with property occupunts has been completed, They
suggested that DTMR look ar clinging lanes out of the mall: ingide Lane only mrn vight and
outer kane through and beft tum. Discussion on this sugpested rearment identified issues, eg
throngh lane would not line up and current traffic signal armngement would not support this
weanment.

ACTION: LO to send to SPR a draft advice to councillors Updare 27/08/13: Will be done
nearer to the time of change

ACTION: JVN to brief DTMR Design unit on slignment of merge lanes onto the bridgs
Undare 6/3/14: DTMR Design Unit are now looking at the aligament of merge fines onto the
bridge

Updaie 6/3/14: TVN gave an updire, DTMR will wial the removal of the righs tum from East
Street (north) and then follow-up with altering the tffic light phasing 1o release the through
vehicles from East Street (noeth) a couple of seconds before the vehicles travelling from East
Street (south). DTMR will look at options for the <lip lane but no action will be tuken until
iffwhen RRC changes the lane arangements in East Street (north).

Update 3004 JVN is progress this, however, he believes that before we go ahead with this
there is a need for pablic consultation. ACTION: JVN o discuss with DTMR
Communications officer

Agenda ltem 7 Grammer Solool, Soath Rockhampron — traffic behaviours during 10 minutes

pickup times ot Quinry Street

Buackground: Discussion on traffic behaviours along Quirry Street. The cunent arrangement
on Archer Street does not woek, as the gate where the children wait does not line up with the
sturt of the car line quene. Updare 6/3/14: SH has received 4 complaints regarding the
intersection of Quarry Street and Archer Street. CIE has met with the Principal of Grammer
School, The real sssue s with cars queping down Archer Street 1o try and turm left into Quirry
Street and blocking vehicles travelling up Archer Street, ACTION: CJE w enail SH (efe
Russell Collins) to request vellow lines to be placed on Archer Street 10 stop vehicles parking
on the left liand side (Facing up Archer Street), Update: SH advised thar RRC will be stating
# Road Reconstruction project in this aven and e his ensured that this vellow line will be
incorpoeated as pact of this project. Close out
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Fodshampton Region 3E Comrmtona meeting- Mindes

Agenda item 8  Road Safety Statepy 2012.2022 10 minates

Impact of dearalgamation of Rockhampton Regional Council & Livingstone Regional
Council. Suggested that this document incorporates both Councils. Dedsdon: Agreemen
ACTION: LO 10 create a draft document to present to this Commirtee i the next meeting
Update: Progress to next meeting

Agenda item 9 Enw Park & Yeppoon A0knvhv signage 5 minures
o Emu Park signage plan
i Commirnee reviewed the proposed drawing. Committee Decision: Endorse this

signage plan Updare #/12/13: Will need be submitted to the new Coancil. Updute:
Propress to next meeting
Yeppoon signage plan

7 LO: CR 208466 Anzac Parade - 40knvh area signage plan Committee Decision:
Endorse the signage plan Committer recommendution: Awzac Parade near the shate
park down to Ross Creek be included in the 40kmvhir area Lipdave 4702/13: Will need
be submitted 1o the new Council. Update: Progress 10 pext meesing

Agenda item 10 Vaurions items for Swart/Ruwan to progress 5 minutes

Drop off to large culvert on Bajool-Port Alma Road: Backgrousd: RSA 3036 identified o
drop off to a lwge culvert on the omside of the horizonml approach curve on Bills Road which
ix concealed from rraffic. For RRC action. ACTION: SH 1o discuss with Jeff Canter of RRC
Update 3/04714: RRC rural west crew have delineated the sides of the culvert Close out

Stay pole obstruction on Bujool-Port Alom Road: Backpground: RSA 2036 identified a sty
pole obstruction on the outside of the hovizontal approach curve on Bills Road. For RRC
action. ACTION: SH 1o discuss with Jeff Carter of RRC Updste: The curve will be
delineated with guide posts Close out

Locality Signs at Stanwell Weighpad: Background: Unauthosised locality signs ar Stnwell
Weighpad installed by the RRC Communications Unit. These signs will be removed as part of
arevanp of the weighpad sipgnage. DTMR Design insists that these signs need 1o be removed
and disposed of. ACTION: SH 10 take buck o Michuel Prioe of RRC 1o investigate and to
provide feedback 1o DTMR Update: SH progressing. These locality signs have probably
already been removed s this agenda item has been Iere for o while, Close out

Agenda item 11 Generl Business 15 minazes

SH: Speed Limit Review of Locus Street between Jolmson Road amd Allen Road. QLimis
review recommends 60keviie and SH provided signage Eayour plans for this change.
Discussion about the spead on Bland Street, Gracemere as well, Committes Decision:
Committee endossed this speed clange from T0km/hir 1o 680km/ir ACTION: CJE & SH to
OTRUAISE i JOINT response 1o complainants
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Pocktampton Region 3E Commtona meeting- Mintes

* SH:FYT: Toonda Road is currently sealed, however both approaches are gravel rouds. RRC
received i request for the sealed section to be signed at S0kmvhe. SH reviewed RRC records
and found that council proposed thar this section of Toonda Road shoald be posted at 60kmihy
as a consequence of the Limeszone Operation. SH 10 raise works order 10 install 60knvlr
signage

® CJE: Received a request to review the location of the SOkavhr sign on the Gavial-Gracemere
Road near Conaghan Street due 1o i crest — move the sign it to the other side of the crest.

Committer Deasion: Leave the sign in its corrent location, ACTION: CIE 10 advise
complainant

e CJE: Has been in discossions with Karen Peut of IFTMR about the progress of the Bridpe
upgrade finding. Karen advised that a meeting with Federal officers regarding this funding
will be held tomomow and Karen will let CJE know of the outcomes.

*  CC:FYL QR will be working on the Glenmore Road crossing on 13 April 2014,

*  PT: complaint received regurding Schiool Zone in the St Ursula’s College, Yeppoon. DR
advised that LSC has already reviewed this site and there is sufficient signage at this location.
ACTION: CJE to advise the complainant

Date of next meeting 2 minutes

The next meeting will take place on Tharsday | May 2014 ar the DTMR North Rockhampron office. It
will be a1 Strategic focus mesting

©The Stafe of Qu sfand, Depay of Transport and Main Roads
The contenis of this document may nof have been appmsed and do no! nacessanly acowafely raflec the wews of the maeting
Cipanls or il he SN ABVon ov postan of the Degarimanl of Transooet and Man Roadks.

m&mmmmr i whole ar parst, lo ndinduats or enfitles fov purpeses otfer an nlemal departmantal
a Aoy tharsed disinbeton of ths document may be a treach of copyright andiar 2 cantravention of
memn?scmeotc«m
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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.

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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Which traffic activities are demonstrating a need
for LATM?

m Speeding vehicles
® Movements by semi-trailers or
smaller heavy vebicles

» Access by B-Double trucks or larger

® None, | did not see a need

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.

Posted % Vehicles .
H t
Road COUT“ Count Date Speed Exceeding 857% Speed
Location 10% of the (km/h)
(km/h) -
Speed limit
Opposite 63 7/05/14 — o
Foster St Foster St 13/06/14 60 29.2% 70.9
Opposite 53 21/05/14 — o
Douglas St Douglas St 13/06/14 60 26.1% 70.2
: Opposite 217 | 21/05/14 — o
Middle Rd Middle Rd 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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Comparison of Rural/Industrial Road Speed Data
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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 (ioa?g-gf\L;EL?ca;gg
Foster St OES§$:88?3 71/2/%/;/12 0.4%
ogas st | eS| e |
Middle Rd Oppostte 217 Sy 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 Lgé’;‘t?;n Count Date AADT % (\J/Oe'ﬁirgleersda'
Foster St O,Eg‘s’tse':esfg’ 71/??/%’;/‘5 104.3 29.70%
Douglas St %%%%Slgg gf’ leéc/’gé}f " 76.8 9.10%
Middle Rd Ol‘\’/lﬁ’gjliéegf 211:/%(/356/5% " 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 26.9% -
problems too
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?”

Page (85)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

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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Meeting Date: 2 July 2014
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Background

Rockhampton Regional Ceuncil has recentty undertaken community consultation with
property owners on Foster Street, Douglas Street, and Middle Road, Gracemere in regards
to potential installation of Traffic Management Devices In their streets. The intent of these
devices is to reduce speeds and physically restrict access by B-Doubles or longer vehicle
configurations in the above mentioned streets. Community consultation was undertaken as a
result of a Councll resclution on 12 May 2013 depicting:

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

THAT Councif consuf with properfy ovners on the need and preferred location of these devices, on the basis of
preliminary design and conceptual layoiks.

Moved by: Mayor Strelow
Seconded by: Councillor Fisher

The objective of the engagement was to determine whether property owners saw a need for
the installation of traffic management devices at the western end of Foster Street, Dougias
Street and Middle Road In accordance with Council's Local Area Traffic Management
Procedure (No.PRO.12.2).

Target Audience
The target audience for the consultation was property owners located on the western end of

Foster Street. Douglas Street, and Middle Road, Gracemere. The red border in the map
below depicts the 31 targeted properties.
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Executive Summary

A letter was sent to all affected residents and property owners on 17 March 2014 outlining
the issue and inviting them to book in a fime for a one-on-cne consultation. As a result, 14
property owners booked In a time and took part in a ene-on-one consultation with Councll
officers, and either Councillor Teny Williams or Councillor Ellen Smith dunng late March and

early April

Council sent follow up letters and hard copy surveys to those remaining residents who did
not book in a consultation session in mid-April and follow up calis were made. A further six
surveys were completed through the initial follow up actions. Additional follow up actions
were caried out In early May 1o as there were indication that some had not responded due
to the Easter break, resulting in a further 6 survey responses. Upon finalisation of the
consultation, 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.

Total response for the consultation was 26 respondents out of 31 which represent an 83.8%
response rate. When considering the statistical confidence, this represents a 95%
confidence level with a confidence interval 7.5 (based on the remalining Regional population
of approx 80,000).

Main Messages from respondents

+ The 75% support required for a Local Area Traffic Management (LATM) device was
not reached.
- 42.3% of al respondents indicated that the installation of a traffic management
device is the best solution,

« There is a mixed response to what traffic activities demonstrate the need for traffic
management devices in the area.
- Speed is a concern for residents in the identified area
* 13 out of 31 respondents indicated speeding as the traffic aclivity requiring
the need for patential installation of traffic management devices in the
respondent’s street last year.
* 13 out of 31 respondents indicated speeding Is still occurming in the
respondent’s street.
- However, 11 out of 31 respondents indicated that they did not see a need
for traffic management devices.

« B-Double or larger vehicles are not believed to be causing traffic probiems.
- 61.5% of all respondents indicated that they do not believe B-Double or larger
vehicles are causing the problems in their street.

« Should a traffic management device be installed, the majerity believe it should be
delayed until after forecasted road works and just over half of respondents indicated
it shoulcl be located closer to Stewart Street.

56.5% of all respondents indicated that they believe a traffic management device
should be located closer to Stewart Street.

- 80.8% of all respondents indicated that should a traffic management device be
installed it should be delayed until forecasted road works are completed.

+ Many respondents supplied additional comments in relation to the survey.
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Survey - Overall Responses

Question 1 - In 2013, Council resolved to consult with property owners on the need
and preferred location of potential traffic management devices at the western end of
Foster Street, Douglas Street and Middle Road to reduce speeds and restrict access

by B-Double or longer vehicle configurations,

What traffic activities demonstrated the need for potential Installation devices
in your street last year? (Multiple choice — more than one opfion could be selected)

Vehicles using street as racetrack and testing.

Response % Response Count
Speeding vehicles 50.0% 13
Movements by semi-trailers or smaller heavy vehicles 1.7% 2
Access by B-Double trucks or larger 26.9% 7
None, | did not see a need 42.3% 11
Duieripleass spacty) 5

affects shed,

e 80km/hr Stewart Strest. Street isn't wide enough for heavy vehicle (B-Double. 40m wide

e | did not see a need,

and Stewart St),

* Owner has not noticed an increase in activities in the past 1-2 years (between Oxley St

« Vehicles from 45 Douglas St using Street as racetrack and vehicle testing.

Question 2 - Which traffic activities are still occurring In your street?
{Multiple choice — more than one opticn could be selected)

Response % Response Count
Speeding vehicles 50.0% 13
Movements by semi-trailers or smaller heavy vehicles 15.4% 4
Access by B-Double trucks or larger 26.9% 7
Nane, | do not see a need 42.3% 11
Other (please specify) 6

e Owner notes a few speeding vehicles from time to time but not a significant issus.

+ Speed along Stewart St is still an Issue (70km hr)

e Prime movers driving backwards and forwards to hitch up or leave their trailers at the truck

yards in the industrial area.

e lrregular hooning

Increase in fraffic since overpass.

Question 3 - How frequently do these traffic activities occur?

Mt — _Response % | Response Count
Less fraquently this year 38.5% 10

The same as last year 19.2% 5

| More frequently this year 11.5% 3

QOceur irregularly or not al all 30.8% 2
Oﬁxer(pleaseapedty) 3

Foster St is used by many large trucks and trailers as a convenient short cut to access the
west and/or to fuel up at the Caltex Service Station on corner of Somerset Rd and

Macquarie St.
Less since toues lmglemented
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Question 4 - What hours of the day do these traffic activities occur?

Response % Response Count
During the day 11.5% 3
Late at night/early morning 26.9% 7
Both 38.5% 10
They do not occur 23.1% 6
Comments: 6

o Trucks - late at night/early morning.

* lrrequiar - speeding,

* All this heavy vehicle traffic use this street 24/7. The noise of big engines, air and exhaust
breaks is deafening. Alse diesel and exhaust fumes are definitely an unpleasant pollutant

for residents.

Mostly 5-7am out and 3-5pm back in,

Early morning. late afternoon servo traffic

e Trucks - |ate at night/early morning.

Question § - Do you believe there was an Increase in these activities during

the time of works on Somerset Road?

Response % Response Count
Yes 53.8% 14
No 46.2% 12

Question 6 - 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 belleve these vehicles are currently causing the problems in your

street?
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 26.9% 7
problems oo it
No, other types of vehicles are causing problems 11.5% 3
Other (please specify) 5

* Semi-trailers and smaller heavy vehicles

* |froad was wider, not much ol issue (sealed)

e Semi-trailers at intersection. They are slowing down. Not really a problem.

* Large anti-elated (sp) low-loaders of up to 40-50 wheels carrying large machinery. Gravel

and soil trucks and trailers - tankers - scrap metal trucks - cattie trucks - prime movers.

e |froad was sealed wider, issue is not a problem,

Question 7 - Should a traffic management device be installed in your street,

where do you believe it should be situated?

Response % Response Count
Closer to Stewart Street 56.5% 13
| Aligned with a praperty side boundary 13.0% 3
Closer to Oxley Street 30.4% 7
In front of my property 0.0% 0
Other (please spadify) 8

e Entry statement preferred treatment.
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Having a traffic management device close to these two streets will prevent trucks entering
the residential street, which is what residents, such as ourselves. want done as drivers are
only using this road as a convenient shortcut, all day - every day! Wording on road signs

should be changed to include all large trucks,
Can turn at Cedar Street

Between 30 and the corner. Long speed hump. Better use of money.

Definitely not in front of our property! This is a rural residential area. Trucks, tractors,
school buses, work buses and others need to use Middie Road. We also need clear
access to our property,

ALL of the above

Question 8 - Should a traffic management device be installed in your street, do
you helieve installation should be delayed until forecasted road works in your
area are complete?

— _|__Response % | Response Count _
Yes 80.8% 21
No 19.2% 4
Comments: 3

We are not aware of any lorecasted road works.

Traffic from industrial doesnt impact here. So traffic management wouldn't be impacted by
works,

There will, ne doubt, be an increase of trucks down Foster St during the proposed road
works, but once finished, all trucks should then use the designated route down Somerset
Rd and be denied access to these residential streets at all times.

We do not believe a traffic management device is necessary at any time,

Question 9 - Should a traffic management device be installed in your street,
will any impact be made to vehicles requiring access to your property?

2 JULY 2014

Response % Response Count
Yes 46.2% 12
No 53.8% 14
Comments: 9

* Horse floats ete

* Horse float usage and tandem lipper,

« Notifitis installed at one end only of street (Stewart and Douglas)

* Long horse floats and trailers.

« Traffic management devices will only impact those residents who are currently operating
businesses with trucks In a residential area, or want to continue parking working trucks in a
private property In the residential area.

* Low loader to property. Slow point will stop it.

e We, living on a rural residential property, we own 14m long vehicie which we use regularly
and this proposal would impact greatly on us.

e Has gooseneck traller however he realises larger vehicles [for eg. renovation trucks] will
need access so his trailer probably won't be affected.

e Notifit's positioned to give good clearance from gates
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Question 10 - Do you believe the installation of a traffic management device in

your street is the best solution to the problem?

Response % Response Count
Yes 42.3% 11
No 23.1% 6
There ks no problem 34.6% 9
Comments: 4
e The installation of entry statement would stop B-Doubles.

* Money needs to be spent on road maintenance and upgrades.

No (Speeding) (No for slow point). Long spead hump would solve problems, allow access
but stop speading.

+ Spend the money eisewhere, Improve the condition of the road,

Break down of Question 10 responses by street groupings:

Douglas Street

Question 10 - Do you believe the installation of a traffic management device in

your street is the best solution to the problem?

Yes

Response %

44.44%

Response Count
4

No

22.22%

2

There is no problem

33.33%

3

2 0%

Yes No

EERELY

There is no
problem

Question 10 Douglas Street - Do you belleve the
instaliation of a traffic management davice in your street
is the hest solution to the problem?
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Foster Street

Question 10 - Do you believe the installation of a traffic management device in

your street is the best solution to the problem?

Response % Response Count
Yes 33.33% 3
No 36.36% 4
There is no problem 36.36% 4
. 36,304 36.36%
) I |
‘ | I
0
Yas Ne There Is no
problom
Question 10 Foster Street - Do you believe the installation
of a traffic management device In your straet Is the bost
solution to the problem?
Middle Road

Question 10 - Do you believe the installation of a traffic management device in

your street is the best solution to the problem?

Response % Response Count
Yes 66.66% 4
No 0% 0
There is no problem 33.33% 2
5
56 665G
43
A )
33.44%
?
14
0.00%
o
Yes No There Is no
problem

Question 10 Middie Road - Do you believe the installation
of a traffic management device in your street Is the best
solution to the problem?
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Question 11 - Do you have any other comments or suggestions?

Wider road although road s reasonable at present. not too many shoulder problems.
Occasional speeding from young people in adjacent property, Potholes on shoulder of
the road. Dirt on road at Macquarie / Douglas intersection. 60km sign missing Middle
Road should be fixed (Capricom to Macquarie).

No Issues, The reason no consultation was requested was there was no perceived
problem that needed to be addressed.

*Picture was drawn®, Traffic management device suggestions. Small concrete Island
with KEEP LEFT sign at each end. On Douglas Street and the Stewart Street end.
Uniforms in same place in each street - keep pathway - 60km/ph speed on Stewart St
Stress a 70km/hr speed zone on Stewart Street, Ideally 60km/r,

Move signs to other side of intersection,

The property is vacant and owners lives elsewhere. It is an investment property.
Overall response was 'don't want any traffic devices' but questionnaire not answered.
The trucks that comes down the residential end of Foster St do so because itisa
convenient shortcut for the drivers. They have no need what so ever as they have their
designated truck route on Somerset Rd, This street is not suitable for heavy vehicle
traffic, having a narrow bitumen strip with a thin dirt verge. It is unsafe having such big
trucks coming down the road as sometimes speeds well over the safe level, not to
mention the noise and fumes from the exhausts and diesel. The wording on the signs
should include other large trucks, well only B-doubles. A physical detour such as the
one in Port Curtis is needed at the junction of Foster and Stewart St and Oxley St so
as to physically deter large trucks as the signs alone are and will be ignored by drivers.
Low loaders - large ones with dolly - Speed (trucks) *Mentioned company names*.
Long extended speed hump - still allow heavies, Works on Foster/Macquarie
intersection should be closed to allow quicker construction, rather than 1 lane

The response was received on 22/4/14 after retuming from leave. He has noticed no
change in traffic in the past 1-2 years outside his property. Yes, there are speeding
vehicles from time to time and the occasional heavy vehicles. but no significant or
noticeable change. The biggest change in traffic has been the increase in volume in
Middle Road up to Macquarne Street where most traffic tumns right into GIA.

Comer Macquarie and Middie Road intersection - en Macquarie St (Johnsen leg) -
often pothole and slippery bitumen Maintenance issue.

Kangaroo sign on Middie Rd - both ends - near Oxley & Stewart. Stop signs - swap
Middle/Macquarie

Against footpath construction.

Keep pathing in Stewart St - Uniform location in each street - 60kph in Stewart St.
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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.

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.

Page (104)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

MALONEY STREET
BUS SET-DOWN PROPOSAL

Maloney Street Concept Plan

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 1
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MALONEY STREET
BUS SET-DOWN PROPOSAL

DEET Letter

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 2
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4 JUN 200 | Tl:A.K;'('-(-\‘,'Z’I-::-\ i oo:.\t:l LOUNCGIL DUEIRAND
I L I(;;

2 e =3 B onet F‘“_ Deparmaes of
Mr Evan Pardon | ncuon e POZEION €52 giication, Training and Employmeet
Chief Executive Officer ‘| 12 JUN 20%
Rockhampton Regional Council | .. ., 77 gy
232 Bolsover Streel i So—
ROCKHAMPTON QLD 4700 | goan 4w 1 e L ID %

ﬁn: :;n s "V'-?. a |
Dear Mr Pardon

| am writing to confirm my support for Rockhampton Regional Council’s (RRC) proposal for &
bus interchange on Maloney Streel, Kawana between Glenmore Educational Precinct and
Heights Collega (see attached initial concept).

On 17 October 2013, a combined stakeholder group met to discuss the need lo reduce
traffic and pedesirian congestion on Farm and Carlton Slreels, Kawana. Thasa sireets run
past the entrances to Glenmore stale schools and Heights College respectively, and have
very high traffic flow including heavy transport vehicles intermixed with buses, parents and
sludents from these schools.

This meeting, which included representatives from Glenmors State High School, Glenmore
State School, Heights College, Depariment of Transport and Main Roads (DTMR) (Transiink
and Road Safety), and RRC, was presented with & proposal by RRC for a bus interchange in
between the two educational areas on a road which Is not currenlly gazetted. The proposal
was unanimously supported,

The meeling aiso heard anecdotal evidence of sludents being involved in near-miss
siluations with vehicular traffic on a daily basis, with one student being hit and injured in an
accidant last year. Since the local bus company Is using the front of the Glenmore schools
as a bus interchange, this situation also endangers students from the Grammar schools and
Cathedral College. Furthermore, the number of students changing buses on Farm Street is
predicted lo rise sharply at the beginning of 2015 due to the transition of Year 7 students 1o
high school.

The Department of Education, Training and Employment (DETE) is prepared o sel aside the
surplus fand in order to enable RRC to progress this project. In order to enable & subdivision
of the surplus land, DETE requests RRC in collaboration with DTMR, to refine and provide
the requirements for the bus interchange as soon as possible.

With traffic flow increasing at 2% per annum, and the predicted growth In student numbers,
the risk lo students on the street in front of these schools will Increase significantly. As this is
a matter of student safety, | am seeking RRC to provide funding and support to prograss this
bus interchange proposal as a priority.

Offce of the Deector Senetal
flooe 23 Fdacation House

3¢ Maty Soeeet Brishane gooo
PO How amoys Oty Eest

Ref: 13847027 Queansland ¢oos Austatia
Teleghone +61 7 3237 0900

Enc Facalmiie «61 2 3337 1990
Webinite waw Octe oM pew w
ADN 76 337 653 647
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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..

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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N Device 4 - Intersection of Diplock Street and Honour Street (figure 4)

¢ The scheme technically requires no change at this intersection as
the priority is already with Honour Street, and Diplock Street
traffic must give way. It would be a reasonable option however
to consider reinforcing this priority by installing some
landscaped additions, either a splitter island as suggested at
device 3 or removing the large truncations to give the
intersection a more traditional form.

Figure 4: Intersection of Diplock Street and Honour Street

THIS LAYOUT 18

G X TOCAL ARCA TRAFFC_MANAGENENT e
ey DPLOCK STREET, FRENCHVELE | FIGURE 5 )
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M Device 10 - Intersection of Wooster Street and Diplock Street (Figure
10)

*This device changes priority from Diplock Street to Wooster
Street. This is a relatively significant device. The concept
technically provides the necessary road marking and warning to
indicate to vehicles on Diplock Street that they are the
yielding traffic. However MRCagney would recommend additional
consideration to removing the kerb truncations to provide a
more traditional intersection form and deliver better signals
to drivers about appropriate speed. Alternatively install a
larger landscaped splitter island to reinforce the fact that
Diplock Street is now the minor leg.

It is noted that both vehicles parked kerbside in Wooster
Street in this aerial are parked illegally. (Rule 208 (7) )

Figure 10: Intersection of Wooster Street and Diplock Street

» UNEMARKING TO
STOP BAR
LINEMARKING

3!
WORIEP STRIET w (REECTON PANCSED TREATHINY

et PROBTE 10 WISSTEN SHALLD

Y . [ OCAL AREA TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT P
& San MRCagney DIPLOCK STRECT, FRERCHVRLE | FIGURE 1t

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.

Page (112)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

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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9 STRATEGIC REPORTS

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.

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.

¢) 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
guite 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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PROGRESS REPORT — FLOODING
INVESTIGATIONS AT THE
INTERSECTION OF DENHAM AND
WEST STREETS

Option 4 - Stage 1

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 1
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PROGRESS REPORT — FLOODING
INVESTIGATIONS AT THE
INTERSECTION OF DENHAM AND
WEST STREETS

Option 4 - Stage 2

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 2
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PROGRESS REPORT — FLOODING
INVESTIGATIONS AT THE
INTERSECTION OF DENHAM AND
WEST STREETS

Option 4 - Stage 3

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 3
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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.

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:

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

e The downstream end of the system has sufficient capacity under the highway,
without the need for additional detention storage.
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o 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.

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

e 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. Madifications 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:

Pipe duplication at Alexandra Street - Rice Street to Menzies Street ($240,000).
Drainage upgrade at Alexandra Street / Gray Street intersection ($75,000).

Drainage upgrade at Calder Street / Buzacott Street intersection ($120,000).

Pipe duplication at Henderson Street ($225,000).

Drainage upgrade at Alexandra Street - Henderson Street to Park Street
($1,500,000).

Drainage upgrade at Medcraf Street / Rodger Street intersection ($55,000).
Drainage upgrade at Boland Street (Rodger Street to Twigg Street) ($270,000).
Drainage upgrade at Twigg Street (Boland Street to Sheehy Street) ($275,000).

The land between Moores Creek Road and Park Street to be utilised as a detention
basin.

S S

©Co~NOo

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).
e 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

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.

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 FOR JULY 2014

Civil Operations Section's Works
Program June - July 2014

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 1
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conducted throughout the Region in May - June 2014, subject to weather conditions and other competing priorities. Please note that the information
listed in the Potential Interruptions section is general information and does not override the information that is provided to the Emergency Services

Personnel and Bus Company's etc

Construction and Works Program —June - July 2014

Council's Civil Operations Section advises the proposed road and associated road reserve network works and other planned projects to be

Urban West Area
Work Location Work Description |Start Date |Expected Potential Interruptions
Completion Date
Foster St-Macquarie St to east New Censtruction Late June Mid October Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Stewart St -Somerset Rd to Boongary Rd Granite Footpath Early July Earfy luly Traffic Controllers & speed rastrictions
Rural West Area
Work Location Work Description [Start Date F!pected Potential Interruptions
Completion Date
Stanwell Waroula Road Culvert Late June Early September  |Traffic Controllers & spead restrictions
Urban Central Area
Work Location Work Description |Start Date IExpected Potential Interruptions
Completion Date
14 Miles St to Park Street Stormwater Early July IEar’v September  |Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Alma St-Archer St to Cambridge St Footpath Mid July ]End July Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Archer St-Canning St to Quarry St Reconstruction Mid July ]Mod August Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Archer St-George 5t to Murray St Footpath Early August ]Mid August Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Archer St-Kent St to Campbel! 5t Footpath Mid August ]Mid September Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
Campbell 5t-Denham St to William 5t |Reconstruction Mid July Late August Traffic Controllers & speed restrictions
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CIVIL OPERATIONS SECTION'S
WORKS PROGRAM FOR JULY 2014

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

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 2
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CIVIL OPERATIONS SECTION'S
WORKS PROGRAM FOR JULY 2014

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

Meeting Date: 2 July 2014

Attachment No: 3
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Revised Feb Revised Expenditure to | Completed Status
Budget Budget Date (Y/N)

IDCCRC-Alick Street-Glanmone Ruadt 2417

ORWCGR-Comars Road Ch 01 toCrO § a 29214

JIRWC-GR-StarwellWerculs Rd On 1 4km Q 21,155

INCF tenichwdle RaPibeam Df Carmperk 10.000 4,055 Y
[ WC-BR-Bowlin Road-Timber brdoa on 50.000 33532

R WE-8R-Mourt Hops Ul Foao-Six Mie C 400,000 428,002 Y
[RWC-5R-Stamwall Warnula Road-Desp Cr 00,000 301,286

[RWC-GR Su Mile RoadSaoct CH: 0 S1Km 26300 26,245 Y
[RWC-GR Noh Langmom Road4 853 13,000 12,045 Y
2 WIC-GR-Aremby Road Bouldercombe CH 3 65- 31400 31,772 Y
[RWC-GR-Bouder Creek Road Bouder Crask 37.700 37,695 Y
RWC-GR-Boys Rosd Ch0 8d3km 2 2m Al 30000 18,296 Y
[RWC-GR-Cavmonn Road Riggslends Ch3 3 to 21,700 21 605 Y
R WC-GR-Comancha Rd Glenray Ch242-28 & 12.700 12,638 ¥
IRWC-GR-Craignaught Rd Mannien Ch, 033 17.100 17,022 Y
R WC-GR-Dama-Ridgelands Rd Ridgelands C 15,300 15,294 Y
[RWC-GR-Deep Crask RACn 0.07510 0573 ] 16417 ¥
IRWC-GR-Gemant Road Ch 7 24m-3. Tlm R 35,000 46,686 Y
IR WC-GR-Glarrny Ra Ch 21.12 ad €5,625

R WC-GR-Grantisigh Rd Gogango Ch: 0 475km 12,100 12,046 Y
[RWC-GR-Gravel Reshest Program A 0 0)

[RWC-GR-Gravel Reshsst Program B £00,000 0)

IRWC-GR-Hall Parny Rd Gracemersa Ch 1.53 [2834) 12.5824) Y
RVC-GR-Harding RACh 12813910 Ch 28 a 27,063 Y
RWC-GR-Huntar Gully Rd Mannen Ch' 0.49 21000 20,710 Y
[RWC-GR-Jacksca Rd Gogango Ch 00 0.2k 13.000 12,857 Y
[RWC-GR-Monrish Rd Morinnsh Ch 0.0 S56.200 56,141 Y
IRWC-GR-Mowes Road Ch 2 B5.2 05 Ch3 0 25.000 5,774 Y
IRWC-GR-Munns Rd Gogango Ch 2 17 2 75m 16,800 19,728 Y
IRWC-GR-Port Curts Rwer Road Cha 20,000 12701 Y
IRWC-GR-Reed Read Aton Down Ch3 31109 433850 43611 Y
[RWC-GR-Riverslea Rd Gogango Ch4 61 5 0 26,360 Y
[RWC-GR-Rosawooid Road Momish south Vano 81,040 01,040 Y
[RVWC-GR-5en Jose Rosd MamarCH 687 28100 Je,0ed Y
RWC-GR-Smith Rd Gogango Ch 14 2.2 &m 48 600 46 629 Y
R VC-GR-Thisty Creek Rd Gogengo Ch 0 1 - 37,000 36,900 Y
[RWC-GRwWaman Rd Ch 5 to Ch 1038 0 17,360

[RWC-GR-Yama Rd Gogango Ch 0.0 T4 km 40,400 40410 Y
R WIC-NC-Albert Street-SlanwelkCh 0-0 31.000 77,808 Y
[RWC-NC-Bladksoot-Razoack Road 370,000 227 441

R WIC-NC-Eowar Streat-Stanwsl-Cn 0.24 40000 47,008 Y
[RVWC-NC-Bruce Highway-Roopas Road Int 1 500 1,228

R WOENC-Eryca Gtreet Bajool 0 0|

R WCNC-Eart Street-Starwsl-Ch (-0 2 145,000 06,206 Y
[RWIC-NC-John Strest Bajool 0 0|

[RWCNC-Roopes Crossng loodway upgr 85000 99,256 Y
[RWC-PW South Ulem Road Bejed On 3 .1685-5 263 800 363,799 Y
[RWC-RF-Signage & GP upQrades 20,000 23813

[RWC-RS-Sower St Stanwell CH 0.00 - 3800 3,804 Y
RWC-RS-Bucholz Rd 11.700 11,659 Y
IRWC-R5-Cange Ave-Boulgemomba 23000 19,059 54
[RWC-RS-Cect St Kabra Ch 0 00-0 1 4000 3579 Y
IR WC-RS-Datma-Ridgsiands Rd 14000 19,008 Y
[RWCRSGlonroy Road Ch 13 354275 0,071

[R'WC-RS-Goodson Ra-Baudercombe 28600 27,536 Y
[RWC-RS-Hemill Drive 15050 11.219 Y
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Revised Feb Revised Expenditure to | Completed
Budget Budget Date (YIN)

RWC-RS-Issbells St Stanwell CH: 0.00 3300 3.289 Y
[RWVAC-RS-Kah! Rd Pak LI 5500 349 Y
RWC-RSLawral Bank Rd 13800 73,803 4 )
R WC-RE-Macpharson Rd 11,700 11,659 Y
IRWC-RS-Man 52 Stanwall CH 0000 12,100 13653 Y
[RWC-RSManie Ridge Road Ch 0 74-1 7,879

[RWC-RE-Marion St Stanwel CH 0.00 - 5800 5,801 14
[RWC-RS-MLUsher Rd-Boudercembe 23800 16 496 Y
[RWC-RSNugget Ave Bouldemombe 4200 4038 Y
IRWC-RSPelersen Rd 1.1%0 1,123 Y
IRWC-RS-Poinon CkRd 40,200 40137 Y
[RWC-RSRiverdsa Road Formation Wice ] 0

[RWC-RS-Sendy Creek RACH 22825 5500 5446 Y
R WC-RS-5 Mie Rd Pmk Liy 55000 55,021 Y
FWC-RS-Stewart Pak Rd 1 800 1,149) Y
2 WC-RSWebt Rd Bouldarcombe 1500 1 838 Y
[RWC-RSWiseman S Ketea CH 0000 7A00 7.300 Y
IRWC-SS-Resesl Program Spray Sesl R Q [0

R WC-SW-ARN Downg Nine Mile Rosd-Ch a 0

[RWC-SW-Dne Rver Smnging Bndge upg 106,000 103,895 Y
RWC-SW-Glenroy Roag-Cn 22 42 9 0)

[RWC-SW-Harding Roag-Cn 5.92 Q 0|

R WC-SW-Sisalana Road-Cn 1.06 44 000 44122 Y
[RWC-SW-Saoulh Yaamba Road-Ch 556 £0.000 17,586

[RWC-TM-QRN mlarfece Agraament 2700 5.720) Y
SS-Normean Road-Nagle Dvto COU ertranss 4924 4524 Y
[SW-Fdbeam Dr Iriet Grates 15.000 23323 Y
UCC-ALL-Preproect plaming and dea 308,757 0

UCC-AS-Annud Asphalt Resurfacng Program 729434 0

IUCC-AS-Balaclava Straet-#3346/8324 to Robinson St 0 17,769 Y
UCC-AS-Blarsom S-Thozet Rd 1o 'Witshins St 150,000 157,818 Y
UCC-AS-Balsaver Street-Detiy Stree! 85376 85,378 ¥
PICC-AS-Breckns] Street-Jwssie Stree 53851 54,338 Y
ICC-AS-Canning Si-Vess St 1o seuth (54) (52) Y
UCC-AS-Comor St-Sterhouse St o Rhedes St 42188 Y
HICC-AS-Cowen St-#17 Cowep St 1o Alewardra St centre only 36437 Y
[UCC-AS-Ean Strest-Laan Steet o Ge 122,734 122,784 Y
[UCC-A5-Eton Strest-Danham Streat Ext Y9867 364,816 Y
UCC-ASF am [met-Haynes Streat o 6203 6,202 Y
LICC-ASFeaz ST Semce R o #4068 Noman 15,508 Y
UCC-AS-Gaorde St-Frencfwille Rd 1o Gl 14,700 15,702 Y
UCC-AS-Hut SLion Craek Rd to Ramsden St £0,585 Y
U CC-AS-Inkerman St-Baleclave S Intersaction only 6491 Y
UCC-AS-Jaggrad St-Fam 5t 1o Mackniey St 130,000 128,087 Y
LUCC-AS-Kent Lane Fitzroy St to Denham St 6.922 Y
UCC-AS-Lucas St-Barserksr S to Nobbs St §1.502 Y
UCC-a5-Mansheld St-Harber St 1o Jacksan & 56 850 Y
UCC-AS-Maade St-Jardne St to Oadey St 63482 Y
UCC-ASMoores Ck Road Faez Stto Brulgom 202842 X
UCC-ASPan St-Elphinstons St to Sumett St 69431 Y
[UCC-AS-Quarny St-#124 Quamry 10 Kidston St 8430 Y
UCC-AS-Quarry StreetDerniam Stto Willia 279,029 310,108 Y
UCC-AS-Rhodes St-Stack St 1o Dae Sit 52,626 Y
UCCASR chardson Road-MacNavin Stre 04 439 304 439 Y
LUCCASR cbnson St-Deen St to Diptock 5t 3251 32,518 Y

Page 20f 4

Page (134)



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE AGENDA 2 JULY 2014

Revised Feb Revised Expenditure to | Completed
Budget Budget Date (Y/N)
UCCASSamuael Crescent-Selmont Road 130,108 130,109 Y
UCC-AS-Suthars Ava-Phip St to Mamsh X 38,159 Y
JUCC-ASWaatherall 51 Norman R to cul<de 21,014 Y
UCC.858us sof down upgracng proge Q 0id Program
UCC-BS-New Bus Shollers 80,000 B85l
UCCFa2-Migh Street Bridge Repairs 215,000 185,279 Y
WCC-FPAIma Street-Archier 5t to Camb 40,000 406
UCCFP-Archer Street-George St 1o Mu q 0 No
LUCCFP-Amher Street-ient St to Camp 0 0) No
UCCFP-Berseriear StHigh St to Leam #0000 25,694 No
a £8,126 Y
34, 168 0 : §
UCC-FPKemgen Srast a 8285 No
[UCC-FPcLaughiin St-Carfton St1o S 28,125 42E79 Y
LCCFP-Mows Strast-Karmgan Streat 0 0 No
UCC-FPUpper Dawscn RoadKing Stla 9 0 No
UCC-LA-Land acquailion costy psoc) 70,000 2,505 No
UCCMisc Trathc Lgtt Upgrades|PAFL | 25,000 10997 Y
UCT Misc-Mocres Creek Rd Roundabout Pede 5443 5741 Y
UCCNC-Blackspot-ntarsection of Can 275,000 276,558 ¥
UCC-NCDaan Streat-High Street Inter 1,000,000 739,387 No
UCC-NCLion Craek Road Exhiotion 1,678 No
PICC-NC-Moores Ck R Kerngan Stras 1,083 No
UCC-NC-Narman Rosd-Sprnalield Crive 2,262 434 2311703 Y
UCC-HNCWembes St {12539 (12.539) Y
UCCPM-RPMS on 80 kb roads 20000 10,586 No
LCC-RC-Archer St 630,000 703,49 Y
UCC-RC-Arphar Streat-Canning Strast 06,000 31,646 No
LUCC-RC-Arcnar Streat-Mumay Strest t 260,000 159,076 No
UCCRC-Been Strest-Haynss Strast to 0 0 No
UCC-RC-Bemsarkar Strest-Laamington S 745,000 786,397 Y
UCC-RC-Campbell Stmet_Derhiam Street Lo 630,000 11423 No
UCC-RC-Cavell treet-New Exibdion a 3,882 No
UCC-RC-Dagn Srset f Elghinstons Strest 22739 2,739 Y
UCC-RC-Clermors Road_Nevile Hewilt Snd 0 24N No
UCC-RC-¥ent Strest Archer Strest to 0 0 Y
UCC-RC-¥ent Strect-Albart Strast to 700,000 350 677 Y
UCCRC-Kent Strest-Albart Strast to 748 No
UCC-RCLion Crask Road-Luck Avanus t 480,000 537907 Y
JCCRC-Mcaughin St-Splitters Cresk to 434,000 4453523 Y
UCC-RC-Musgrave Street-Outside oantr 50,000 0| No
UCC-RC-North Streel-Campbell Syeet €55,000 217,736 No
UCC-RC-Quay Street_ Denham 52 1o Wil 11,250 12,053 No
UCC-RC-Quay Srest-Derby fo YWiliam ] 0 No
UCC-RC-Ouay Street-Fitzroy St to Den 00,000 5,588 No
JCC-RCSesborough Street 750,000 200,32 Y
UCC-RC-Talford Strest (Darby Straet 616,000 587 810 Y
UCC-RF-Enhanced School Zone Signage 535 No
JUCC-RF-Maoores Creak Road_Kemgan St Signs 20,000 32445 Y
UCC-RF-Reapiace guararail & vanous 50,000 1,285 No
LICCRFRichanssan Rd 20,000 17,823 Y
UCC-RS Road Satety Minor Works Progr 60,000 12,969 No
UCC-SL-Reptace old kgt fitfings al 10.000 5,105 Y
UCC-SL-Street Lighting Improvement Program 20.000 1,664 No
UCCSWHigway Srect Rorshew 5 1o 5000 2,601 No
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Revised Feb Revised Expenditure to | Completed Status
Budget Budget Date (YIN)

JUCT-SW-Inlets replacement 50.000 45,501 Y
LUCC-SW-Mdes Streel-14 Miles Streel 200,000 187 No
PICC-SW-Oakey Streat-Dibdan Strest t 0 0 No
UCC-SW-Perk Rreet Nage 2-Clecenom 330,000 249,775 No
IUCC-SW-Rigalstord Park Flood Levy 3,562 No Dasign only
UCC-SYWW-Rodboro S-Dean Stto Water X T4E No Design anly
CC-TL-Daen Strest_Kemgan Straet Inter 165,000 81,676 Y
LUCC-TMFitzroy Strest_Mumray Strast inte 170,000 185, (48 No
UCC-TM-Pilbeam Or 10.000 0| No
UWE-ASSSELS-Amual Road Resurfacn 398,500 0 No
LWAC-AS-Jahnson Rd saed Floodway 10,286 Y

IWC-AS-Laana St aast shoulder Rangar St 81072 Y
UWC-AS-Recacourss Rd 8l Usher Street-ME Morgan 15,102 11423 ¥
LVWC-AS-Rosewocd Averus-Ash Coult to 20000 17,007 Y
JUWC-AS-Zamia Way-Lillypilly Ave tlo R 25000 17,606 Y
UWC-FP_ Stewart Street Somerset Road lo Bo q 0 No hal teartad
LWC-FP-Johnson Road-End of Existing 226,000 220,087 Y
UWCNC-Elizabsth Strast-Gracemens 16.000 15,085 Y
IWCNC-Macquans Strest oster Stres | To b= updated| 642,640 No
UWCNC-Madle Road-Capricorm Street 100,000 81324 No
UWCRC-Old Bares Road 0 0 No Not requved
UWC-RC-Shail Crescent-Thampson Avet 35,000 Q.85 Y
IWC-RC-Somarset Road-Stewart Street §,260,000 1,255,631 Y
LUIWC-5LS-Capncom StMiddls Rd to Johrso 28500 24 04% Y

UWC-SLSLucas S #140 Lucas S 1o 218441 14,045 Y

UWC-SLSH ucas St Buton Orive 10 #103 Ly 18,685 Y
JU'WC-SL-Streetighting b provesmarnt Or 10,000 0 No Sarted
IWC-55-Bynes Parade Piddidks Crossing t 24,322 Y
UWC-SE-Chanary St Shail Cresc to Thompso 16.210] Y
LWC-SS-Coronation Drive-Diavis Street 22.000 9,934 Y
LIWC-55-Dobbs St Bymes Parade to east St 3044 Y
UWC-55-East St-Darcy St to Hall St 0 0| Y

UWC-55-1an Besch Drve east & west &ar p 3,804 Y

JWC-SS-ME Morgan Pool Rd 1o MEMorgan a 16,608 Y
UWC-SS-Rallwey Pareds Centrd St 1o Ral a 2742 Y

IWC-SS-Scolt St Nail St 1o Dalley St Mt 0 2,198 Y

IWC-55-Thompson Avenus Shell Crascto Th 12,285 Y
LIVWC-SWAT 1 River Streat 80000 1772 No In design
LWC-SW.22 Rvar Streat-Rwvar St to D ] 1546 No
LIWC-SWEast Street Mount MorganWor 0 3445 No
UWC-SW-iniets replacament 30,000 41,189 Y
UWC-SWaSydney King Close 1600 34,200 Y
UWCW & S-Lucas St Allen St to #1067 Lucas 59546 Y
UWOWES Chenary St Shed Cresc to Thompso 54,024 Y

UWCWES Stewert St Somersel Rd Lo Dougla 53458 Y
LW Wioen shoulens-dohnson RA-Floodway to Gracamsars Creek 52418 Y
'VWOL) Parkes Kol Park Softball Ecincal |2 484) |2.484) Y
| Fleavy Vehicle Detour-Sand Creek Brid 230 No
Heavy Yehicie Detourd ouise Creek CH 3,203 No
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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.
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12 CLOSURE OF MEETING
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