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The reason(s) for the trial, 
preliminary findings and next steps. 



2

Perth’s Shared Path 
Network 

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

Suburban railways•
Freeways & controlled access •
highways
Other major roads (where there are •
relatively few intersecting side 
roads and driveways)

Recreational Shared Paths (RSPs) -
are typically located:

Along river and coastal foreshores•
Around lakes and areas of remnant •
bushland

Shared paths vary in width between 
2.5m and 4.0m depending on age, 
usage and physical constraints. 
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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 speeds arguably much greater in cities such as Perth 



The problem continued…..



The problem continued…..

Conflict point outside City West Station. 
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Speed control measures that work but aren’t very safe
Staggered fence treatment, Shenton Park 
Station

Bollard treatment, Scarborough beach RSP

Bollard treatment, Cannington Station
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Speed control measures which are safe but don’t really work

“Caution "advisory  pavement markings, Queensland

Alternative material/texture on approach to minor side road, Subiaco

Path deflection treatment on approach to pedestrian crossing, City West 
Station

Transverse rumble strips and advisory pavement markings on approach on 
approach to pedestrian crossing, City West Station

“Shared Zone” pavement markings on approach to pedestrian crossing, 
Baywater Station



Introducing: Brommerdrempels
Found (exclusively?) in the -
Netherlands

Aimed at reducing the speeds of -
moped users (but not make cycling 
uncomfortable)



Could a similar treatment be 
employed to curb the 
speeds of very fast cyclists 
in certain locations?

- How to strike a balance between safety and effectiveness?

- How to ensure it is suitable for all types of shared path user? 
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Phase 1 (October 2017)
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Hump Profile Length Amplitude No. of dips
A 5 m 125 mm 2
B 5 m 175 mm 2
C 5 m 125 mm 3
D 5 m 175 mm 3

Cargo bikeTag-along Stroller Wheelchair Handcycle Road bike GopherTandem bike



Phase 1: Specific issues

Profile A 
(5m long, 

125mm deep)

Profile B 
(5m long, 
175mm 
deep)

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

Profile D 
(Triple, 5m 

long, 
175mm 
deep)

Tandem Bike    
Mountain 

Bike    

Handcycle    
Scooter    
Gopher    

Wheelchair    
Gopher    

Cargo Bike    
Rollerblades    
Skateboard    

Vision 
impaired 

pedestrians
   

Other

Tag-Along 
(Discomfort 
for children 

in-tow.)

   

Phase 1

Is
su

es

Profiles

Instability

Bottoming-
Out

Pedal strike



Phase 1: Key findings
Strong inverse relationship between perceived effectiveness and perceived safety-

Triple humps were deemed too dangerous by most participants-

100% of participants found Profile A to be the most suitable overall -

100%

Which hump profile is m ost suitable?

Profile A (5m long, 125mm deep)
Profile B (5m long, 175mm deep)
Profile D (Triple, 5m long, 175mm deep)
Profile C (Triple, 5m long, 125mm deep)



Phase 2 (March 2018)

Hump Profile Length Amplitude No. of dips

A (control from Phase 1) 5 m 125 mm 2
E 5 m 100 mm 2
F 6 m 125 mm 2

G 7 m 125 mm 2

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



Phase 2: Specific issues

Profile A 
(5m long, 

125mm deep)

Profile B 
(5m long, 
175mm 
deep)

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

Profile D 
(Triple, 5m 

long, 
175mm 
deep)

Profile E 
(5m long, 
100mm 
deep)

Profile F 
(6m long, 
125mm 
deep)

Profile G 
(7m long, 
125mm 
deep)

Tandem Bike       
Mountain 

Bike       

Handcycle       
Scooter       
Gopher       

Wheelchair       
Gopher       

Cargo Bike       
Rollerblades       
Skateboard       

Vision 
impaired 

pedestrians
      

Other

Tag-Along 
(Discomfort 
for children 

in-tow.)

      

Phase 1 Phase 2

Is
su

es

Profiles

Instability

Bottoming-
Out

Pedal strike



Phase 2: Key findings

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

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”-

13%

30%57%

Profile A (5m long, 125mm deep)
Profile E (5m long, 100mm deep)
Profile F (6m long, 125mm deep)
Profile G (7m long, 125mm deep)

Which hump profile is most suitable?
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What next?

Indicative pavement markings to be 
used in phase 3 Potential drainage solution

Literature review & 
desktop study

Trial phase 1 - investigation
- Closed environment

- Qualitative assessment of 
hump performance
- Emphasis on safety 

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 

Development of standard 
details and usage 

guidelines*

*Pending success of Phase 3

We are here



Thank you 
for your 
attention



Thank you 
for your 
attention


