Casino, Coraki, Evans Head,
Woodburn and Broadwater

quality solutions sustainable future



This page had been intentionally left blank

EZALINK

environmental management and design



Casino, Coraki, Evans Head,
Woodburn and Broadwater

Prepared for: Richmond Valley Council
© GeoLINK, 2011

[€ZHLINK

environmental management and design

PO Box 119
Lennox Head NSW 2478
T 02 6687 7666

PO Box 1446
Coffs Harbour NSW 2450
T 02 6651 7666

info@geolink.net.au




UPR Description Date Issued  Issued By Reviewed By
1727140 Initial Draft 6/07/2011 CWH CMZ
1727927 Final Draft for Public Exhibition 25/07/2011 CWH CcJC

1727336 Final Report 14/09/2011 CWH CMZ



1

Introduction

1L GBNEIAL ...
I = oo ] o PR
1.3 BACKGIOUNG ..ottt sttt bbbt
1.3.1  Council responsibilities and @SSEIS ..........ccvirrieieieicesieie e
1.3.2  COMMUNILY NEEAS .....oovvivieieictcsetette ettt bbbt s bbb
T4 ODJECHVES ....oocvceecetsets sttt bbb bbbt
1.5 StUAY Area N0 SCOPE ....vvviecvciceiee ettt
LG 1= (3T o (o) oo 1Y

1.6.1  Use of pedestrian counts and pedestrian origin-destination surveys ...........ccoeeeuvercevcsireiennnne,

Information Sources

2.1 INHTOTUCHION .ot
2.2 How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002) .........cccccoevveviniereiieiressieienns
2.3 Guide to Road Design — Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths (Austroads, 2009)..........cccccceuevvennee.
231 INHOAUCTION ...
2.3.2  Path USEr FEQUIFEMENLS........coiviveiieiieicicsstese ettt
2.3.3  Path alignment and [0CAtION ..........ccooveiciiiieee e
2.34  Path design CritBra ......cccuiveiecieseresse ettt bbbttt
24 Australian Standard 1742.10-2009 Manual of uniform traffic control devices — Pedestrian control
and protection (Standards Australia, 2009) ..........ccceeieiiriniieieee e
241 INOAUCHION ...t
2.4.2  Pedestrian CrOSSINGS ....ciiieiciciiiiesieie ettt sttt sttt
2.4.3  Pedestrian REfUGES.......cuiiiicicicsisise sttt ettt
2.5 LOCAI INFOIMAHON.........cveiiicicici s
2.5.1 Mapped Information and Existing Pedestrian Facilities .............cccoeviviereeicnisesieeesessisnins
2.5.2  Pedestrian ACCIAENt DALA ..ot
2.5.3 Locality Plans and Urban Settlement / Land Release Strategies........cccooevcvevenieieeireseisnnne,
2.54  Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008)..........ccccovueverienenenisieeceseessinn,
2.5.5  Draft Richmond Valley Council Community Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010 Draft); ......c.cccoeveverrennene.
2.5.6  Building on What We Have — A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009) ........ccccvevveverrererercirerrennn,

L I NK RVC PAMP — Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater

Tmonogement ond desipp 1727336



2.6 Community Consultation
2.6.1  Project webpage and email
2.6.2  Promotion of opportunities to comment
2.6.3  Email, mail and telephone comments
2.6.4  Online survey
2.6.5 Advice from Council Committees

2.6.6  Community Open Days

3 Results

3.1 Introduction
3.2 General comments
3.3 Comments not included in works program
3.4 Prioritised Works Schedule
3.4.1  ‘Live’ Works Prioritisation Spreadsheet Tool
3.5 Opportunities for Implementation of Works
3.5.1  Overview of Existing requirements
3.5.2 Implementation Through Environmental Planning Instruments

3.5.3 Implementation Through Development Consents

lllustration 2.1
lllustration 2.2
lllustration 2.3
llustration 2.4
llustration 2.5
lllustration 2.6
llustration 2.7
lllustration 2.8
lllustration 3.1
llustration 3.2
lllustration 3.3

[llustration 3.4

Existing pedestrian facilities — Casino North ..........cccccocvevinrennnn.
Existing pedestrian facilities — Casino South.............ccccocovvinienn.
Existing pedestrian facilities — Greater Casino..........ccccecvevvvvennnn.
Existing pedestrian facilities — Coraki.............ccovuvrerererrerirsrennnn.
Existing pedestrian facilities — Evans Head North ............c.cccocuue..
Existing pedestrian facilities — Evans Head South..............cccec......
Existing pedestrian facilities — Woodburn............cccovreveninienen.
Existing pedestrian facilities — Broadwater.............coooevvvenieneenen.
Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Casino North...........

Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Casino South...........

Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Greater Casino

Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Coraki ......................

[EZALINK

| management and design

RVC PAMP - Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater
1727336



lllustration 3.5 Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Evans Head North ..., 51

lllustration 3.6 Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Evans Head South...........cccccoovvieicccincniiennnene, 53
lllustration 3.7 Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Woodburn...........ccccceeeveveiiciececceee, 95
[llustration 3.8 Existing and proposed pedestrian facilities — Broadwater.............oooevevevcvisieieccscsienine, 57

Table 2.1
Table 2.2
Table 2.3

Table 2.4

Table 2.5

Table 3.1
Table 3.2
Table 3.3
Table D1

Table D2

Plate 2.1

Width requirements for footpaths (from Austroads (2009)) .......ccceevirieinieicsesee e, 10
Width requirements for shared paths (from Austroads (2009))..........cccovveieerisisieeesessiesene, 1
Works items identified in locality plans and included in the PAMP ..o, 31
PAMP inclusion of works items identified in the Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan
(GHD,; 2008) ....o.cveeeerereseesesseess s 32
Strategies and performance indicators of the Draft Richmond Valley Council Community

Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010 Draft) that relate t0 the PAMP ..o 34
Benefit scoring mechanism used for prioritisation of WOrkS...........cccccvevenisicircsesisiseesesss 59
Richmond Valley Council Section 94A Contributions RAES...........ccureeniineinisnineneseeseneineies 62
Richmond Valley Council Section 94A Plan Schedule of WOrKS ... 63
Prioritised WOrkS SChEdUIE...........ccceuriirieiriciece e Appendix D
Works Schedule Listed by Works NUMDET ..o Appendix D

Plates

Location of path in road reserve (Austroads, 2009).........cccccvieiereicirinieneeeseesese e 10

Appendices

A Survey Results

B Evans Head Traffic Investigations Pedestrian Crossing Warrants

C Unit Cost Estimates

D Works Schedules

E Pedestrian Accident Data Summary

I_ INK E{;/Z(;;AGMP — Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater ii
witonmental management and design



This page had been intentionally left blank

EZALINK

environmental management and design



Introduction

11  General

GeoLINK was engaged by Richmond Valley Council (Council) to prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan
(PAMP) based on the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority Guidelines How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and
Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002) (the Guidelines). The PAMP considers the five settlements:

= Casino;
Coraki;
Evans Head:;
Woodburn; and

= Broadwater.

The development of the PAMP was overseen by a Project Steering Group (PSG) that was convened by Council
prlor to the engagement of GeoLINK. The PSG comprised:

Council’s project manager;
= A combined representative of public transport and Council’s Transport Committee;

A combined representative of disabled persons and Council's Disability Access Committee;

A representative of the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority; and

Council's Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning (at later meetings).

1.2  Report structure

This report is structured as follows:
Section 1 provides an introduction to the project including outlines of the objectives, study area, scope and
methodology.
Section 2 summarises the information that informed the PAMP, both existing information as well as new
information and how it was collected, in particular the community consultation undertaken.
Section 3 presents the results of the PAMP, in particular the prioritised works schedule, and outlines how
they were developed.

1.3  Background
1.31 Council responsibilities and assets

In collaboration with the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority, Richmond Valley Council (Council) has a
responsibility to provide and maintain a continuous, safe and equitable pedestrian access network throughout its
major settlements. The network needs to link with other transport modes such as public transport, cycling and
cars, and meet the requirements of all pedestrians, in particular vulnerable groups such as:

Mobility impaired people such as the elderly;

Vision impaired people;
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= Motorised wheelchair or scooter users;
= Non-motorised wheelchair users;

= Pramusers; and

= Young people.

The Richmond Valley Council Transport Asset Management Plan (RVC, 2011) reports that Council’'s pedestrian
network comprises over 49 km of footpaths and cycleways (shared paths) with a total surface area exceeding
94,000 m2. Appendix A of RVC (2011) shows that expenditure on these assets in the 2009-2010 financial year
was as follows:

=  Maintenance $21,689
»  Operation $49,978
= Renewal $90,850

Total $162,517

1.3.2 Community needs

Council's 2009 Community Satisfaction Survey clearly illustrated that the Richmond Valley community ascribes
very high importance to the issue of pedestrian safety. The survey results indicated:
“Pedestrian safety” was rated the equal second most important issue with an average rating of 6.10 out of 7
(equal with “Council’'s financial management” and close second to “sewer services” with 6.12 out of 7);

Council's performance in the area of “pedestrian safety” was given an average rating of 3.77 out of 7, a
performance gap of 2.33 rating points, i.e. 2.33 rating points below the importance rating;

Pedestrian safety is in the top five most important issues in all five towns considered under this brief except
Broadwater; and

Over 50 respondents (almost 10%) wrote a specific comment relating to pedestrians, footpaths or scooters.

The report Building on What We Have — A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009) indicates that the 2006 census
found that over 10% of households in Council’s LGA do not own a car, further emphasising the need to support
and integrate other transport modes such as walking, cycling and public transport services. And numerous
comments received in 2009 in relation to Council's Community Strategic Plan (RVC, in prep.) were directly
related to improving pedestrian facilities.

Additionally, it is widely recognised that encouraging and supporting pedestrian activity across a broad spectrum
of the community has unique social, environmental and public health benefits.

1.4  Objectives

Council has an obligation to allocate resources across a wide variety of services in the most cost-effective
manner. The PAMP aims to meet the following two primary and interrelated objectives to assist Council’'s broad
objective to cost-effectively allocate resources to pedestrian facilities:
Enable Council to access RTA funding for the implementation of works under the PAMP by satisfying the
requirements of the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority Guidelines How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and
Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002) (the RTA Guidelines); and

Ensure the most cost-effective use of the resources and funds that are available for pedestrian facilities by
means of a prioritised works schedule.

The RTA Guidelines do not strictly prescribe objectives for PAMPs but rather require that one of the initial steps
in developing a PAMP be to define those objectives (see methodology outline in Section 1.6). The Guidelines

do, however, provide a set of “RTA Guiding PAMP Objectives” listed in full below. The approach of the Project
Steering Group, based on their knowledge of pedestrian facilities, conditions, patterns and needs, was to focus
primarily on those guiding objectives that are shown in bold type.
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1. To facilitate improvements in the level of pedestrian access and priority, particularly in areas of
pedestrian concentration.

2. Toreduce pedestrian access severance and enhance safe and convenient crossing
opportunities on major roads.

3. Toidentify and resolve pedestrian accident clusters.

To facilitate improvements in the level of personal mobility and safety for pedestrians with
disabilities and older persons through the provision of pedestrian infrastructure and facilities
that cater to the needs of all pedestrians.

5. To provide links with other transport services to achieve an integrated land use and transport
network of facilities that comply with best technical standards.

6. To ensure pedestrian facilities are employed in a consistent and appropriate manner throughout NSW.

7. Tolink existing vulnerable road user plans in a co-ordinated manner (e.g. bike plans, maintenance
programs, accessible public transport, etc).

8. To ensure that pedestrian facilities remain appropriate and relevant to the surrounding land use
and pedestrian user groups.

9. Toaccommodate special event needs of pedestrians.
10. To meet obligations under the Commonwealth Disability Discrimination Act (1996).

1.5  Study Area and Scope

The PAMP focuses on the needs of pedestrians in the built up areas of Richmond Valley’s five major
settlements:

Casino;

Coraki;

Evans Head;
Woodburn; and
Broadwater.

These built up areas are effectively the “catchments” shown in Figure 2 of each of Council's Locality Plans
discussed in Section 2.5.3.

In response to specific pedestrian needs identified by the community and/or the Project Steering Group some
consideration was made outside of these built up areas, including:

Shared path to the satellite settlement of Sherwood Park near Casino (adequacy of the existing shared path
to the satellite settiement of Gays Hill was also considered however Gays Hill is within the “catchment” of the
Casino Locality Plan);

Shared path between Evans Head and Broadwater settlements;

Shared path between Evans Head and Woodburn (effectively an extension of the shared path between
Evans Head and the Riverside Village that is already being delivered); and

A recreational shared path between Broadwater and Broadwater Beach Road.

Within the study area outlined above, the scope of the PAMP included consideration of the adequacy and
suitability of existing pedestrian facilities as well as the need for new pedestrian facilities. The types of
pedestrian facilities considered included:

Footpaths (generally for pedestrians only);
Shared paths (for pedestrians and cyclists);
Kerb ramps and associated tactile indicators where required;
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«  Pedestrian crossings and refuges;

= Traffic islands and medians (which can act as refuges however they have limited utility for mobility impaired);
= Signage and lighting; and

= Underpasses and bridges.

Consideration of the adequacy and suitability of existing facilities involved an assessment of key features such
as obstacles, severe trip hazards, width, grade and cross fall, but did not include a complete condition audit of
existing facilities.

Of the works listed in Appendix D and lllustration 3.1 to lllustration 3.8, there was a strong emphasis by the

community and the Project Steering Group on footpaths, shared paths, kerb ramps and pedestrian crossings and
refuges.

1.6  Methodology
The methodology used to develop the PAMP was based on the RTA Guidelines and is outlined below.

Stage 1 - Objectives

Step 1 Council convened the PAMP Project Steering Group which comprised:
Form PAMP = Council’s project manager (Scott Coster);
Team = A combined representative of public transport and Council’s Transport Committee (Helen Green,

Casino Bus Services);

A combined representative of disabled persons and Council’s Disability Access Committee (Lee
Clark, Northern Rivers Regional Officer, Spinal Cord Injuries Australia);

A representative of the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (Penny Sutton); and
Council’s Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning (at later meetings) (Joanne

Petrovic).
Step 2 The PAMP objectives are described in Section 1.4.
Define PAMP
Objectives
Stage 2 - Preparation
Step 1 The PAMP study area (refer Section 1.5) was determined by Council and largely prescribed in the
Define PAMP project brief as comprising:
area = Casino;
Coraki;
Evans Head;
Woodburn; and
Broadwater.

Based on existing knowledge of pedestrian concentration and the areas that would be expected to
require attention, the Project Steering Group refined the study area as described in Section 1.5.
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Step 2
Research and

Review

Step 3

Collect Data
Step 4
Conduct Site
Visits and Plot
Maps

Step 5
Develop PAMP
Routes

Step 6

Consult with the
Community

This involved a review of existing background data including
= Regional, state-wide and national documentation such as;
- How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002);
- Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths (Austroads, 2009);
- Guide to Road Design Part 6B: Roadside Environment (Austroads, 2009);
- Australian Standard 1742.10-2009 Manual of uniform traffic control devices - Pedestrian
control and protection (Standards Australia, 2009)
- How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002)
Local information such as:
- Mapped information (GIS) on existing footpaths, cycleways, public facilities, and land uses;
- Locality plans for each of the five settlements
- Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008);
- Casino Urban Settlement Strategy 2005; and
- Evans Head Urban Settlement Strategy 2006,
- Draft Richmond Valley Council Community Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010);
- Building on What We Have — A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009)

This step refers to quantitative data much of which was not available (such as facilities schedules,
pedestrian counts, pedestrian origin-destination surveys). Data that were available included:

Pedestrian accident data (GIS); and

Social and demographic/population data (included in the local information gathered under Step
2.1).

Each of the settlements was visited to complement the information gathered up to this point. This
included general familiarisation of the settiement and the existing facilities as well as a preliminary
identification of possible pedestrian facility needs.

Information gathered from the site visits and previous steps was compiled graphically into ‘Base
Maps' to facilitate discussions with the Project Steering Groups and subsequent community
consultation. The Base Maps were continually built on during subsequent steps as further
information was obtained and works were identified.

The Project Steering Group reviewed the Base Maps and added two key features

A preliminary Pedestrian Network Hierarchy identifying areas and links designated as high,
medium and low priority routes having regard to key factors such as:

- Current and/or expected level of pedestrian activity;

- Links and/or proximity to key land uses and trip generators / attractors such as commercial
areas, schools, aged care and health facilities; and

- Suitability as ‘arterial routes’ to outlying areas within or beyond the built up areas of the
settlements.

A set of preliminary proposed works based on critical areas and links that the Project Steering
Group identified as requiring either new or upgraded pedestrian facilities.

While this step constituted the initial work towards developing a prioritised works schedule, it was
equally important in facilitating community consultation (Step 5). In order to stimulate community
input and responses, the project team presented the community with a “suggested” Pedestrian
Network Hierarchy and some initial proposed works. This provided the community with a clearer
understanding of Project Steering Group’s current perceptions and the nature and extent of works to
be considered in PAMP, while providing ample opportunity to refute, confirm, and/or add to the
Project Steering Group’s initial work.

As described above, this methodology emphasised the use of community consultation to directly
identify pedestrian needs rather than infer them from observation. Rather than being a discrete step
in the project methodology, community consultation was varied and “open” for as much of the project
as possible. The methods used are described in Section 2.6.

[€ZELINK

ol monagement and design

RVC PAMP - Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater 5
1727336




Step 7
Audit the routes

Step 8

Develop Works
Program

Step 9

Promote the
PAMP

Step 10

Finalise the
PAMP

Following the confirmation of the Pedestrian Network Hierarchy and the scope of works necessary to
provide adequate pedestrian facilities to service the hierarchy, a thorough route audit was conducted.
This involved a physical walk-over of all high and medium priority routes, and combined walk-over
and drive-by of low priority routes, to inspect for:

= Adequacy of existing facilities;

= Suitability and feasibility of proposed works;

= Refinement of proposed works as necessary; and
= |dentification of further works, generally minor.

A works program was developed by listing all of the proposed works that were confirmed following the
route audits, and estimating their potential benefit and capital cost.

The potential benefit that is expected to accrue from each works item was estimated based on a
number of categories and weighted criteria within each category. The benefit assessment
methodology is outlined in more detail in Section 3.4.

Capital costs of works items were estimated based on unit rates that are outlined in Appendix C.
Works were prioritised based on the estimated cost per unit of expected benefit.

The PAMP was placed on public exhibition for four weeks commencing on 29 July 2011. Comments
were received, considered and integrated where appropriate before finalisation of the PAMP.

Following the integration of comments received during the public exhibition period the PAMP was
finalised.

1 - The step “Rate the PAMP’s Objectives” was not included in the project brief and therefore was not adopted in the project methodology

1.6.1 Use of pedestrian counts and pedestrian origin-destination surveys

Data collection methods such as ‘pedestrian counts’ and ‘pedestrian origin-destination surveys’ provide
quantitative descriptions of the numbers and composition of pedestrians using existing facilities. For these data
collection methods to be effective in informing the PAMP, they need to be applied over a significant range of
times across days and across the year, and in a large number of locations.

The use of these data collection methods was constrained by the size and diversity of the study area, and the
level of resources available. Therefore, the methodology outlined above adopted a cost-effective approach by
emphasising community consultation to maximise the use of “local knowledge” and thereby directly identify
pedestrian needs rather than infer them from observation.
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Information Sources

2.1 Introduction

Following the definition of the study area and objectives, as described in Section 1, the main steps required to
complete the PAMP were:
Determine the adequacy and suitability of existing pedestrian facilities; and

Identify the need for new pedestrian facilities.

The primary source of information for this investigation was community knowledge of the needs of pedestrians as
garnered from every-day experience. The community was consulted in a number of ways as described in
Section 2.6.

Prior to consulting the community, the PAMP was informed by a number of sources of existing information
including:

How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (RTA, 2002);

Pedestrian facility design information;

- Guide to Road Design Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths (Austroads, 2009); and

- Australian Standard 1742.10-2009 Manual of uniform traffic control devices - Pedestrian control and
protection (Standards Australia, 2009)

Local information:

- Mapped information and existing pedestrian facilities;

- Locality plans for each of the five settlements;

- Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008);

- Casino Urban Settlement Strategy 2005; and

- Evans Head Urban Settlement Strategy 2006;

- Draft Richmond Valley Council Community Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010);
- Building on What We Have — A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009)

Key elements of these information sources are described below.

2.2  How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan
(RTA, 2002)

This document has been referred to above as the RTA Guideline. The RTA Guideline is a practical manual for
people preparing or managing the preparation of a PAMP, presenting a step-by-step approach to pedestrian
planning and highlighting the main issues that need to be considered at all stages.

The methodology summarised in Section 1.6 is based closely on the recommended methodology put forward in
the RTA Guideline. The RTA Guideline also provides advice on prioritising the works (see Section 3.4),
although the categories and criteria used in this PAMP are quite different from those presented as an “example
only”in the RTA Guideline. The example provided in the RTA Guideline appears to be more suited to an inner-
city application.
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The RTA Guideline is available on-line at the following address.
http://www.rta.nsw.gov.au/doingbusinesswithus/downloads/technicalmanuals/mobility-plan _how-to.pdf

2.3  Guide to Road Design - Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths
(Austroads, 2009)

2.31 Introduction
The Guide to Road Design — Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths (Austroads, 2009) states that:

[this document] provides guidance for road designers and other practitioners on the design of paths
for safe and efficient walking and cycling. The guide provides a brief introduction to planning and
the need for a path, describes the types of path and covers the requirements of path users.
However, the main focus of Part 6A is the geometric design of paths and related facilities such as
intersections between paths, and terminal treatments. Detailed guidance is provided on path
location, alignment, width, clearances, crossfall, drainage and sight distance requirements.

Austroads (2009)

2.3.2 Path user requirements

Section 4 of Austroads (2009) outlines the attributes of the walking environment that provide a high level of
mobility and safety and thus encourage walking.

The general principles of path user requirements are outlined as follows:

Connected
A well-connected walking environment should:

Integrate walking networks with public transport and ensure short distances to stops from the
area served.

Have continuous pedestrian routes to key destinations without barriers that are difficult to cross
(e.g. major roads, railways).

Provide good access to key destinations.

Locate pedestrian crossings on pedestrian desire lines where people want to cross to get to
public transport interchanges.

Give important pedestrian routes a sufficiently high priority (e.g. short waiting times at
signalised crossings on routes to bus and rail interchanges). Where pedestrian flows are very
high and consistent (e.g. inner-city routes) consideration should be given to prioritising and
wherever practicable coordinating traffic signals to improve the level of service for pedestrians.

Comfortable
In order to provide an appropriate level of comfort, the walking environment should:

Meet design standards with respect to footpath widths and gradients, provide good quality
walking surfaces and appropriate facilities for impaired people

Ensure that parking does not create a problem (e.g. act as a barrier, impede sight distance at
roads)

Ensure that cyclists do not conflict with pedestrians

Provide a walking surface that is clear of obstructions and is well maintained (e.g. no broken
paving)

Include crossings that are appropriate for the traffic volume and traffic speed environment

Ensure that manhole covers and gratings are not placed in major pedestrian walkways
wherever practicable
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= Ensure that walkways are set back an adequate distance from the roadway

= Ensure that surface water does not pond on roads and result in splashing of pedestrians from
passing vehicles

= Provide adequate lighting to ensure that pedestrians feel safe when using paths at night and
do not walk on the edge of the road instead of a path.

Convenient
A convenient walking environment for pedestrians should:

Be as continuous as practicable (e.g. raise road crossings to footpath level)
= Ensure that streets can be crossed easily and safely
= Minimise delays to pedestrians at all existing facilities

Include efficient pedestrian signals or phases at signalised intersections

Provide adequate lighting to ensure that pedestrians feel safe when using paths at night and
do not have to deviate to less direct routes

= Provide adequate and safe storage areas for waiting pedestrians such that the flow of other
pedestrians is not impeded.

Convivial
To be convivial, a walking environment should:

Have a high standard of urban design so that it is attractive to pedestrians
Include interesting pedestrian routes

Ensure that footpaths are substantially free from litter, debris and other deposits
Have a safe environment free from crime and fear of crime.

Conspicuous
Important aspects of a conspicuous walking environment include:

Clear signposting (direction signs and distances to key destinations)

A coherent layout and design where it is obvious how to get to various facilities (e.g. shops,
leisure centre, bus stops)

Readlily available supporting information (e.g. published local maps, information boards, tourist
information)

Local walking schemes such as Safe Routes to School
Clearly visible street names and sufficient repeater street signs and place name plates.
Austroads (2009)

Section 4 of Austroads (2009) continues with more detailed information on the space that facilities must have,
such as to provide an adequate level of service for pedestrians. Key considerations of personal space, reach,
vision and minimum dimensions necessary to accommodate most people with disabilities include:
An ellipse measuring 460 mm by 610 mm should be adopted as the ‘envelope’ occupied by a walking
pedestrian, which includes allowance for carrying personal articles, preferences for avoiding bodily contact
with others, and body sway [this is accommodated in a footpath of a minimum width of 1.2 m — see Table
21];

1 m should be adopted as the width of the ‘envelope’ occupied by a walkers and cyclists using a shared path
to allow adequate operating space and clearances for passing;

Users of an average wheelchair (and people on crutches) need an envelope width of 1.2 m of clear for
comfortable movement; and

An area / path 1.8 m wide is required for two wheelchair users to pass each other or for a wheelchair user to
turn around.
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233 Path alignment and location

Section 5 of Austroads (2009) provides guidance on the alignment and location of paths with respect to
roadways, property lines, and bridges as well as through public open space. In terms of locating paths within
road reserves, which is the situation for almost all of the proposed works under the PAMP, it states:

The overriding consideration should be the safety of the path users. For this reason it is
recommended that where practicable, paths in urban arterial road reservations are located with
adequate clearance from both road traffic and the property line so that adequate sight distance is
achieved for vehicles and pedestrians leaving driveways and gateways.

Austroads (2009)

Figure 5.1 of Austroads (2009) shows the preferred location of a path within a road reserve as shown in
Plate 2.1.

Plate 2.1 Location of path in road reserve (Austroads, 2009)

234 Path design criteria

Section 6 of Austroads (2009) outlines fundamental design criteria for paths in addition to alignment and location,
including:

Clear width and height;

Changes in level; and

Surface treatments.

2341  Width

Table 6.1 of Austroads (2009) presents path width requirements as shown in Table 2.1, while Table 7.4 presents
path widths for shared paths as shown in Table 2.2.

Table 2.1 Width requirements for footpaths (from Austroads (2009))

Situation Desired width (m) Comments

General low demand = 1.2to 1.0 (absolute minimum) | General minimum is 1.2 m for most roads and streets.
Clear width required for one wheelchair.
Not adequate for commercial or shopping environments.

High pedestrian 2.4 m (or higher based on Generally commercial and shopping areas.
volumes demand)
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Situation Desired width (m) Comments

For wheelchairs to 1.8 to 1.5 (desired minimum) Allow for two wheelchairs to pass (1.8 m comfortable, 1.5 m
pass minimum)

Narrower width (1.2 m) can be tolerated for short distances.

For people with 1.8t01.0
other disabilities

Notes:

= Whilst the minimum width may be used where demand is low, it is generally desirable to provide a path that will accommodate two pedestrians side by
side.

= More than the minimum width (e.g. up to 5 m) may also be necessary at locations where pedestrian flows are high or where pedestrians gather such as
in the vicinity of schools and associated road crossings, at recreation facilities and at important bus stops.

= Where demand is significant, it may be necessary to provide adequate congregation areas clear of the path required for through movement of
pedestrians.

Table 2.2 Width requirements for shared paths (from Austroads (2009))
Path width
Local access path Commuter path Recreational path
[low use or ‘tidal flow’] [moderate and concurrent = [heavy and concurrent
use in both directions] use in both directions]
‘ Desirable minimum width 25 3.0 35
‘ Minimum — maximum width 2.5"-3.02 2.5"-4.02 3.01-4.02

1. A lesser width should only to be adopted where cyclist volumes and operational speeds will remain low.
2. A greater width may be required where the numbers of cyclists and pedestrians are very high or there is a high probability of conflict between users (e.g.
people walking dogs, roller bladders and skaters etc.).

2.34.2  Path clear height

Footpaths should have a minimum clear height (vertical clearance) of 2 m from the surface of the path to any
overhead obstructions such as signs or trees. This should be increased to 2.2 m for shared paths and to 2.5 m
for stairs or ramps.

Key considerations for changes in level include the following:
Provide kerb ramps with a smooth change in the level between the footpath and road pavement to allow
safe and easy access for pedestrians including people in personal mobility devices and those with a mobility
impairment;
Kerb ramps should have a maximum gradient of 1:10 (1:8 absolute maximum) and should not have a
vertical lip at the edge of the drainage channel as it inhibits the free movement of wheelchairs;

On extended ramps, such as approaches to pedestrian overpasses, rest areas (i.e. flat sections) should be
provided at each change in direction and at intermediate points along ramps to break up long flights. AS
1428.2 suggests that the spacing of rest areas range from 9 m for ramp grades of 1:14 to 15 m for grades of
1:20;

Where the gradient of a path is 1:33, level rest areas 1.2 m long should be provided at a minimum of 25 m
intervals. At 1:20 the interval should not exceed 15 m. Between gradients of 1:33 and 1:20 the interval
should be interpolated. Paths with a gradient steeper than 1:20 are to be considered as ramps for design
purposes. Rest areas are not required on gradients less than 1:33; and

Adjacent ground for all footpaths should be within 25 mm of the level of the footpath.

2.3.4.3  Path surface treatments

Surface treatments should be stable, firm, even, relatively smooth but slip resistant and should not deviate more
than 5 mm from a 500 mm long straight-edge laid anywhere on the surface. Generally concrete or asphalt are
the preferred surfaces for footpaths and shared paths.
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Subsequent sections provide guidance on path treatments at intersections, in locations remote from roads and in
the vicinity of structures and hazards.

24  Australian Standard 1742.10-2009 Manual of uniform traffic
control devices — Pedestrian control and protection (Standards
Australia, 2009)

241 Introduction

This standard provides design requirements for a number of different pedestrian facilities. Those facilities that
are of direct relevance to the PAMP are:

= Pedestrian crossings (zebra); and
Pedestrian refuges.

This standard is available for public viewing at Richmond Upper Clarence Regional Library branches in Casino,
Kyogle, Coraki and Evans Head via the Standards Australia on-line public library service. Close reference
should be made to Figures 1,2 and 7 in AS 1742.10-2009 to complement the descriptions provided below.

In NSW the RTA Australian Standard Supplement Australian Standard — AS1742 Manual of uniform traffic
control devices parts 1-15 (RTA, 2011) *has been issued to clarify, add to or modify” AS1742 whereby the RTA
provides direction that enhances, complements or departs from the requirements of the standard. If there is
conflict between RTA (2011) and AS1742, then RTA (2011) prevails.

Note thatin AS1742, terms such as “width” or “wide” refer to dimensions across the road (i.e. transverse to the
direction of vehicle travel) and “length” or “long” refer to dimensions along the road (i.e. parallel to the direction of
vehicle travel). RTA (2011) does not necessarily follow this convention. The AS1742 convention has been used
below.

24.2 Pedestrian Crossings

Section 6 and Figures 1 and 2 of AS 1742.10-2009 outline the design requirements for pedestrian crossings.
These requirements include, but are not limited to, the following:
The length (i.e. along the road) of a pedestrian crossing must be between 3.6 m and 6.0 m;
Parking must be banned 25 m from the approach to a crossing and 10 m following a crossing on the relevant
side of the road;

In addition to signs banning parking, various warning signs must accompany the crossing, including advance
warning signs between 80 m and 120 m on the approach to a crossing and signs at the crossing itself; and

Generally, pedestrian crossings should not be installed on arterial roads.

2.4.2.1  Pedestrian Crossing Warrants

RTA (2011) outlines the prescribed ‘pedestrian crossing warrants’ that are vehicle and pedestrian traffic

conditions that must be met for a pedestrian crossing to be warranted. In summary, the warrants are as follows:
Normal warrant. A minimum of 500 vehicles pass the site and 30 pedestrians pass the site in each of three
(3) one-hour periods on a typical day, and, where the product of these two totals is greater than 60,000.

Special warrant. A minimum of 500 vehicles pass the site and 30 pedestrians pass the site in each of three
(3) one-hour periods on a typical day, and, where the product of these two totals is greater than 45,000. In
such cases Council needs to justify why the location warrants a pedestrian crossing.

Reduced warrant for children. A minimum of 200 vehicles pass the site and 30 pedestrians pass the site in
each of two one-hour periods immediately before and after school hours.
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= Reduced warrant for the aged or physically impaired. A minimum of 200 vehicles pass the site and 30
pedestrians pass the site (where more than 50% are aged or physically impaired) in each of three one-hour
periods on a typical day, and, where the product of these 2 totals is greater than 60,000.

243 Pedestrian Refuges

Section 9 and Figure 7 of AS 1742.10-2009 outline the design requirements for pedestrian refuges. These
requirements include, but are not limited to, the following:

= A pedestrian refuge should comprise two islands raised with kerbing on either side of a walk-through section
at pavement (road surface) level;

The walk-through section should be a minimum of 3 m long (i.e. along the road). The width (i.e. across the
road) of the walk-through section is defined by the width of the islands either side of it and should be at least
2 m, or where there are high pedestrian volumes or significant numbers of cyclists or disabled persons, at
least 3 m;

The islands either side of the walkthrough section should be a minimum of 3.5 m long (i.e. along the road) or
long enough to accommodate signage as necessary; and

Pedestrian refuges must not unexpectedly constrict the road width or reduce the number of travel lanes.
This may require banning parking in the vicinity of the refuge.

2.5 Local Information

251 Mapped Information and Existing Pedestrian Facilities
Council has a range of information in mapped format in its GIS database including:
Cadastre;
Footpaths, shared paths and tracks;
Locations and details of traffic accidents;
Locations and details of traffic counts;
Public toilets;
Bus stops and bus routes (Casino only); and
Parks and reserves.

Field investigations and background research added the following to this existing information:
= Landuse

Community facilities (e.g. halls, sporting facilities, Council premises etc.)
Places of worship

- Healthcare and Aged Care facilities

Schools and Colleges

Childcare establishments and Pre-schools

= Bus routes (Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater);

= Pedestrian crossings; and

»  Pedestrian refuges.

Council’s existing GIS information and the information gathered by means of field investigations and background
research were used to create the maps showing existing pedestrian facilities in the context of surrounding land
uses and services — lllustration 2.1 to lllustration 2.8.
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2.5.1.1  Pedestrian Network Hierarchy

Colour coding of the lines used to show the location of existing footpaths and shared paths on lllustration 2.1 to
lllustration 3.8 (and proposed footpaths, shared paths, refuges and crossings on lllustration 3.1 to lllustration
3.8) has been used to show the pedestrian network hierarchy. This hierarchy, comprising high, medium and low
priority routes (red, blue and green respectively), was developed by the project steering group, and confirmed via
community consultation. The pedestrian network hierarchy provides a broad indication of estimated pedestrian
volumes (no pedestrian count data was available or gathered) and primary ‘arterial’ routes between key locations
and landuses (e.g. route from the CBD to a hospital).

It is important to note that the location of proposed works within the pedestrian network hierarchy was only one of
the categories by which works were prioritised (see Section 3.4), and is not the sole criterion by which works
have been prioritised.

2.5.2 Pedestrian Accident Data

lllustration 2.1 to lllustration 2.8 show the locations of previous pedestrian accidents labelled with identifiers
that cross reference with the pedestrian accident data summarised in Appendix E.

2.5.2.1  Pedestrian Accident Clusters

The RTA defines a Pedestrian Accident Cluster as any location up to 100m long with three or more pedestrian
accidents over 5 years. Based on this definition, there is one Pedestrian Accident Cluster within the study area,
at the roundabout at the intersection of the Bruxner Highway and Barker Street in Casino. The cluster comprises
accidents AC21, AC30 and AC35, all of which occurred in fine weather and during daylight hours.

Anecdotal evidence gathered from the Project Steering Group and several members of the community indicates
that, in addition to these recorded accidents, there have been numerous “near misses” at this location.

It has been suggested that the accidents and anecdotal “near misses” at this location are largely due to a
combination of the high volumes of pedestrian and vehicular traffic using the intersection, and the close proximity
of each of the three existing pedestrian crossings (with refuges) to the intersection. It is thought, by members of
the both project steering group and the community, that the attention of drivers is focussed on navigating the
roundabout and other vehicles rather than the potential for pedestrians using the crossings. Immediately after
travelling through the intersection, drivers focus on navigating the roundabout and avoiding other vehicles, while
a pedestrian at the pedestrian crossing is expecting to be given right-of-way by virtue of the crossing. .

A number of proposed works are included in the PAMP in response to this pedestrian accident cluster, anecdotal
evidence of “‘near misses” and the concerns relating to the close proximity of the three existing pedestrian
crossings (with refuges) to the intersection. Refer to works items C21, C22 and C23 in lllustration 3.1 and the
tables in Appendix D.
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Information shown is for illustrative purposes only
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253 Locality Plans and Urban Settlement / Land Release Strategies

Council has prepared a locality plan (RVC, 2008) for each of the five settlements within the study area to assist
in “the delivery of services & functions in a more strategic manner”. Prepared in conjunction with Community
Network Groups for each settlement, each plan adopts an overall vision for the local government area and
applies this vision in line with the local characteristics of each settlement.

Each plan states the following objectives:

= The achievement of the community vision

= Appropriate and more focused expenditure on delivery of service either core to the expressed
community needs or otherwise as desired by the community, to realistically achievable
standards

Preservation or achievement of the desired future character of local communities

Integration and/or simplification of existing policies requlating planning, development, building
and environmental matters.

The “Service and Maintenance Plan” outlined in each locality plan assisted in the identification of facilities (e.g.
reserves, amenities, sporting facilities etc.) as well as proposed works items, some of which are within the scope
of the PAMP. The works items identified in the locality plans that have been included in the PAMP are shown in
Table 2.3, and are shown in lllustration 3.1 to lllustration 3.8 and the prioritised works schedule, Table D1 in
Appendix D. The item number for each these works includes an “LP” suffix to indicate that they were originally
identified in a locality plan.

The locality plans identified a number of works under the headings of “Footpaths and Cycleways” and “Urban
Roads and Bridges”. However, the majority of these works are responses to footpath condition reports (i.e.
rehabilitation or replacement) or do not involve pedestrian facilities (they are road upgrades only) and are thus
outside of the scope of the PAMP.

The works prioritisation methodology, outlined in Section 3.4, includes an “other” criterion which includes
consideration of whether or not a proposed works item was originally put forward in a locality plan, and thus such
works are given further ‘benefit’ points by virtue of their inclusion in a locality plan.

Table 2.3 Works items identified in locality plans and included in the PAMP
Works item identified in Locality Plan PAMP works . 1sion in PAMP
item number

Casino

RTA PAMP — Hare Street and Centre Street Casino C46 LP and Modification of existing traffic islands on Hare

Pedestrian Refuge C47LP Street. (east of Centre Street.) and Centre
Street. (south of Hare Street.)

Coraki

Adam St — Martin/Richmond (South) 240 m CK7 LP Martin St. to Bridge St. is complete so work
only necessary between Bridge St. and
Richmond Terrace.

Evans Head

Woodburn Cycleway [shared path] Stage 1 (5 year W13 TP/LP The shared path between Evans Head and the

staged construction) Riverside Village is already being delivered.
PAMP works item W13 TP refers to a shared
path between Riverside Village and Woodburn.
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Urban Settlement / Land Release Strategies have been developed for Casino and Evans Head to provide for
strategically planned residential, commercial and industrial growth within each township. Both strategies identify
both infill development opportunities as well as larger ‘satellite’ land release areas. The works proposed in the
PAMP will serve infill areas while works servicing ‘satellite’ areas have only been included when proposed by the
community or the Project Steering Group to serve existing settlements. It is expected that develop consent
conditions for the ‘satellite’ land release areas will include the provision of shared path facilities.

254 Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008)

The Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008) (the Transport Plan) focuses largely on
directing strategic investment in the road and car parking network throughout the LGA, with primary
consideration of passenger and road freight vehicles. This is outside of the scope of the PAMP.

However, Section 4.9 of the Transport Plan does identify a number of proposed “cycleways”, i.e. shared paths, in
Casino, Evans Head and Woodburn. The works items identified in the Transport Plan that have been included in
the PAMP are shown in Table 2.4, and are shown in lllustration 3.1 to lllustration 3.8 and the prioritised works
schedules in Appendix D. The item number for each these works includes a “TP” suffix to indicate that they
were originally identified in the transport plan.

The works prioritisation methodology, outlined in Section 3.4, includes an “other” criterion which includes
consideration of whether or not a proposed works item was originally put forward in the Transport Plan, and thus
such works are given further ‘benefit’ points by virtue of their inclusion in the Plan.

Table 2.4 PAMP inclusion of works items identified in the Richmond Valley Council Local
Transport Plan (GHD, 2008)
Works item identified in Richmond Valley Council = PAMP works L
Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008) item number el el
Casino
New cycleway [shared path] on Centre Street C45TP None
between Hare Street and Stapleton Avenue. This
has the difficulty of being through the South Casino
business area.
Continuation of existing cycleway [shared path] on C59 TP Terminated at Lakeside Way at
[Sextonville Road] from intersection with [Bruxner Wooroowoolgan rather than at small collection
Highway] to new residential development at of houses a further 1 km west along Sextonville
Wooroowoolgan. Road.
From new development site on Light Street, along n/a Noted on lllustration 3.2 but not included in
Hickey Street to the Lennox Street intersection to PAMP works program as will be installed by
meet the existing network. development proponent (Casino RV Village) as
part of conditions of consent for upgrade to the
facility.
Connect existing cycleway from Hartley Street past C62 TP Partly combined with C60 (shared path through
sporting fields, over Richmond River to Hickey Street Queen Elizabeth Park)
near Casino CBD.
Extend existing cycleway [shared path] from C63 TP None
Summerland Way to new residential development
north-west of Casino [Fairy Hill]. This could
potentially be an off-street facility dependent on the
mixture of vehicle traffic and any safety concerns.
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Works item identified in Richmond Valley Council
Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008)

Evans Head

New cycleway [shared path] from Evans Head to

Woodburn on the Woodburn-Evans Head Road. This
could potentially be an off-street facility dependent on
the mixture of vehicle traffic and any safety concerns.

New cycleway on Currajong Street from Woodburn
Street past the industrial estate to connect to Beech
Street.

New cycleway [shared path] on Cypress Street past
the high school between Elm Street and Woodburn
Street

New link on Park Street to connect to existing
cycleways [shared paths]

New cycleway [shared path] on Beech Street to
connect to the beach and existing cycleway [shared
path]

Woodburn

New cycleway [shared path] from Evans Head to

Woodburn on the Woodburn-Evans Head Road. This
could potentially be an off-street facility dependent on
the mixture of vehicle traffic and any safety concerns.

New cycleway [shared path] on Richmond Street

Potential connection to Coraki-Woodburn Road
through the school and past the swimming pool
(Wagner Street)

Potential link south to the new land release area
(potentially off-street).

PAMP works
item number

W13 TP/LP

E2TP
E3TP

EMMTP

n/a

E7TP

W13 TP

W9 TP

n/a

n/a

Inclusion in PAMP

The shared path between Evans Head and the
Riverside Village is already being delivered.
PAMP works item W13 TP refers to a shared
path between Riverside Village and Woodburn.

This facility is likely to be implemented by the
proponent as part of the development
conditions for the proposed RSL Aged Care
Facility proposed (approval not yet granted).

None

Completed on Park Street, with short stretch on
Booyong Street (north side) between Park
Street and Yarran Street to be installed soon.

None

The shared path between Evans Head and the
Riverside Village is already being delivered.
PAMP works item W13 TP refers to a shared
path between Riverside Village and Woodburn.

A footpath, rather than a cycleway, between
Cedar Street and Alfred Street, was considered
adequate for the level of use expected by the
Project Steering Group and community
members.

Not included

Not included

2.5.5

Draft Richmond Valley Council Community Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010 Draft);

The Draft Richmond Valley Council Community Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010 Draft) states:

The purpose of the Community Strategic Plan is to identify the community’s main priorities and
aspirations for the future and to plan strategies for achieving outcomes related to those priorities

and aspirations.

RVC (2010 Draft)

To meet this primary purpose, the preparation of the plan involved extensive community consultation culminating
in the receipt of “some 5,700 comments” based around:

current community perceptions

what were the long term goals of the community
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= Wwhat strategies should be put in place to achieve the goals
= what performance indicators could be used to gauge how successful the strategies have been

RVC (2010 Draft)
Community feedback as above was grouped into seven focus areas:
= Environment
= Local Economy
= Community and Culture
= Recreation and Open Space
= Rural and Urban Development
= Transport and Infrastructure
Governance and Process
Table 2.5 Strategies and performance indicators of the Draft Richmond Valley Council Community
Strategic Plan (RVC, 2010 Draft) that relate to the PAMP
Strategy Performance Indicator
Focus Area 4 - Recreation and Open Space
4.2.11 Improved connectivity for pedestrian and = Attractive and accessible rivers and riverbanks that are well
bicycle access to parks and sporting facilities used for recreation (4.2)
Focus Area 6 - Transport and Infrastructure
6.1.2 Develop pedestrian friendly footpath network = Improved footpaths and roads without potholes (6.1)
through completion and implementation of a = Cycleways throughout the Council area to complement the
PAMP Plan roads (6.4)
6.1.3 Provide cycleway network in accordance with
recommendations of local transport plan

2.5.6  Building on What We Have - A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009)

Building on What We Have — A Facility Needs Review (RVC, 2009) (the Facility Needs Review) applies a
comprehensive prioritising framework to assist Council in the strategic allocation of resources. It considers 123
widely varying assets owned or managed by Council including community halls, parks and reserves, sporting
facilities and vacant land.

The Facility Needs Review valued each asset based on three value criteria supported by a range of measures:
Financial value, including the following measures:

- Market value;

- Replacement value;

- Rates, water and sewer charges;

- Income generated;

- Maintenance costs; and

- Insurance costs

Community use value, including the following measures:
- Estimation of persons within 400 m;

- Estimation of persons within 10 km;
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- Change in the number of people between 2001 and 2006 censuses;
- Inaland release area;
- Club usage;
- Number of occasional bookings;
-~ Club Tourism; and
- Implied use.
= Intrinsic value, including 100 measures relating to factors such as:
- Value to youth and children;
- Value to the aged and disabled;
- Public transport and access to the asset;
- Compliance with modern building standards;
- OH&S/Risk;
- Influence of the asset in preventing crime;
- Rural and regional value;
- Aboriginal cultural significance;
- Community enthusiasm and support;
- Public health benefits;
- Visual amenity;
- Cultural value;
- Historical and heritage value; and
- Environmental value.

Each asset was ranked under each value and the summation of these ranks provided an overall ranking.
Section 3.4 outlines how the proximity of PAMP works to the assets considered in the Facility Needs Review has
been considered in prioritising the PAMP works.

2.6 Community Consultation

Community consultation was ‘open’ from 15 January 2011 with the launch of the project webpage (Section
2.6.1) to its formal closure on 27 May 2011. A final round of consultation was provided by the public exhibition of
the draft PAMP report for four weeks commencing 29 July 2011.

As discussed in Section 1.6, existing information on pedestrian usage patterns and needs, and the resources
available to conduct systematic data collection such as ‘pedestrian counts’ and ‘pedestrian origin-destination
surveys’ were both limited. Therefore, it was determined very early that the PAMP works would be identified
mainly on the basis of the advice of the community and input from the Project Steering Group.

An appropriate works schedule was thus developed, by:
= Use of a broad range of consultation mechanisms to gather advice from as wide a cross-section of the
community as possible

The Project Steering Group reviewing and if required modifying all the works proposed by the community;
and

Application of a robust and transparent prioritisation methodology.

This section outlines the broad range of consultation mechanisms used to gather advice from the community.
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2.6.1 Project webpage and email

The GeoLINK website hosted a webpage devoted to the PAMP project which was a hub for all online community
consultation. As well as presenting general information on the project such as background, scope and
objectives, it provided:

Downloads of project information as it became available, in particular various draft versions of lllustration
3.1 to lllustration 3.8 as they were developed over the course of the project;

Announcements on key project milestones such as the Community Open Days and closure of community
consultation.

Links to key supporting documents such as How to Prepare a Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (RTA,
2002) and Richmond Valley Council Local Transport Plan (GHD, 2008);

Links to the webpage for the Ballina Shire Council Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (BSC, 2004) as a
local example of what a completed PAMP “looks” like;

Email, mail and telephone contact details for the project team;
The on-line project subscription process where people could sign up for project updates; and
Links to the on-line surveys for individuals and businesses (see Section 2.6.4).

A dedicated project email, RVCPAMP@geolink.net.au, was established to send out project updates, receive
comments and reply to those comments within one working day.

2.6.2 Promotion of opportunities to comment

A wide range of avenues were used to promote the opportunities for the community to provide input on the
PAMP, including the following.

Three Project Update emails were sent out: the first on 17 February 2011 to announce the project,
emphasise the importance of community feedback and direct people to the project webpage; the second on
5 April 2011 to promote the Community Open Days, and; the third on 19 May 2005 to encourage further
feedback on the draft maps prior to consultation closing. These emails were distributed to a list of over 260
email addresses comprising addresses that were:

- Included with submissions via email or mail or the on-line survey;

- Provided by people subscribing to the project via people who provided comments, people who
subscribed to the project via the webpage;

- The publicly available part of Council’s Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning network
of emails comprising mainly community groups, schools and churches; and

- The extensive email network of Council’s Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning.

The Casino Chamber of Commerce and Business and the www.casino.com.au website were included in the
Project Update email list and agreed to pass on project update emails throughout their networks.

Two media releases were prepared by GeoLINK distributed by Council through Council’s standard media
distribution list. One was released on 14 January 2011 to announce the project, emphasise the importance
of community feedback and highlight the ways the community could provide advice. The other was released
on 4 April 2011 to announce the Community Open Days.

Two announcements in Council’s regular newspaper columns that coincided with the media releases.

Three letters to each member of Council's Community Network Groups in each of the five settlements. The
first was sent on 1 February 2011 to announce the project, emphasise the importance of community and
provide the project team’s contact details, the second was sent on 29 March 2011 to promote the
Community Open Days and the third was sent on 20 May 2011 to encourage further feedback on the draft
maps prior to consultation closing.

Council’'s Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning announced the PAMP to the members of
various committees which she oversees and provided advice on the ways in which comments could be
made by individuals. A number of the committees provided formally minuted comments which are recorded
in Section 2.6.5.
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= The Project Manager met with Council’s Disability Access Committee on 4 April 2011 to discuss the project,
receive comments directly and assist with the mobility audit of Casino.

2.6.3 Email, mail and telephone comments

Only six community members provided their comments by email, one by mail and one by telephone. The low
response rate via these avenues was presumably due to the availability of other methods, such as the
Community Open Days and the on-line survey.

2.6.4 Online survey

The web-based www.surveymonkey.com was used to generate two on-line surveys to capture the needs and
comments of individuals in the community and businesses respectively. The surveys are summarised below with
the results, including written comments, provided in full in Appendix A.

2.6.4.1  Survey for individuals
The survey for individuals in the community comprised the following questions.
1. Name and email address (optional)
2. About which town would you like to make comments?
[Single choice]
- Casino
- Coraki
- Broadwater
- Evans Head
- Woodburn

3. Please rank the quality of existing pedestrian facilities in [town] for the following groups
[Scale: Very Poor; Poor; Acceptable; Good; Very Good)]

General pedestrians

Elderly and zimmer frame users
Wheelchair and scooter users
Children and pram users

4.  Please rank how important you feel the following items are in relation to pedestrian access and mobility in
[town].
[Scale: Not at all important; Not very important; Don't know; Important; Very important]

- Provision of new footpaths in town
- Provision of pedestrian and cyclist links to nearby areas
- Management of vehicle traffic
- Removal of trips and obstacles
- Provision of access ramps
- Provision of pedestrian crossings and refuges
- Better links with other transport modes (car parks, taxi ranks, bus shelters etc.)
- Better safety measures such as lighting and higher visibility
- Tactile indicators (for the vision impaired)
- Directional way signage
- Furniture (e.g. seating, bubblers, shelters)
5. Do you have any further comments regarding pedestrian facilities in [town]
[Open response]
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Only 45 people responded to the survey, so it is difficult to draw conclusions that would direct the development of
specific works. However, points of note include:

= 32 people commented on Casino, 10 on Evans Head, two on Coraki, one on Woodburn and none on
Broadwater.

= Pedestrian facilities were considered “poor” or “very poor” for all user groups in towns other than Casino,
where the response was mixed from “very good” to “very poor”, although still with an emphasis on “poor” and
“very poor”. One possible explanation of the high proportion of negative perceptions is that those within the
community who do have a view that the facilities are satisfactory may not have been encouraged to
volunteer that view. This explanation of the results for Evans Head is supported by anecdotal evidence from
the Spinal Cord Injuries Australia representative on the Project Steering Group who reported that Evans
Head has a widespread reputation in the wheelchair community for being an ideal place to holiday due to
good disability access.

The importance of the various “items” (i.e. Question 4 above) was generally high which is not surprising,
although those that were occasionally ranked lower in Casino and Evans Head (where the number of
respondents gives some spread) included:

- Provision of new footpaths (associated with comments favouring maintenance of existing footpaths
rather than provision of new ones);

- Provision of pedestrian and cyclist links to nearby areas;
- Better links with other transport modes (car parks, taxi ranks, bus shelters etc.); and
- Better safety measures such as lighting and higher visibility.

One of the main benefits of the survey is the 40 written comments provided, many of which identified specific
works.

2.6.4.2  Survey for businesses
The survey for businesses posed the following questions.
1. Whatis your Business Name and Address?
2. Under which of the following general categories does your business operate?
[Single choice]
- Aged care / Health care
- Community services
- Education
- Hospitality
- Place of worship
- Professional services
- Retail
- Other (please specify)

3. Approximately how many people would visit your premises on average?
[Scale: 0-100; 100-300; More than 300]

- Weekdays
- Saturdays
- Sundays

4. How far would you estimate visitors walk to reach your premises?
[Scale: Very few visitors; Some visitors; A lot of visitors]

- The final 100 metres (e.g. from nearby car-parking)
- The final 100-500 metres (eg. from a car park down the road)
- More than 500m (e.g. walk across the town
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5. Whatis the proportion of special-user groups visiting your premises?
[Scale: Very few visitors; Some visitors; A lot of visitors]

- Elderly
- Mobility impaired (e.g. wheelchair, scooter or zimmer user)
- Vision impaired (i.e. blind or with poor eyesight)
- Children and pram users
6. Do you feel that pedestrian facilities around your premises are adequate?
[yes, no]

7. How do you feel pedestrian facilities around your premises might be improved?
[Open response]

Only 14 responses were received across 12 businesses so it is difficult to draw conclusions that would direct the
development of specific works. Almost half the businesses reported that “some visitors” or “A lot of visitors” walk
more than 500 m to reach their premises indicating that there is at least a perception of a high level of walking.
The main benefit of the survey came from a total of 12 written comments provided, many of which identified
specific works.

2.6.5 Advice from Council Committees

Council's Coordinator, Community Services and Social Planning announced the PAMP to the members Council's
various committees. A number of the committees provided formally minuted comments including the following all
of which, unless otherwise noted, were included in the PAMP. The Project Steering Group included
representatives of the Transport Advisory Committee and Disability Access Committee to provide on-going input
from these committees in addition to any minuted advice.

Women'’s Advisory Committee 14 February 2011

- Footpath/ cycle way that goes South and West of the Casino Hospital and that goes to the Casino
Hospital from the railway crossing in Casino.

- The ability to use Prams in Casino was generally “shocking”.
- Apathway to join the West Street Cycleway and Richmond Lodge in Casino.
- The need for a crossing in Johnston Street (not included, see Section 3.3)

- Crossing of Canterbury Street, Casino (near McDonalds) should be moved back from the intersection
slightly to ensure that as cars turn they would not run into school children.

55+ Advisory Committee 21 February 2011

- Some of the crossings in Casino with safety islands are not disability accessible (these were picked up
by the Disability Access Committee audit).

- There are plenty of footpaths that need maintenance around Casino and there is a need to look
particularly at the ones where aged persons live.

- There is a need for a footpath/cycle way from the proposed RSL retirement village in Evans Head to
and from the CBD.

- Three is a need for improved footpaths and cycle ways from aged care facilities to the CBD. A
particular reference was made in relation to the Aged Care Living in Shepherd Street, Casino that has
no access to town but could link to the Casino High School or Barling Street shared path.

55+ Community Advisory Committee 16 May 2011.
- Lighting for the shared path on Beech Street, Evans Head.
Transport Advisory Committee 25th May 2011

- Crash barrier/ rail to protect pedestrians at the Woodburn toilet block where the new footpath is to be
installed

- Alow priority footpath along Dairy Street in South Casino (not included, see Section 3.3).
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= Disability Access Committee 7 March 2011

- A pedestrian crossing between St Josephs and Coraki High School (this was substituted with a
pedestrian refuge as the RTA warrants would not be met in this location, see Section 2.4.2.1)

= Disability Access Committee 2 May 2011
- Alinking path to the shared path up the embankment opposite the entrance to the RSL in Evans Head.

2.6.6 Community Open Days

Three Community Open Days were held to provide both for people for whom ‘workshops’ or evening
presentations may be unsuitable and those who may be disinclined to provide feedback online or by email, mail
or telephone. Also, these open days can capture feedback from people who would not generally comment on
projects or may not have been aware of the PAMP.

Two project staff members set up stalls with display information comprising draft versions of lllustration 3.1 to
lllustration 3.8. The stalls were held at the following times and locations:
9amto 1 pm on 2 April 2011 Woodburn in Riverside Park near the Tourist Information Office;

= 9amto 1 pmon 9 April 2011 Evans Head outside Siam Thai on Oak Street at the end of Oak Street arcade;
and

9amto 1 pm on 16 April 2011 Casino outside the ANZ bank on Walker Street near the crossing immediately
south of Simpson Parade.

The display information prompted discussion by showing the nature and extent of the PAMP, and the current
status of proposed works, while the informal setting allowed two-way discussion to be directed by community
members onto issues of specific concern to them. Approximately 60 to 80 people provided around 70 comments
over the course of all the open days.
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Results

3.1 Introduction

The primary purpose of the PAMP is to develop a prioritised works schedule in line with the objectives set out in
Section 1.4. These works are presented in Appendix D, and Illlustration 3.1 to lllustration 3.8, and discussed
in Section 3.4 below.

3.2 General comments

During community consultation the following general comments not relating to specific works items were

received:

= Anumber of comments related to the choice and management of vegetation at or near pedestrian crossings,
in particular those at

- The intersection of Barker Street and Centre Street (i.e. the Cecil Hotel). These crossings are proposed
to be either removed entirely or relocated further from the intersection under the PAMP;

- South Casino CBD; and

- Woodburn Street immediately south of Oak Street in Evans Head. This crossing is proposed to be
removed as part of the Evans Head CBD upgrade project (see Section 3.3).

Improved general maintenance of existing pedestrian facilities, mainly footpaths, was proposed by a number
of people, some of whom suggested that this is more important than provision of new facilities.

The ability to use prams in Casino was considered poor, most probably due to inadequate provision of kerb
ramps and maintenance of trip hazards although the specific reasons were not put forward.

It is generally recognised by Council and the community that footpaths in Coraki are in poor condition largely
due to subsurface conditions associated with the nearby river and soil types.

Disabled access to public telephone boxes can be limited due to a lack of linking paths from adjacent
footpaths or level differences between the concrete slab of the box and the surrounding footpath.

3.3  Comments not included in works program

A small number of comments were received that had merit and may require some response, but were not
addressed in the works program for various reasons. They are as follows.
The footpath in the vicinity of Chill Cafe on Woodburn Street in Evans Head is subject to periodic flooding for
extended periods, most likely due lack of cross fall, a localised depression and poor management of
downpipes nearby, forcing footpath users onto the roadway. This is a significant issue but not strictly within
the scope of the PAMP and has therefore been referred to Council's RAMS process for footpath
maintenance.

The adequacy of lighting at pedestrian crossings at Centre Street near Convent Parade and at the South
Casino CBD was questioned. Both crossings were observed to already have flood lighting, however the
need and potential to increase the illumination provided by these lights should be investigated. This was not
included in the works program as it was considered a minor item.

An upgrade of Simpson Parade in Casino was suggested due to increasing levels of vehicle and pedestrian
traffic. Because there is inadequate width for a continuous widening of the footpath, these upgrade works
would be limited to a resealing of the road pavement, with some isolated stretches of pavement widening.
Such an upgrade constitutes road works only and is not considered appropriate to be included in the PAMP,
but should be considered in Council’s roads program.
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= Lighting at the corner of Bruxner Highway and Sextonville Road and at the corner of Sextonville Road and
Lakeside Drive (Woorooloogan Estate) was proposed. This is outside of the scope of the PAMP and should
be considered in Council's roads program.

= A pedestrian crossing on Johnson Street, Casino was proposed, however the Project Steering Group
indicated that the RTA would not allow a crossing on a main arterial road such as this because of the high
volume of vehicle traffic and the potential disruption to traffic flow. Itis also noted that AS1742 recommends
against pedestrian crossings on arterial roads (see Section 2.4). In response to an identified need to
provide for pedestrians crossing Johnson Street, a number of pedestrian refuges have been proposed in the
PAMP.

= Pedestrian crossings on Woodburn Street and Cashmore Street near the IGA at Evans Head were
proposed, however Council investigations showed that the standard RTA “warrants” are not met at either
location. The RTA warrants are discussed in Section 2.4.2.1 and the results of Council’s traffic study are
summarised in Appendix B. There are existing pedestrian refuges on Woodburn Street either side of
Cashmore Street, and the works program includes a pedestrian refuge on Cashmore Street near the IGA
supermarket.

= A pedestrian crossing on Currajong Street near Woodburn Street at Evans Head was proposed, however
the standard RTA “warrant” will not be met at this location. The RTA warrants are discussed in Section
2.4.2.1. A pedestrian refuge has been proposed at this location in the PAMP.

It was proposed that the crossing on Woodburn Street near Oak Street in Evans Head should be moved
further south away from the intersection. As part of the Evans Head CBD upgrade there will be a number of
upgrades to pedestrian facilities including footpath “blisters” (extension of the footpath onto the roadway at
locations where pedestrians are likely to need to cross) and pedestrian refuges that will reduce pedestrian
exposure significantly. These works will include the removal of this crossing as the standard RTA “warrant”
is not met at this location. The RTA warrants are discussed in Section 2.4.2.1 and the results of Council's
traffic study are summarised in Appendix B.

Footpaths servicing Dairy Street, Jubilee Park and the Casino Showground in South Casino were proposed,
however the Project Steering Group considered potential demand for such facilities to be low.

3.4 Prioritised Works Schedule

The prioritised works schedule comprises works within the study area and scope of the PAMP (see Section 1.5)
that were identified by three primary mechanisms:
Presented by the Project Steering Group members based on their experience;
Proposed by the community (see Section 2.6) based on local knowledge and observations. Almost all
community comments relating to specific works are included in the works schedule, and those not included
are discussed in Section 3.3; and

Identified during field audits (see Section 1.6).

All works were reviewed and refined by the Project Steering Group before inclusion in the schedule. All works
are shown in lllustration 3.1 to lllustration 3.8.
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Information shown is for illustrative purposes only
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(B3) Provide shared patf

to Broadwater Beach

—_— Broadwater - Existing Pedestrian Network and Proposed Works
”NK Richmond Valley Council Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan lllustration 3.8
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A fundamental objective of the PAMP is to ensure the most cost-effective use of the resources and funds that are
available for pedestrian facilities by means of a prioritised works schedule. This prioritisation is required under
the RTA Guidelines for Council to be eligible for RTA funding assistance for pedestrian facilities.

The final list of works was prioritised by using a consistent and transparent approach of establishing the cost
estimate and benefit of each works item. The estimated costing of works was based on unit rates presented in
Appendix C . The benefit associated with each works item was assessed by means of a score based on a
range of weighted measures as outlined in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Benefit scoring mechanism used for prioritisation of works
Benefit Category Weighting
A = Location within the Pedestrian Network Hierarchy (PNH 1)
[single choice]
- High 20
- Medium 10
- Low 0

B =  Proximity to land uses 234
[multiple choice]

- Commercial 5
- Community / church 5
- Health/aged 15
- School / education 15
- Childcare / preschool 15

C = Proximity to assets listed in the Facility Needs Review (FNR) Final Ranking $
[multiple choice]

- 1-25(i.e. ranked in the top 25 in the final ranking of the FNR) 20
- 26-50 15
- 51-75 10
- 76-100

- 101123 0

D = Type of works ©
[multiple choice]

- Pedestrian crossing / refuge (local) 7 5
- Pedestrian crossing / refuge (col.) 7 15
- Pedestrian crossing / refuge (dist.) 7 30
- Disabled parking 10
- Extending existing paths 8 5
- Improving existing paths 8 5
- Linking existing paths 8 15
E = Locations
- Bus stop / taxi rank © 5
- Public toilet ® 5
- Pedestrian accident location 10 30

F = Recreation "
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Benefit Category Weighting

Other 12

A category to allow consideration of criteria not included above such as 1
- Removal of pedestrian facilities
- Inclusion in a locality plan (Section 1.1.1) or the Transport Plan (Section 2.5.4)
- Improved safety and lighting
- Any other aspects identified by Council in future reviews of the works prioritisation (refer
Section 3.4.1)

Notes associated with the benefit scoring mechanism outlined in Table 3.1 are as follows.

1.
2.

10.

1.

PNH - Pedestrian Network Hierarchy (abbreviation used in main table in Appendix D)

Works are considered to serve a particular land use if they are within 200 m walking distance of that
land use (200 m is adopted as it is one standard block length in central Casino). A walking distance of
300 m is adopted for works shown on lllustration 3.3.

Works servicing multiple locations of a particular land use are scored as follows

- 1location score 1
- 2locations score 2
- 3-10 locations score 3
- More than 10 locations score 5

This category does not consider Council parks, reserves and recreational/sporting facilities as they are

all included in the Facility Needs Review Ranking category. This also applies to community lands that

are included in the Facility Needs Review, although those community lands that are not included, such

as churches, are considered under this category.

FNR Final Ranking — Facility Needs Review Final Ranking (refer pages 140-145 of Building on What

We Have — A Facility Needs Review, Richmond Valley Council 2009)

Work items that involve more than one installation (e.g. two kerb ramps, a footpath and a refuge) are

scored for each separate item under this category. But under all other categories the works item is

considered as a single installation.

“Ped. crossing/refuge (class.)” refers to a pedestrian crossing or refuge on a road of a certain

classification. Where possible, roads have been classified based on Annual Average Daily Traffic

(AADT) counts, otherwise a classification has been chosen from observation. The classifications are as

follows

local  Local road AADT <1000 vehicles per day

col. Collector road ~ AADT < 3000 vehicles per day

dist. Distributor road  AADT > 3000 vehicles per day

‘Extend existing paths”  e.g. a new path at the extremity of the existing path network

“Improve existing paths”  e.g. widening of a path or installation of a kerb ramp

‘Linking existing paths”  e.g. a new path within the existing network that completes a single
continuous path by joining two previously unconnected paths

Works are considered to serve a bus stop, taxi rank and/or public toilet if they are within 200 m walking

distance of that location (200 m adopted as it is one standard block length in central Casino).

Works are considered to serve a pedestrian collision location if they are within 100 m walking distance

of that location, or 50 m if the works involve the provision/modification of kerb ramps. Multiple instances

of pedestrian collisions are scored individually, e.g. if there have been three pedestrian collisions within

100 m walking distance of the proposed works, a score of three is assigned.

“‘Recreation” refers to a path in a location that is likely to be used for recreational walking and/or cycling,

i.e. for fitness, relaxation and enjoyment.
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12. “Other” is a measure used to allow scoring of uncommon works items that did not warrant a specific
scoring criterion, such as
- removal of obstacles or inappropriate facilities (15 points);
- multiple anecdotal reports of “near misses” at locations of high pedestrian traffic volume or
sensitive pedestrian traffic such as elderly or young (20 points);
- provision of lighting for enhanced security (20 points); and
- works originally identified in a locality plan or the Transport Plan (10 points).

Application of the weighting mechanism outlined above, and the unit cost estimates presented in Appendix C,
resulted in the prioritisation of works as shown in Table D1 in Appendix D. The tables showing the benefit
scoring and integration of cost estimates is provided in Table D2 in Appendix D.

It is important to note that the prioritisation considers works within all the settlements together and provides no
distinction or ‘weighting’ between settlements, for instance between Casino and the lower river settlements.

For the purposes of preparing a preliminary 10 year works program it has been assumed that $50,000 will be
allocated annually for the delivery of PAMP works items. Thus, once the list of works items was prioritised the
determination of the year of the delivery for each works item was simply based on the cumulative sum in
increments of $50,000.

While this prioritisation and annual programming of works has been done for the current PAMP, reference should
be made to Section 3.4.1 which briefly discusses the potential for the ranking to be reviewed in future by means
of a ‘live’ works prioritisation spreadsheet tool. In addition to a review of the ranking, there may be a need to
‘manually’ adjust the order in which works are delivered on the basis of considerations outside of the scope of
the PAMP.

341  ‘Live’ Works Prioritisation Spreadsheet Tool

For the purposes of finalising the PAMP, it was necessary to conduct an initial prioritisation by establishing the
cost estimate and benefit score of each works item as presented in Table D1 in Appendix D. However, a ‘live’
costing, (benefit) scoring and ranking spreadsheet tool has been developed to allow Council to respond and
adapt to changed conditions while maintaining a strategic approach. Such changes may include:

= Changes in or an improved understanding of the community’s needs;

Identification of new works;

A reconsideration of the relative importance of benefit measures (i.e. weightings)
Alterations to the Pedestrian Network Hierarchy

Relocation of key destinations and origins; and/or

A review of unit cost estimates.

Thus, the PAMP is not limited by being a final ranking of works setting the allocation of resources, but rather it
provides a framework and a tool by which the allocation of resources can remain strategic in a changing
environment.

3.5 Opportunities for Implementation of Works

This PAMP identifies works that should be implemented in Casino, Evans Head, Broadwater, Woodburn and
Coraki to ensure a continuous, safe and equitable pedestrian access network is provided for residents of those
major settlements.

Generally, funding the implementation of the PAMP comes from the RTA and Council. Itis RTA policy that
where a road is owned by the State Government, it will pay 100% of the construction cost of any road crossing
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facilities. Where the road is a regional or local road, the RTA will pay 50% of the cost any road crossing facilities
and kerb ramps (RTA, 2002). Generally, the remaining sum required to be paid must come from Council.

This section of the PAMP investigates ways that the planning process can be utilised to secure funds for PAMP
projects.

3.51  Overview of Existing requirements

3.5.1.1  Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (the Act)
Section 93F Voluntary Planning Agreements

Under Section 93F of the Act, a person e.g. a land owner or developer, may elect to enter into a voluntary
planning agreement with Council, under which the proponent of a development application elects to dedicate
land, make a monetary contribution or provide an item of material public benefit (or a combination of them) to be
used for a public purpose. This planning agreement would exist in lieu of the standard developer contribution
system, set out under Section 94 of the Act (discussed below), though only with the consent authority’s
agreement.

The infrastructure upgrades identified in the PAMP would be considered to be “items of material public
benefit...to be used for a public purpose” under Section 93F of the Act. As such, if a developer did not wish to
provide a monetary contribution to Council under Section 94, that developer could elect to carry out the
construction of items in the PAMP.

Section 94 Contribution towards provision or improvement of amenities or services

Section 94 of the Act provides that if Council is satisfied that a development will create additional demand for
public amenities or public services, Council can set as a condition of approval, the requirement to dedicate land
free of cost or make a monetary contribution to Council, as set out under any applicable contributions plan. In
this instance, Richmond Valley Council does not have a Section 94 Contributions Plan and therefore cannot
collect contributions under Section 94 of the Act. Rather, it has a Section 94A Contributions Plan which is
discussed below.

Section 94A Fixed development consent levies

Under Section 94A of the Act, Council may impose a condition of development consent requiring that the
proponent of a development application pay a levy to Council that is calculated as a percentage of the
development cost as set out in an adopted Section 94A Contributions Plan. Under Section 94A, there is no
requirement for Council to satisfy itself that the development has generated additional demand for public
amenities or services.

Richmond Valley Council adopted a Section 94A Contributions Plan in June 2010. That Contributions Plan sets
out levies that are based on a fixed rate percentage of the proposed cost of development.

Table 3.2 Richmond Valley Council Section 94A Contributions Rates
Proposed Cost of Development Levy (%)
Up to $100,000 Nil
$100,001 - $200,000 0.5%
More than $200,000 1%

Itis a requirement of the Act that a Section 94A Contributions Plan contains a schedule of works that Council
intends to fund using collected contributions. The schedule should specify only those works that can feasibly be
completed within the life of the Section 94A Contributions Plan, which is around five years. The schedule of
works in Council's Section 94A plan is reproduced in 0.
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Table 3.3 Richmond Valley Council Section 94A Plan Schedule of Works

Public Facilities \ Estimated Costs Priority

Casino

Casino Showground — Toilet Upgrade $20,000

Crawford Square — Toilet Upgrade $60,000

Queen Elizabeth Park — Upgrades (Stage 1) $100,000

Crawford Square — Regional Park Development $150,000 10

Footpath/ Bikeway program — Hartley Street through Queen $150,000 1

Elizabeth Park and over Richmond River to Hickey Street

(total distance 600 m)

Colley Park Upgrade Stage 1 $20,000 13

Car Parking — Little Walker Street, Simpson Parade and El $300,000 14

Gronda Upgrade (Stage 1)

Evans Head

Stan Payne Oval - Amenities Block Upgrade $20,000 3

Footpath/ Bikeway Program — Park Street/ Oak Street to $170,000 8

Stan Payne Oval (total distance 650 m)

Car Parking — Oak Lane, Park Street and Woodburn Street $300,000 12

upgrades (Stage 1)

Woodburn

Woodburn riverside Park — Riverfront Upgrade (Stage 1) \ $60,000 \ 4

Coraki

Windsor Park — Multipurpose surface for hockey/ tennis \ $60,000 \

Coraki Riverside Park — Foreshore Improvements (Stage 1) | $60,000 | 9

Rappville

Rappville Hall - Hall Upgrade | $40000 | 6

Throughout the Local Government Area

Road Maintenance | $50,000 | Throughout the
life of the plan

Of the items in the Section 94A Plan Schedule of Works, only the “Footpath / bikeway program — Hartley Street
through Queen Elizabeth Park and over Richmond River to Hickey Street” is also identified in this PAMP (works
item C61). This item is identified as ‘C63 TP’ (with a small portion of ‘C62’) and has been ranked as 56 out of 64
works items, based on a cost estimate of $180,000. The Contributions Plan places the item at priority 11 (out of
15 items) and estimates that $150,000 will be required to complete the work.

As Council's Section 94A Contributions Plan includes item C61 of the PAMP, there is the potential that those
works could be funded by developer contributions earlier than what is scheduled in the PAMP.

3.5.2 Implementation Through Environmental Planning Instruments

Richmond Valley Council currently has three adopted Local Environmental Plans (LEPs). They are:
= Casino LEP 1992;

= Copmanhurst LEP 1990; and

= Richmond River LEP 1992.
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In the latter part of 2011, it is expected that RVC will have a new comprehensive LEP which covers the entire
LGA. The current LEPs will be repealed.

The current LEPs, as well as the draft Richmond Valley LEP 2010, do not contain any detailed requirements that
would assist with the implementation of the PAMP. This is consistent with LEPs throughout the state. And,
based on the current template for local environmental plans in NSW, it is not likely that it would be permitted to
insert any clause relating to the PAMP.

Richmond Valley Council has the following Development Control Plans (DCPs) that are potentially relevant to
this PAMP:

= Casino DCP 1;

= Copmanhurst DCP 4 Engineering Standards;

= Richmond River DCP 3 (applies to 2(v) Village Zones except for Evans Head);
= Richmond River DCP 7 Bed and Breakfast Establishments;

= Richmond River DCP 8 Development Standards;

= Richmond Valley DCP 10 Evans Head; and

= Richmond Valley DCP 12 Rural Residential Subdivision.

Again, Richmond Valley will, within the next six months, have a new DCP that applies to the entire LGA. The
above listed DCPs will be repealed. A draft of the new DCP is not available, but based on GeoLINK's discussion
with RVC (pers. com. Craig Rideout, 21 June 2011) the new DCP will be a combination of relevant clauses taken
from the existing DCPs, plus some new information. However, the new DCP will not contain any large new
chapters and will generally not contain provisions that do not exist in the current DCPs.

Regarding the existing DCPs, roadways are discussed in broad terms, for example, the Richmond River DCP 12
identifies where road upgrades are required. None of these DCPs provides specific detail where a pedestrian
pathway is required or desired, or what standard pathways should be constructed to. As such, when developing
land in the Richmond Valley LGA, whether or not a footpath is incorporated into the design of a development
would generally be ascertained an engineer, who would be basing their decision on the provisions of the
Northern Rivers Local Government Design Manual.

Itis possible to identify pedestrian or shared pathways on a master plan for a particular area, which is then
adopted as a DCP. This has recently been done by Byron Shire Council, in the Bangalow Urban Release Areas
DCP. ltis possible that RVC could do a similar thing for certain areas within the LGA.

3.5.3 Implementation Through Development Consents

Another option for implementing PAMP items is to, where reasonable, set as a condition of development consent
the requirement to construct an item (or part of an item). The key to this option is ensuring that there is a nexus
between the development and the PAMP item.

Section 80A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 sets out in general terms the types of
conditions that can be imposed. Conditions can do various things, including specifying an express outcome or
objective that the development must achieve. For instance, a condition on a development consent for a
shopping complex could express that the development must achieve pedestrian connectivity to the neighbouring
residential area by constructing a shared path.

In order for the condition to be valid, it must:

= beimposed for a planning purpose;

= be imposed for an environmental purpose;

= fairly and reasonably relate to the development for which permission is given; and

= be reasonable —that is, be a condition that a reasonable local authority, properly advised, might impose.
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As such, if RVC were to set as a condition of approval that a PAMP item be constructed, Council would have to
be confident that the development fairly and reasonably related to the PAMP item and therefore the condition
could validly be applied.
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©GeoLINK, 2011

This document, including associated illustrations and drawings, was prepared for the exclusive use of Richmond
Valley Council to prepare a pedestrian access and mobility plan. Itis not to be used for any other purpose or by
any other person, corporation or organisation without the prior consent of GeoLINK. GeoLINK accepts no
responsibility for any loss or damage suffered howsoever arising to any person or corporation who may use or
rely on this document for a purpose other than that described above.

This document, including associated illustrations and drawings, may not be reproduced, stored, or transmitted in
any form without the prior consent of GeoLINK. This includes extracts of texts or parts of illustrations and
drawings.

The information provided on illustrations is for illustrative and communication purposes only. lllustrations are
typically a compilation of data supplied by others and created by GeoLINK. lllustrations have been prepared in
good faith, but their accuracy and completeness are not guaranteed. There may be errors or omissions in the
information presented. In particular, illustrations cannot be relied upon to determine the locations of
infrastructure, property boundaries, zone boundaries, etc. To locate these items accurately, advice needs to be
obtained from a surveyor or other suitably-qualified professional.
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Survey Results
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Richmond Valley Council — Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan

On-line Survey Results - Community Survey

Note that there were no responses for Broadwater

About which town would you

B Casino
mm Coraki
B Eroadwater
B Evans Head
N oodburn



Please rank the quality of existing pedestrian facilities in CASINO for
the following groups.

General pedestrians

Elderly and zimmer
frame users

Wheelchair and
scooter users

Children and pram users

B 1 - Very poor
N 2 - Poor

N 3 - Acceptable
I 4 - Good
I 5 - Very good

Number of responses

12 14

Please rank how important you feel the following items are in relation
to pedestrian access and mobility in CASINO.

Provigion of new
footpzths in town

Provision of pedestrian
and cyclist links..

Management of
vehicle traffic

Removal of trips
and obstacles

Provision of
access ramps

Praovision of pedestrian
crossings 2nd refuges

Better links with other
transport modes (car parks. ..

Better safety measures
=uch as lighting...

Tactile indicators (for
the vision impaired)

Directional way signage

All Cther Responses

B Mot at all important
B Mot very important
m Don't know

B |mportant

I ‘/ery important

5 10 15

Number of responses

20



Do you have any further comments regarding the pedestrian facilities in CASINO.

All pedestrain crossings need to have less foliage in order to increase visability, particularly at night. Especially
near Cecil Hotel and South Casino CBD crossings. Lighting is less than adequate in these areas, as is near
Catholic Church crossing in Centre Street. Dim Yellow Lighting presently there is not effective, often can not see
those wearing dark clothing. This is even worse during wet weather. Flashing warning lights and better signage
would be good for South Casino CBD crossing as often cars, especially those not familiar with location of
crossing, often turn into Summerland way from Bruxner Highway, come through roundabout or come over
bridge oblivious to the fact that they need to be prepared to stop if a pedestrain steps out on to crossing. | have
also experienced several near misses in regard to being rear-ended when | have had to slow or stop in a cue of
traffic in order for someone to use South Casino CBD crossing. With an aging population located within the
South Casino area this should be one of the priorities from this excercise, as the number of wheelie walkers and
motorised scooters is on the increase. Reverse parking within close proximity to intersection of Sumerland Way
and Bruxner Highway on western side of road, (outside fruitshop, vacant shop and Meltdown Cafe) needs to be
reviewed. Lighting at intersection of Bruxner Highway and Sextonville Road is needed to alert drivers to
intersection. Lighting is also needed on the corner of Sextonville Road and Lakeside Drive to show intersection
at night, would assist emergency services. Lighting along bikeway to Gays Hill is also needed.

Great to see some vision as there simply isnt enough. Furniture whilst important, | worry vandals may ruin. From
my perspective the more cycle ways the better. Maybe assisting people to get motivated and ride and walk.
Current cylce/walkways are ordinary bumpy and the grass not maintained as it is in Evans, not sure why as it all
comes under the same council. | thoroughly enjoy going for run at Evans, nice wide paths for all to share and
apparatus to exercise on whilst taking in the nice views. Casino has lovely country views if you can see it for the
long paspalum grass rarely mown!! Maybe a cycle track by the river would have been too hard | don't know
Cycleways and pathways linking towns is a vision | to witness before Im too old to enjoy. Well done, please
getting it happening, life is short!

Better linkage for cycleways would be great. What we have is good but some improvements could be great.
Particularly | would love to see a cycleway through QE Park linking the end of the one South of QE park to
Johnston St. This would require Aboriginal Consultation however.

localise all transport into town and provide public connection (clycling, bus, pedestrian) from outlying suburbs
into town.

As a mother pushing a pram | have found that there are lots of trip hazards around town. Having to walk half
way down the street just to get to a spot where | can cross with the pram is inconvenient as with the new street
work, it isn't easy to manoeuvre a pram across the street except at the crossing. At the end of the street you
can't get up & down the gutter. Nose in parking makes it difficult to get a pram out of the car. | would feel safer
putting the pram on the side walk than on the road. The width of the parks is not nearly wide enough to get a
baby in & out of the car.

Barker & Walker St car parks much too small. This creates problems getting babies, small children and elderly in
and out of the parked cars, especially with prams and wheelie walkers. (Hence my reason in question 1. very
poor: elderly/children)

footpaths required in many residential streets (that are not just bits of grass that homeowners must mow) and
must be wide enough for two mobility scooters to pass each other.

lots more thought should have been given to the casino cbd upgrade



I have indicated Very Poor - this is primarily due to the location of the pedestrian crossings. In the CBD they are
in good locations. Highly visible from both directions. The following pedestrian crossings are in a dangerous
location and significantly impact traffic flow and the risk of a motor vehicle accident or a pedestrian being hit is
high. Pedestrian Crossing on Centre Street from Cecil Hotel. Traffic backs up on the south bound lane if
someone is crossing. Visibility is poor from a driver's perspective and it is not uncommon to see drivers braking
hard to avoid hitting a pedestrian on that crossing. It needs to be moved. Pedestrian Crossing on Barker
Street from Cecil Hotel. Again, it causes traffic to back up at peak periods of the day. The lighting is not
adequate of an evening on either crossings. Vehicles with a clear way onto the roundabout to turn west into
Barker of Centre are confronted with pedestrians and again need to brake hard, - mainly young children - who
shoot out onto the crossing on their bikes or young mothers pushing prams in front of them. Elderly people also
use this and the before mentioined pedestrian crossings on a regular basis. Pedestrian Crossing on
Canterbury Street from McDonalds to Catholic Church. There is high risk of an accident occurring here.
Northbound traffic turning west into Canterbury Street have to stop for pedestrians right on the corner and can
block traffic. Southbound traffic from the turning lane, west into Canterbury are looking for northbound traffic as
their view is significantly obscured by vehicles waiting to turn east into Canterbury in the other turning lane - this
is because of poor design by the RTA of that particular intersection. | have witnessed many times, and
experienced it myself, where a car has turned west acroos Centre Street only to have to stop mid lane to wait for
pedestrians. School children in particular or church goers. This can bring traffic to a stand still and has a high
risk of causing a motor vehicle accident or a pedestrian being knocked down. The pedestrian crossing needs to
be moved further west up Canterbury Street, near the gate of McDonalds to allow high visibility of pedestrians.
Pedestrian crossing on Barker Street, outside Westlawn. Again, it's right there on the roundabout. Traffic backs
up and becomes extremely congested. While visibility is somewhat better, it is still dangerous. It should be
located further up towards the Express Examiner Office. Pedestrian crossing on Walker Street and Canterbury
Streets - Freedom Hairdressing. Too close to the roundabouts. Causes congestion with traffic. Dangerous for
pedestrians.  Pedestrian crossings on Barker Street from Westpac Bank. Too close to roundabout.

Dangerous for pedestrians. Can cause congestion although not as bad as other places.

NEW STREETSCAPE PROVIDES BLIND SPOTS AND CROSSINGS FILL WITH WATER AFTER RAIN.

Better facicilities for those with kids/prams. ie wider car spaces or able to use existing disabled car spaces as
they appear to be a hit larger than normal spaces.

hedges and shrubs should not be growing near petestrian crossings,most gutters from footpath to road
crossings are to steep.

Itis a priority that all posible avenues of funding are accessed before resorting to general rates are to be
consided as money is tite [eg call by council for rate variation]

Yes, My further comments are about the existing footpaths outside the main streets of Casino. Some parts of
town are still waiting for footpaths to be put down urban streets after 40 - 50 years. Surely Council, with its
ownership of a cement factory can build more footpaths in urban residential streets? Please don't chop
anymore trees down as they provide a welcome shady respite for all types of pedestrians.



Please rank the quality of existing pedestrian facilities in CORAKI for
the following groups.

General pedestrians —

Elderly and zimmer _| B 1 - Very poor
frame users N 2 - Poor
B 3 - Acceptable
I 4 - Good
I 5 - ery good
Wheelchairand _|
scooter users

Children and pram users —

==

05 1 15

ra

25

Number of responses

Please rank how important you feel the following items are in relation
to pedestrian access and mobility in CORAKI.

Pravision of new _|
footpzths in town

Provision of pedestrian _| |
and cyclist links.. |

Management of _|
vehicle traffic

Removal of trips _|
and obstacles

B Mot at all important
B Mot very important
m Don't know

Provizion of _|
access ramps

Praovision of pedestrian _|

crossings znd refuges B |mportant

I ‘/ery important

Better links with other _|
transport modes (car parks. ..

Better safety measures _|
=uch as lighting...

Tactile indicators (for _|
the vision impaired)

Directional way signage

All Cther Responses —

—_-—_ A & ke F

==
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Number of responses



Do you have any further comments regarding the pedestrian facilities in CORAKI.

NOT ENOUGH FOOTPATHS IN CORAKI. In many cases pedestrians and certainly scooter users must use the
roadways to access the shopping area. Only rarely are the grass verges suitable for able bodied pedestrians let
alone disabled residents. | understand that the basis of the problem is lack of correct town drainage and lack of
money. | have lived with a serious drainage problem along the Grenfell Street side of my house for the 22
years since moving here. | commend Council on all the beautification and restoration work carried out in Casino
and Evans Head in recent times, however, the other towns should not be forgotten any longer. | believe if
funding can be obtained for the above type of work then surely Govt. funding can be sought, and granted, to
remediate drainage which is not only dangerous to pedestrians it is, in a number of places in Coraki, a health
hazard. Perhaps, as Consultants of this Survey, the above should be considered.



Please rank the quality of existing pedestrian facilities in EVANS HEAD
for the following groups.

s ———
E|@nymzimmer§ B 1 - Very poor
N 2 - Poor

frame users
B D - Acceptable
I 4 - Good

I 5 - Very good
Wheelchair and

scooter users

o |

Number of responses

Please rank how important you feel the following items are in relation
to pedestrian access and mobility in EVANS HEAD.

Provigion of new ‘
footpzths in town

Provision of pedestrian ‘
and cyclist links..

Management of
vehicle traffic

Removal of trips ‘
and obstacles .

B Mot at all important

B Mot very important

| m Don't know

1 B |mportant

| B \/ery important

Provision of |
access ramps

Praovision of pedestrian
crossings 2nd refuges

Better links with other
transport modes (car parks. ..

Better safety measures
such as lighting... —

Tactile indicators (for
the vision impaired)

Directional way signage

All Cther Responses

Number of responses



Do you have any further comments regarding the pedestrian facilities in EVANS HEAD.
They are inadequate and need better upkeep of what you already have

The existing pedestrian crossing is very poorly sited. Traffic coming out of Oak Street and turning left doesnot
often check the crossing for pedestrians because they are too busy looking to the right for oncoming traffic.
Need a crossing further up Woodburn Road towards the IGA and Chill Cafe.

Some existing foot paths are very poor and are under water when it rains.

Further pathways along Woodburn St would be great. Recent new pathways have been well received in Park
St! Shared pathway at least from Evans to the retirement village on Woodburn Rd or preferably all the way to
Woodburn would be fantastic and would improve safety particularly for elderly people that ride mobility scooters
in along woodburn road.

We need a bike track from Evans head to woodburn

There are a few footpaths in town but they dont link together to get to town for instance or to the oval. The
footpaths run mostly nord to south and there are no footpaths east-west. It would be great if there would be a
footpath in Booyong St. That way from town you can get to the Beech but also to the Oval. Alternatively a
footpath past the Bowling Club would be an option to link the footpaths together. There is hardly any seating in
the shade once the sun is up in summer.

Establish more beach access points along Beech St. Get the mobility scooters off Woodburn - Evans Head Rd
it is very dangerous.

The Older & Potential Footpaths need to be Wider for Pedestrians, Wheelchairs & Scooters. The Footpath from
the Surf Shed to Existing Bikeway Footpath is Dangerious & needs upgradeing. The Car Parking in Cashmore
Street on the Southern Side Needs to be Lined. Also there Needs to be Centre line for Safety Purposes.
Comming out of Cashmore Street into Woodburn Street is a Blind corner and the Gardens need to Trimmed.
The Booyong /Heath Intersection needs to be lined, as cars come around the corner too Quick & too Wide. It is
a very busy Intersection.

footpaths need to be all one surface. water from rain needs to be drained away from access ramps ie cashmore
and woodburn st . uniform obstacle policy put in place, not let the rvc do what they like, ie seat near rvc
chambers is within the guideline 1.8 m but they can leave it there because they are the rvc and they make the
rules, whereas the traders of the shire can not use this zone , what about a fair and equal policy implementation
regarding this issue?



Please rank the quality of existing pedestrian facilities in WOODBURN
for the following groups.

General pedestrians

Elderly and zimmer_| 1 Very poor
frame users N 2 - Poor
B D - Acceptable
N 4 - Good
| B 5 - Very good
Wheelchairand _|
scooter users

Children and pram users —
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Please rank how important you feel the following items are in relation
to pedestrian access and mobility in WOODBURN.

Pravision of new _|
footpzths in town

Provision of pedestrian _|
and cyclist links..

Management of _|
vehicle traffic

Removal of trips _|
and obstacles

B Mot at all important
B Mot very important
m Don't know

Provizion of _|
access ramps

Praovision of pedestrian _|
crossings 2nd refuges

Better links with other_|
transport modes (car parks. ..

| B |mportant
| I ‘/ery important
|
1

Better safety measures _|
=uch as lighting...

Tactile indicators (for _|
the vision impaired)

Directional way signage

All Cther Responses —
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Do you have any further comments regarding the pedestrian facilities in WOODBURN.

Why can't RVC keep the footpaths clean and debris free including overhead areas as it a ohs risk

Would you like to make any further GENERAL comments regarding the pedestrian facilities in
Broadwater, Casino, Coraki, Evans Head or Woodburn?

DON'T BE FRIGHTENED TO TAKE A LEAF FROM OTHER COUNCILS EG. SUNSHINE COAST, BALLINA -
SHARED CYCLETRACKS EVERYWHERE. BBQ'S AND PARKS FOR FAMILIES TO ENJOY.

The lack of cycleways, footpaths is very difficult for people who use mobility aids such as scooters, especially
given that a fair percentage of them reside at Riverside Villasge on the Woodburn Road.

Greater use of walk ways and cycle ways is needed. Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater should all be
linked by cycle ways. See the example set by Wollongong City Council in the 1980's.

Just that ALL should be treated equally. At the present time Evans Head appears to be exempt from Disability
Access rules applied to footpaths. | have photographic proof that this is a fact. (Mrs) Norma Wise 15 Martin
Street CORAKI 2471 ph: 02 66 832 641 E/m: norwiz@westnet.com.au

more cycling/walking paths between towns

Coraki is a nightmare to service because of the impacts of the river and floods. Woodburn and Evans Head
should be linked by a cycleway. | believe that connection to Manifold Christian School should be considered
(perhaps along the old Railway line or when Water and Sewer are connected to that area). | see no point in
making pedestrian ways that are not shared at the moment. Carries Crossing at Johnston St would benefit many
people.

Evans is by night way to dark to walk around. It creates an unsafe feeling when, for instance, walking back from
touch footy, or going for a run at night time. It would be so good if the footpaths would have more lighting.

Plan for low carbon economy. Localise, walking, public transport, cycling.

| have made comments previously regarding the parking which does have an impact on pedestrians. | think the
car spaces need to be widened even it means making a garden smaller or taking it out completely. It does look
nice but when | haven't been able to get a park because there are no parks or people have parked either on the
line or a little over and there is not enough room, | will go without or wait until I go to Lismore. | firmly believe in
spending my money in Casino but at times | have taken the alternative as | know many other people have. |
have never had an accident but recently while | was parked (within the lines) somewhere ran into me while they
were reversing out, it was just under $2000 worth of damage. Is it possible to have unbreakable mirrors installed
somewhere to give better visability of oncoming cars and pedistrians when reversing out of parks. If a hatchback
is parked next to a 4 wheel drive, they have to reverse out blind and pedestrians are usually looking for
oncoming cars not reversing cars.

council should choose a standard that is acceptable to standards & work to those standards for all areas
Would like to see something done about the amount of roller blades, bicycles , scooters etc that continue to

cause havoc for pedestrians both young and elderley especially the older people who only have their scooters
as a means of getting from Ato B



For to long Evans Head has been the" | want "comunity geting a disproportoinate amont of council funds ,It is
not on to subsidise the mobile home park on the wooburn aproche to town with a cycleway/gophor path as they
haven,t mantained there DA requirment for the provition of a bus for residents and other council areas should
have pioity!!

just make a fair policy with the rvc listening to what the shire needs and doing it the right way ,instead of their
way.

Not all residents have the benefit of footpaths. The Australia Post deliveries outside my house has worn a
groove into the grass with the cycle because there is no footpath. The liability of a pedestrian tripping on cement
is just as likely as the liability for pedestrians traversing rough ground that has not been paved. Still council land,
S0 same insurance may apply.



Richmond Valley Council - Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan

On-line Survey Results — Business Survey

Under which of the following gene
business opel

o Aged care / Health care
B Community servies
B Education

B Hospitality

I Flace of worship

Bl Professional services
o Retail

B Cther (please specify)

Approximately how many people would visit your premises on
average?

Weekdays

. 0-100
. 100-300

Saturdays EE More than 300

Sundays

Number of responses



Number of responses

How far would you estimate visitors walk to reach your premises?

The final 100 metres
(e3.. from
nearby car-parking)

The final 100-500
metres (eg.. from a car
park down the road)

More than 500m (eg.,
walk across the town

Number of responses

10

What is the proportion of special-user groups visiting your premises?

14

124

Mobility impaired Children and pram usars
{eg., wheelchair, scooter
or Zimmer usar)
Elderdy Wision impairad
jiz.. blind orwith
poor eyasight)

B Very few visitors
B Some visitors
B Aot of visitors

A lot of visitors
H Some visitors
B Very few visitors



Do you feel that pedestrian facilities around your premises are adequate?

667 % (10)

B Yes
B No
333%(5)
What is your Business How do you feel pedestrian facilities around your premises might be
improved?
Mid Richmond Including the MRNC as a community facility within the plan. The MRNC has 1000's

Neighbourhood Centre Inc ~ of people access the Centre per annum and despite requests no signage has ever
been erected to point out the location, no consultation has been held witht staff or
management regarding parking, disability access or access by families. The
MRNC also encompasses a youth service and youth Cafe in Woodburn Street and
this is not identified in any of the plans. Despite numerous requests the footpath
upon Woodburn Street has remained dangerous and gravel has been placed as a
short term remedy, the removal of hazardous vegetation (cocos palms) needs to be
attended to, access for disabled young people has not been addressed and the
MRNC has not been consulted. During 2010 1000's of young people accessed the
youth service, as did Cafe users.

Chill at Evans and Outthe  The width of the path needs to be extended from Cashmore Street (IGA) to the end

Back Youth Service of Wattle street with a path all the way to the school as many of our
customers/clients are school children aged from 5 to 18 years old. At present
there is no access from the street with access for wheelchairs and and other
disabled persons (as many of our customers are, as we are a community cafe)
Also for our business outdoor seating should be an option if the cemented area
was to the footpath or beyond, as it is in Oak Street. Perhaps by being on the
plan as a business would help as would Woodburn Street and its businesses,
including the council offices, being acknowledged as part of the CBD.



Evans Head First National

Broadwater Sunrise
Caravan Park

IGA Evans Head

Woodburn One Stop Shop

UnitingCare Casino
Transport Team

ON-FOCUS INC- LINCS
Day Program

The Whiddon Group casino

Dave Rogan saddlery

The natural place to cross the road in the main street is right in front of our
business and we feel it needs a pedestrian crossing. | have had a look at the plan
and i think there should be 2 new cpedestrain crossings formed in Evans Head.
The first one should be in the middle of the main street and the second one should
be at Cashmore st from the Bakery to the IGA car park. | feel we do not need
another crossing at woodburn street from the butchers to the bakers as we already
have the crossing near the council building. i feel a new crossing at the butchers to
the bakers in woodburn street would affect traffic too much and the exisiting
crossing in woodburn st is only a short distance away fro where the new one would

go.

| feel that the Road from the Pacific Hwy to the Broadwater Beach Road in the
Broadwater National Park should have a pedestrian/cycle way built so that visitors
can walk or ride a bike safely along this roadway.. At the moment there is no edge
of the road where people can walk next to the roadway as it is often overgrown with
grass and very uneven . It is dangerous, and as | often walk along this section |
worry about my own safety and the safety for children who | have seen walking on
the road in this section of roadway...Traffic often comes off the Pacific Hwy and
speed on this section of roadway, even though it is a 50km/h speed zone.  Many
more people would ride bikes out to Broadwater Beach and use this facility if it
was in place...  Also the pedestrian walkway from Rileys Hill Road to the
Broadwater Post Office needs to be built.  The cycle/pedestrian track from the
NRMA at Broadwater to the Broadwater Public School needs to be upgraded to a
suitable surface.

A lot of people including children, the elderly and people in scooters cross over
Cashmore street which is so unsafe a crossing there would benefit a lot of people
and visitors alike.

Well at the moment there is no pedestrain facilites anywhere in woodburn, so any
would be an improvement especially from the park to the shopping centre of the
town.

Pedestrian access is good and everything is now ramp accessible.

The Day Program not being directly in the CBD, most people accessing the
premises are driven to the facility. Although clients, with mobility issues, who attend
the day program do walk frequently around the neighbourhood and crossing roads
can at times be difficult for some of our clients with mobility issues if there is not a
safe gradient to and from ground level.

the footpaths (concrete) need to be down both sides of the road and also continued
around the corner to the hospital entrance.

Fix Convent parade both sides of Walker street, Alter the ramp access at
beaurepairs as it is to steep should of been made the same as our side of Convent
Parade. Remove the lips at the bottom of all ramp accesses as these tip
wheelchairs and stollers



IGA Evans Head

Rod N Reel Hotel

Pedestrian facilities can be improved by providing the town with a zebra crossing
connecting the IGA Supermarket with the adjacent shops. This will make it safer for
the residents of Evans Head to cross the road. At the present there is no safe
crossing for pedestrians on this side of town, and there has been close calls of
elderly and small children crossing the road from the bakery to the IGA and nearly
getting hit by vehicles. | propose a crossing be erected on Cashmore street to
prevent a fatality.

| think there needs to be a point where pedesterians are able to safely cross the
highway.



Evans Head Traffic Investigations
Pedestrian Crossing Warrants

I_ INK T;/;;;%MP — Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater
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Unit Cost Estimates
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RVC PAMP - Unit Costs

New concrete footpath
Traffic control
Excavate 1.2m wide x 0.2m deep x $15/m*

Supply and place pavement, 1.2m wide x 0.1m deep x $120 Im® (incl. kerb ramps)

Supply and place reinforced concrete 1.2m wide x 0.1m deep x $750 Im?
Tidy up

Widen existing footpath
Assume new footpath rates +20%, assume widening of 0.8 m

Short length of new footpath (< 20 m length)
Assume new footpath +100%

Concrete shared path
Traffic control
Excavate, 2m wide x 0.2m deep x $15/m*

Supply and place pavement, 2m wide x 0.1m thick x $120/m? (incl. kerb ramps)
Supply and place reinforced concrete 2m wide x 0.1m thick x $750/m*
Tidy up

Asphalt shared path

Traffic control

Excavate, 2m wide x 0.1m deep x $15/m*

Supply and place pavement, 2m wide x 0.1m thick x $120/m*
Supply and place asphalt surface, 2m wide x $30 Im?

Retrofit kerb ramp

Traffic control, 1 day

Saw cut, 1 man, 3 hrs, $60 /hr man, $30 /hr equipment

Remove concrete, 1 truck $90 /hr and 1 excavator $90 /hr, 1.5 hr
Supply and place concrete, 2m wide x 2m long x 0.1m thick x $900 /m®

New pedestrian refuge

Traffic control, 2 days

Supply and place kerb, 18m x $120 /m

Supply and place concrete, 11m? x 0.15m thick x $1300 /m®
Supply and place signs, 2 signs, $450 each

Supply and place rails, 2 rails, $300 each

Road markings

ALINK

per m
$2
$4

$14
$90
$2
$112

per m
$90

perm
$224

per m
$2
$6

$24
$150
$2
$184

per m
$2
$3

$24
$60
$89

per item
$1,000
$270
$270
$360 high rate due to low volumes
$1,900

per item

$2,000

$2,160 high rate due to low volumes and traffic

$2,150 high rate due to low volumes and traffic
$900
$600
$500

$8,310

Page 1



Modify existing traffic island to provide pedestrian refuge

Traffic control, 2 days

Saw cut, 2 men, 2 hrs, $60 /hr man, $30 /hr equipment

Remove concrete, 1 truck $90 /hr and 1 excavator $90 /hr, 2 hr

Supply and place kerb, 5m x $120 /m

Supply and place concrete, 2.5m wide x 2.5m long x 0.1m thick x $1300 Im®
Supply and place rails, 2 rails, $300 each

New pedestrian crossing
Traffic control, 1 day
Line marking

Remove pedestrian crossing
Remove pedestrian crossing

Remove pedestrian refuge

Traffic control, 1.5 day

Remove refuge, 3 men, 3 hrs, $60 /hr man, $30 /hr equipment
Remove concrete, 1 truck $90 /hr and 1 excavator $90 /hr, 2 hr
Patch bitumen, 15m?, $30 /m?

Works item C13 + 50%

Saw cut, 2 men, 2 hrs, $60 /hr man, $30 /hr equipment

Remove concrete, 1 truck $90 /hr and 1 excavator $90 /hr, 2 hr

Replace concrete to suit bridge over drain, 9m? x 0.15m thick x $1300 /m’
Supply pre-cast slab for bridge, 9m? x 0.12m thick x $1300 /m*

Place slab, 1 truck $90 /hr and 1 excavator $90 /hr, 2 hr

Place slab, 2 men, 2 hrs, $60 /hr man, $30 /hr equipment

Provide disabled car parking space
Traffic control, 0.2 of a day

Supply and place signs, 2 signs, $450 each
Line marking, including symbol

per item

$2,000
$360
$360
$600 high rate due to low volumes and traffic
$650 high rate due to low volumes and traffic
$600

$4,570

per item
$1,000
$500
$1,500

per item
$500
$500

per item
$1,500
$810
$360
$450
$3,120

per item
$360
$360
$1,755
$1,405
$360
$360
$4,600

per item
$200
$900
$200
$1,300

Page 2



Works Schedules

lINK RVC PAMP - Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater
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Table D1 RVC Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan - Prioritised Works Schedule
No. |Description Street Location Comments Total benefit score | Cost estimate $/benefit score (§ |Cumulative cost |Delivery year
per unit benefit)
C24  |Modify severe change in grade Barker St Northern approach to mid-block pedestrian Crest may be necessary for 275 $540 $2 $540 2012-13
crossing (outside post office) control of drainage flows
C45 [(TP) Designate existing footpath as | Centre St Eastern side between Stapleton Ave and Hare 0 160 $600 $4 $1,140 201213
shared path St
W1 |Modify or replace existing tactile Pacific Hwy Existing crossing near information centre 0 220 $1,000 $5 $2,140 2012-13
indicators to reduce slipperiness
C19 |Relocate existing pedestrian Canterbury St West of Centre St (relocate further away from [Constrained by driveway 320 $2,000 $6 $4,140 2012-13
crossing intersection) entrance to McDonalds.
Subject to meeting RTA
warrant.
C30 |Provide disabled car parking space. |Canterbury St Between Centre St and Walker St, outside 0 195 $1,300 $7 $5,440 2012-13
Community Hall
C33 |Provide kerb ramp at taxi rank Walker St Near Barker St 0 255 $1,900 $7 $7,340 2012-13
C40 |Provide disabled parking space Barker St Northern side east of Walker St 0 160 $1,300 $8 $8,640 2012-13
adjacent to existing ramp
C34  [Provide kerb ramp at taxi rank Barker St Near Post Office 0 220 $1,900 $9 $10,540 2012-13
E15 |Modify existing refuge to include Oak St At existing pedestrian refuge Provision of a new pedestrian 170 $1,500 $9 $12,040 201213
pedestrian crossing. crossing must meet RTA
warrants. Investigations show
that the warrant is almost met
and a case may be made
based on local circumstances.
Consider integrating a speed
bump.
Ck6 |Extend footpath to road surface Adams St Southern side at Parkes St (eastern side) 0 95 $896 $9 $12,936 2012-13
Ck1  |Provide disabled parking space Richmond Terrace  |Outside medical centre 0 105 $1,300 $12 $14,236 201213
adjacent to existing ramp outside
medical centre
C28 [Modify existing kerb ramp to ensure |Walker St Western side at Convent Pde (southern side) 0 150 $1,900 $13 $16,136 2012-13
suitable change in grade

RVC PAMP - Casino, Coraki, Evans Head, Woodburn and Broadwater



Table D1 RVC Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan - Prioritised Works Schedule
No. |Description Street Location Comments Total benefit score | Cost estimate $/benefit score (§ |Cum