Finding the right GREEN road
for Cycle Routes

Begin with the end in mind
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The Public Mandate
-‘

* The share an idea approach gave the Authorities a
clear direction of what was wanted for the recovery
of Christchurch: '

* Liveable,

* Shared use,

* Slow Speeds,
« Excellent Cycle facilities,

SN What do youss
Pl want in the 3
entral Cityj d

Christchurch
City Council &+

John Hannah  Christchurch Cycleway Program Manager



Route Selection

* Origin and Destination can be easy
making it work between the two is the issue!

* Social and Network impacts
* need clear evaluation that is defendable for the Politicians
* Developed an expanded MCA process for route evaluation and choice
* CROW and other documents give some good ideas for route selection
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Use a robust MCA assessment process

Understand the routes




Multi-Criteria Assessment

Conventinal MCA

m Safety
M Directness
m Coherence and connectivity
H Attractiveness and social safety
m Comfort
Others

m Safety and Comfort

m Connectivity to Amenity within the corridor
™ Local Business Impact

1 Operational and Network Impacts

Land Requirements /Easements /Other Agreements

~—

Modified MCA

B Directness and Coherence
m Social Safety and Attractiveness
B Local Resident Impact

1 Ease of Construction and Costs



MCA Evaluation Spreadsheet
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Which Facility for the Route?

Table 2: Typical Cycle Provisions

(Source CCC Major Cycleway Design Guide: Part B: Design Principles Best Practice Guide, Table 4-3)

1 Road category Max. speed of Traffic volume (vpd) | Major Cycleway
* Research the different movorsed
(posted)
Sta n d a rd S ’ Urban Residential | 30 km/h <1000vpd? desirable — | Neighborhood Greemways*
1500vpd max®
L] L] . . . . . .
Urban Residential 50 km/h =1000* — 5000 ypd Separated 2-way path in each direction or off-road
* Understand the implications o
a n d m iti at i O n S re u i re d 5000vpd Separated 1-way in each direction
g q Urban Commercial | 30 km/hr <=1000vpd desirable — Neighborhood Greenways
1500vpd max
L] L]
* B e re a I I Stl C a b O ut t h e 30 km/hr =1500vpd Speciﬁcqesign rgquired and willr\.vaaryr on traffic mix
and parking provisions. Not advised for core bus
. oo routes or large proportion of Large Vehicles (HCV).
a p p ro p rl ate fa CI I Ity Target design speed would be 20kmvhr if cyclists
mixing with traffic to suit speed of a person who
a rides a bike.
Copenhagen style facility Bicycle lane or sealed | No exclusive bicycle 1000vpd Separated 1-way in each direction.
Shoulder 'a(:"lty facl"ty (+Copenhagen Facility)
2000 ¢ ST 2000 4 Irrelevant Separated 1-way in each direction.
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Average moioe vehcie speed (kmh) Average motor vetudie speed (kmh) Average melr vehicle speed (kmh)
For example 2.2 m cycle track For example a 1.5 m bicycle For example bicycles share
located behind a kerb. lane on urban roads ora 1 m 3.75 m kerb side lane with
sealed shoulder on rural road. vehicles.
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Figure 6: Example Level of Service Table (Source: AUSTROADS AP-R475-15 Level of Service Metrics)




Route / Facilities Selection

Best Practice Guide
Requirements Met? ‘

L 4
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Standards Met?
Wisrmayes Dbl Szaddards |7 ] _Lm o \ - of DETAILED Y N
Reuare Cocumertaton of e T e Tt s vaaie / - \ DESIGN J .

Detailed Design Road Safety Audit

Preliminary Design Road Safety Audit
Steering Board Approval

IF PRINCIPLES AGREED ARE NOT MET THEN REDESIGN IS REQUIRED

Best Frll:lil:l-GIJidl Team fracument Design Exception
Review p




Parking and Access

R

* Political Mandate to address these issues

* Individual arguments — change to Social Argument
* Understand the real needs

* Alternate arrangements —consider and detail

* Safe turning requirements

* Parking and no-stopping Regulations
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Access Movement Impacts

+ Facility type has a large influence on safety
| Standard design U'f -
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Parking Impacts

Beyond driveway Prior to driveway
] / / Parking exclusion prior to a driveway

3m . Varies3-8m | is determined by the number of cars
| parked prior to the driveway
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The selection of the best cycle route is fraught with hidden issues
Understand the characteristics and environment(s) of the route(s)
You need a clear mandate to work from

MUST use a robust evaluation of the proposed route

Exceptions MUST be documented to ensure that our governance \
Politicians can defend our decisions

You lost me at
"I don't bike"
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