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- Principal Shared Paths (PSPs) are
typically located alongside:
e Suburban railways

 Freeways & controlled access
highways

e Other major roads (where there are
relatively few intersecting side
roads and driveways)
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The problem(s) with shared paths

- Diverse range of users

- In addition to being
the fastest user group,
cyclists also have
largest range of
operating speeds

Range of spieeds arguably rPuch greater in cities such as Perth
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The problem continued.....
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Tensions between cyclists, pedestrians grow as
Perth traffic increases

hEC Kmim Pevik E

AA VST B Pt PG il Crld B S ik
el ATA Jaredl e @RWES A4 Liofa 8 i
aaWradph did Qiimisg

Ferth s a ege recher b o shared setways hal
run arpede da freraas rabea e e e
sk ol e Swan Mrone and d @ on e peia
thart confict Jrevee selken and Syoaan
ng

Tt S Thi iy A0s [TLERSE]SA, 5t ITP S " 0]
D Bppsr, Furruates Daernd of Ieepdres
TrarApaT Fisrrag & 1hs B [epptrend o

Lhyr ofp o groweg very quecely ared vy
crrpirg o e, whein £ o eeves
bl e o pelfree "

i BEyer Dl D08 SN B I CONETOr AR SN 5 Iraflc COiien] MEsLiss onhed o
cTeassd rake ko cpchiarn

1 Vi), Wl ool sl v pAT ] W sl Ened el i il 3y (e B i Vi
whjaw e el ] b Dok o @ kb Sl ol T ridriaei e Doty 5 Sy sty (o T v uball

A el " e e

Fiecertl o Ciy Wad nisboa Brare ware
3 unicrizers nodents betveen oyt
PN B WRLE e L o B il s
chicass i g ad ol i iaion toi ress
coohiltn ko M Sown | think NN & moes sanhis

T

1 P 8 meipisn, (8 [N S0 BT Jo Bl
e vovet Ba e oh D] Detdminy @] s
wiy Tirve ey ol LG g Badd perge dee
wd Vor @ Camasdl walh et gy mmpd Furee a dog
Ty regid bure by el @ o @iren] e gy b
2wl m e park 0 ey bess o be soreiia

Three in five Perth cyclists clocked
above 20km/h on shared paths
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g ol 150 cvelists clocke] faster than 2okmh on shared paths
= Currently no legally enforced cycle limit on shared paths in
WA

=  Strling coancl] wanis 2o0km/h Hmit on busy West Coast Drive
= Calls for safer bike Lanes sl remodelled highwaye for evelizts
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THREE in five cvelists are exceeding okl on Perth’s most

popular shared paths
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Tugperanong woman's dog run owver and killed by
'speeding’ cyclist on shared path
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The problem cofiginued
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int outside City West Station.




Speed control measures that work but aren’t very safe

Bollard treatment, Canninﬂtion Staggered fence treatment, Shenton Park
- Station

Bollard treatment, Scarborough beach RSP
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Speed control measures which are safe but don’t really work
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Introducing: Brommerdrempels

Found (exclusively?) in the
Netherlands

Aimed at reducing the speeds of
moped users (but not make cycling
uncomfortable)
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Could a 5|m|Iar treatment be4 .
‘employed to curb the
§peeds of very fast cyclists

m certam locations?
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- How to ensure it is suitable for all types of shared path user?







Phase 1 (October 2017)

Run-up (~100m) Profile A Spacing between EUSEO Coom) |

Profile B
(5m long, 125mm deep) humps = 20m (5m long, 175mm desp)

Fo l 1

Spacing between
Run-up (~100m) humps = 20m

Profile D Profile C m

¢ (Triple,5m long, 175mm deep) (Triple,5m long, 125mm deep)
OL® 3 7
Hump Profile Length Amplitude \[o} ofdlps

125 mm
5m 175 mm 2
5m 125 mm 3
5m 175 mm 3

Stroller Wheelchair Handcycle Road bike Cargo bike Gopher

Tandem bike Tag-along



Phase 1
. ProfileC | ProfileD
. Profile B . .
Profile A (Triple, |(Triple, 5m
(5m long,
Proﬁles (5m long, 175mm 5m long, long,
125mm deep) 125mm 175mm
deep)
deep) deep)
Tandem Bike v
Pedal strike Mountain v
Bike
] Handcyde
Bottoming:- Scooter v
Out
Gopher v v
Wheelchair v v
Gopher v v
Cargo Bike v v
Instability Rollerblades v v
Skateboard v v
Vision
impaired v
pedestrians
Tag-Along
(Discomfort
v
Other for children
in-tow.)




PErcEntage of responses

Phase 1: Key findings Which hump profileism  ost suitable?

- Strong inverse relationship between perceived effectiveness and perceived safety

- Triple humps were deemed too dangerous by most participants 100%

M Profile A (5m long, 125mm deep)
O Profile B (5m long, 175mm deep)

- 100% of participants found Profile A to be the most suitable overall 0 Profile D (Triple, Sm long, 175mm deep)

[ Profile C (Triple, 5m long, 125mm deep)

Participant Evaluation - Hump Safety Participant Evaluation - Hump Effectiveness
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Phase 2 (March 2018)

Run-up (~100m) Profile A oy Run-out (~50m)
(5mlong, 125mm deep) | Profile E

humps = 20m
¢ l (5m long, 100mm deep)
OL®) l ! l

(=100m) Profile F [Run-out (~50m) |

(6m long, 125mm deep) = 20m Profile G

¢ l i (7m long, 125mm deep)
OO v !

Hump Profile Amplitude No. of dips

125 mm
5m 100 mm 2
6m 125 mm 2
7m 125 mm 2

Rollerblades Handcvcle Wheelchair Tandem Bike Racing tricycle Folding bike Pram Recumbent bike



Phase 2: Specific issues

Phase 1 Phase2
ProfileC | ProfileD
Profile A (;::f; (Trige, | (Trink, 5m (;:f:f; (g'r:f:f; (mf:
Proms 12(5?::10;2 ) Smlorg, lore, 100mm 125mm 125mm
: deep) | ceep) | ceep
Tandem Bike v v v v
Pedal strike i
e | Moutain v v v v
Bike
‘ Handcycle v v v
B"“gﬁ““"“ Scooter v v v v
Gopher v v v v
Wheelchair v v v v
Gopher v v v v
Cargo Bike v v v v
Skateboard v v v v
Vision
impaired v v v v
pedestrians
Tag-Alorg
(Discomfort
Other for children v 4 4 v
intow.)




Which hump profile is most suitable?

Phase 2: Key findings

13%

- None of the new profiles (E, F, G) were to be deemed “very unsafe”
57% 30%

- The majority of the participants found Profile A to be the “least suitable”

- Over half of the participants found Profile G to be the “most suitable” Profile A (5m long, 125mm deep)

[ Profile E (5m long, 100mm deep)
M Profile F (6m long, 125mm deep)
M Profile G (7m long, 125mm deep)
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What next?

Literature review &
desktop study

Trial phase 1 - investigation
- Closed environment

- Qualitative assessment of
hump performance

- Emphasis on safety
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Trial phase 2 - refinement
- Closed environment

- Qualitative assessment of
hump performance

- Emphasis on safety

Trial phase 3 — evaluation
- “Live” environment

- Quantitative assessment of
hump performance

- Emphasis on effectiveness
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Development of standard
details and usage
guidelines*

*Pending success of Phase 3
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Indicative pavement markings to be

used in phase 3
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Potential drainage solution

“f e Dt R BaDMENT
masal 45 FE Alwa S0
BEl ATR-0ET3-

17



:-I.T'.: -

¥ o il s S T e e

)
i ke

A e e

- r - i
b e 1yl

“Brommerdrempel Trial




Thank you
for your -
attention



