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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BACKGROUND 

The MAV Insurance Liability Mutual Insurance (‘LMI’) scheme provides its public sector members with 
access to a range of proactive and interactive risk management services, delivered by a dedicated risk 
management team. 

One such service is the Targeted Risk Appraisal (‘TRA’), which takes an in-depth look at the risk 

management systems and processes in an area, service or facility that has resulted in significant 

claims, or has a potential risk/loss exposure to the scheme. The appraisal can be site-based, a 

desktop review, or a combination of both. 

Glenorchy City Council have requested LMI undertake a TRA on their Intercity Cycleway – a Shared 

Pedestrian / Bicycle pathway that connects the northern Hobart suburb of Claremont to the CBD of 

Hobart through Glenorchy following the now disused railway line (refer GPS images in Section 5).  The 

southern part of the route is situated in Hobart City Council and was not included within this report. 

Along the length of this pathway there are numerous road crossings – some local roads that have 

relatively little traffic, some main roads that can be extremely busy.  At present Council has installed 

chicane gates at each of these road crossings to slow down the cycle traffic prior to them crossing, 

while at the same time providing cyclists with a warning and also prevent access to unauthorised 

vehicles.  This mitigation measure is now rarely used in the construction of pathways, however it is 

also quite rare that such pathways have so many road crossings, as wherever possible new pathways 

are routed in such a way to avoid roads, and/or bridges and underpasses are constructed. 

The issues created by these road crossings and the use of the chicane gates are Council’s primary 

reason for requesting this TRA, as they are seeking advice regarding their proposal for the removal of 

some of the chicane gates.   

Presently the issues include: 

 Cyclists potentially being hit by vehicles while crossing, with some intersections having various 

blind spots, traffic lights, etc. and sometimes the pedestrian refuge in the middle of these roads 

provide very limited space for a cyclist. 

 The chicanes require traffic from both directions to travel through a section of very restricted-width, 

creating the potential for head-on collisions, and sometime the width is so restricted that 

pedestrians with prams/strollers (or bikes with child trailers) have significant troubles getting 

through, 

 Not only do the chicane gates slow cyclists on their approach to the road, if they are located too 

close to the road they can also prevent cyclists crossing the road quickly, and 

 The chicane gates can also be difficult to see at night if reflector tape (or similar) is not in ideal 

condition. 

 

OBJECTIVES AND SCOPE 
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This Targeted Risk Appraisal has been developed to examine the key public liability risks posed by 

Council’s roles and responsibilities in managing a variety of openly accessible public facilities such as 

parks and reserves, playgrounds, shared pedestrian / cycle pathways, etc. 

With such facilities, Council has a common law duty of care to take reasonable steps to ensure the 

safety of users, which can include implementing documented inspection and maintenance programs, 

developing long term asset improvement and/or replacement strategies, conducting and documenting 

risk assessment, and much more.  Often this requires Council to comply, as is reasonably practicable, 

with various specific industry guidelines and standards. 

In many cases, Council has a contractual arrangement in place with an external organisation for the 

provision of maintenance and/or operation of said facilities.  In these cases some risks that are 

identified may actually be a contractual responsibility of that organisation, and it is Council’s 

responsibility to ensure the contracted organisation is made aware. 

While some workplace health and safety risks and/or property risks may be identified as part of this 

appraisal, the key focus will be on potential public liability exposures. 

METHODOLOGY 

While LMI has developed a number of questionnaires specific to certain types of Council-

owned/managed public facilities – such as swimming pools, sports grounds and skate parks/bmx 

tracks – with Councils owning and managing a huge variety of such facilities this is not always 

possible. 

As such, a flexible questionnaire for High Risk Facilities has been developed that is able to be applied 

to a wider variety of publicly accessible facilities.  A copy of this questionnaire is sent to Council prior 

to the date to assist in preparing relevant documentation, including: 

 Procedures and template forms for the reporting and investigation of potential liability incidents, 

 Procedures and policies in relation to the inspection and maintenance of the subject facility, 

 Examples of how Council documents inspections and maintenance/repair works on the subject 

facility, including both proactive and reactive systems, 

 Policies, procedures and records of how Council has ensured relevant staff are provided with 

appropriate training and/or awareness material specific to the subject facility, 

 Any documentation related to contractual arrangements that may be in place, including the 

contract itself and Councils systems for monitoring the performance of respective contractors, 

 Documentation relation supervision (if applicable/provided) and responding to emergency events, 

and 

 Any previously conducted Risk Assessments and their relevance to Council’s Corporate Risk 

Register. 
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The following key documentation has so far been provided by Council for the purposes of this report: 

 Service Activity RR004 – Cycleways Maintenance 

 Capital Hand-over (completed condition survey), 

 Risk Register entries for Asset Maintenance, 

 Various reports regarding incidents that have occurred on the pathway, 

 Risk Assessment for Chicane Modification, Intercity Cycleway, July 2014, 

 Examples of 2 different Cycleway Inspection checklists. 

On September 1st 2014, a site inspection of the facility was completed by MAV Senior Risk Consultant, 

Daniel Brooks. 

 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

While detailed findings and recommendations are provided throughout the report in relation to specific 

issues / locations, the following are provided as a summary of the key recommended actions: 

 Council’s proposed removal of one chicane gate, and improving signage, at each crossing point is 

recommended to be implemented.  This will provide better warning for cyclists of the impending 

road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users travelling in opposite directions, 

and in some cases (where the chicane gates are located closer to the road) allow riders to get 

clear of the road quicker. 

 Council should ensure that warning signage for road users of the pathway crossing is provided at 

all such crossings. 

 Council should give consideration to developing a long term strategy for the improvement of the 

pathway through such means as re-alignments near crossings and / or potentially constructing 

bridges or underpasses for the higher risk crossings (such as Elwick Rd.). 

 Council should review their system of documenting proactive inspections and repairs to ensure a 

traceable link from defects that are identified during inspections through to the respective repair 

works that are programmed and completed. 

 Council should ensure that the systems of inspections and maintenance in practice for the 

pathway are appropriately detailed in the respective Asset Management Plan.  This will then 

enable Council to develop and implement a process for conducting Internal Compliance 

Audits/Reports against respective Key Performance Indicators (e.g. Inspections conducted and 

documented accordingly, repairs completed in line with required timeframes, etc.). 

 Finally, Council should ensure all staff and contractors are provided with appropriate training / 

awareness in relation to their roles, including the type of defects to be identified / reported, and 

inspections/defects are to be recorded / reported. 
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Please Note:  This report is not in a risk assessment format. Council should assess the risks to 
determine the level of risk and possible treatments. This assessment should be done by utilising the 
relevant Council processes and documents.  

The recommendations detailed in this report are advisory only, they are not compulsory. It is the 

responsibility of Glenorchy City Council to determine what actions are to be taken. 

 

Should you require any assistance with this report, please do not hesitate to contact  

Daniel Brooks on (03) 8664 9302 or on email Daniel.brooks@jlta.com.au  

 

mailto:Daniel.brooks@jlta.com.au


Attachment 2 MAV Targeted Risk Assessment Report 
 

Attachments - Council - 15 March 2016 

 

2. TARGETED RISK APPRAISAL – SHARED PATHWAYS 

Question 
Number 

Question MAV Insurance Recommendations 
 

Council Comments (Optional) 

2.1  RISK MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES  

2.1.1 Incident Reporting Comment:  Council has provided a number of emails 

regarding two incidents between Council and the cyclists 

involved in these incidents. 

One incident involved a cyclists allegedly slipping on a 

metal plate in the centre of the pathway located on a 

bridge, which then caused him to lose control and collide 

with a nearby barrier / fence, resulting in shoulder and 

back injuries as well as damage to the bike. 

The other incident involved a cyclist being hit by a car as 

she was crossing Elwick Road and is current the subject 

of a court case involving the cyclist and the driver that hit 

her.  The exact circumstance of the incident are disputed, 

however it is worth noting that this particular intersection 

is one of, if not the, most busy and complex intersection 

along the route of the pathway. 

Council have a Risk & Audit Officer who, when such 

incidents are reported, is responsible for undertaking an 

investigation including conducting a site inspection and 

taking photos.  No specific procedure and/or example of a 

report (other than the emails mentioned above) has yet 

been provided by Council for the purposes of this TRA. 

 

2.1.2 Post Event Analysis Comment:  See comments for above.  While Council 

reports that an investigation & site inspection are 
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undertaken in relation to all reported incidents, not specific 

formalised procedure has been sighted for the purposes 

of this TRA. 

Recommendations:  A post event analysis should be 
undertaken following any serious incident. The analysis 
could include asking questions such as: 

 Did we previously identify and analyse the risks 
involved? 

 Did we identify the actual causes in risk identification? 

 Did we rate and assess risks and controls correctly? 

 Did the controls operate as intended? 

 Were the treatment plans effective? If not, where could 
improvements be made? 

 Were our monitoring and review processes effective? 

 How could our risk management process in general be 
improved? 

 Who needs to know about these learnings and how 
should we disseminate these learnings to ensure that 
learning was most effective? 

 What do we need to do to ensure that failure events 
are not repeated but successes are?  

 Has the risk register been revised and updated as a 
result of this assessment? 

The post event analysis procedure should be 

documented, including templates that can be utilised by 

the relevant individual or group. 

2.1.3 Proactive Inspections / Maintenance Comment:  Council reportedly inspects the length of the 

pathway on a daily basis, however these inspections are 

only documented on a weekly basis.  While this may the 

case, it is not yet known where this is actually 

documented in an Asset Management Plan or similar 
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formalised document. 

Council has provided 2 examples of a Cycleway 

Inspection Check list – one dated 8/7/2014, the other 

dated 2/4/2014.  Each of these checklists have specific 

items/criteria that require inspection such as Fencing, 

Signage, Lighting, etc.  It is noted that there are a number 

of items identified on each of these checklists that require 

repair/action, including holes in fencing, removal of graffiti, 

rusted/damaged litter bins, and more.  For each item the 

checklists provides for the recording of a work order 

number – which would provide a traceable link to the 

respective repairs being completed – however these have 

not been recorded.  This is a concern as it would not be 

possible to prove that the identification of defect has then 

resulted in repairs being conducted. 

Council has also provided a document called Service 

Activity RR004 – Cycleways Maintenance which details 

the various defects that are to be repaired, respective 

intervention levels and the response timeframes for 

completing repairs on each defect type.  This document 

appears to be an extract of an Asset Management Plan or 

similar document. 

While some of the defect types (named as “Sub-Activities) 

have detailed descriptions (e.g. fencing/barriers, trip 

hazards), others are relatively vague.  For example, the 

Intervention level for Remove Litter/Debris is detailed as 

Reported or Noted on Inspection.  It is also noted that 

Hierarchy Action / Response Times appear to be 

somewhat strange in that a defect that may be considered 

a potential safety issue – such as a Trip Hazard – has a 

Hierarchy of Low and a response time of 30 days, 

whereas Removing Litter/Debris has a Hierarchy of High 
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and is to be completed within 5 days. 

Recommendation:  Council should ensure their system for 

recording/documenting inspections and repair works 

provides a traceable link between the identification of 

defects during inspections and the respective repair works 

being programmed and completed. 
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2.1.4 Reactive Inspections / Maintenance Comment:  While again Council have reported the 

implementation of a Customer Service process that then 

links into the abovementioned work order system, 

intervention levels and response/repair timeframes. 

Without examples of such customer requests it is not 

possible to comment on the documentation of such 

requests or the traceability to records of repairs being 

completed. 

 

2.1.5 Awareness & Training Comment:  Council has reported the any new employees 

are provided with a general, corporate induction that 

covers basic risk management, Workplace Health & 

Safety, and various other administrative and 

organisational information. 

Council has also reported that staff that have a role in 

conducting inspections of Council assets had – some 

years ago – completed a formalised Facility Inspections 

Course, however no further information has been 

provided by Council as yet. 

Recommendation:  Council should ensure that all staff 

responsible for conducting inspections on pathways 

(including contractors) and implementing repair works are 

provided with appropriate training to ensure they are 

aware of the types of defects that can cause a hazard to 

users, as well as ensure they are aware of the correct 

documentation of inspections and repair works to ensure 

a traceable link. 

 

2.1.6 Contractor Management Comment:  Council has a contractual arrangement in 

place with an external organisation in relation to the 

maintenance of vegetation in proximity to the Intercity 
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Cycleway.  While it is reported that they don’t necessarily 

undertake documented safety inspections during said 

work, they are reportedly required to document and report 

any specific defects to Council that require repair. 

No examples of such reporting has been provided as yet 

for the purposes of this appraisal. 

2.1.7 Supervision Not applicable    

2.1.8 Emergency Procedures Not applicable 
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2.1.9 Risk Register / Assessments Comment:  Council has provided an extract of the 

Corporate Risk Register that is limited to the risks 

identified under the Asset/Property Infrastructure risk 

category/department. 

While it is not clear when this may have last been 

reviewed – as there are no dates recorded on the 

document – it is noted that it provides very little detail.  

Only four risks are identified, and in two of these no 

current controls are listed at all and the other two very few 

details are provided. 

Council has also provided a document named Risk 

Assessment for Chicane Modification, Intercity Cycleway, 

July 2014 which details 9 of the 14 locations sighted on 

the day of the visit where chicanes gates are currently 

installed.  It is not clear why those at the northern end 

have not been included in this Risk Assessment 

document. 

It is noted that while the abovementioned document is 

named as a Risk Assessment, it does not include and 

actual assessment of risk utilising Council’s Risk 

Management procedures. 

Recommendation:  Council should consider reviewing the 

risks in their Corporate Risk Register that are related to 

Asset/Property Infrastructure to include all relevant current 

controls and proposed actions.  This should include key 

documents/strategies (such as their current Asset 

Management Plan, any contractual arrangements, 

relevant training provided to staff), as well as when these 

key documents were last reviewed / training last provided. 

Council should also include in the Risk Assessment for 
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Chicane Modification, Intercity Cycleway, July 2014 

document assessment of the risk exposure of each 

crossing along with an assessment of the risk following 

the implementation of the proposed removal of chicane 

gates.  Also recommended for inclusion is further 

mitigation actions for consideration in the future, such as 

any potential for re-alignment of the pathway (as 

suggested for Elwick Rd – Fig.7), and widening of 

pedestrian refuges at Lampton Av. – Fig. 6 – and Elwick 

Rd. – Fig. 7). 

Finally, Council should also consider including as a 

recommended action the installation of warning signage 

for road users of the pathway crossing at each of the 

intersections where they are not currently provided. 
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3. SITE INSPECTION - IDENTIFIED HAZARDS & RECOMMENDATIONS  

3.1 - SIGNAGE 

Fig. 1 

 

Comment:  Signage as displayed at the extreme southern (Hobart) end of the 

cycleway (Bay Road crossing), which is a section managed my Hobart City 

Council. 

Note that in this location – unlike the road crossings under the management of 

Glenorchy City Council – one of the chicane gates on either side of the road 

have been removed which allows easier manoeuvring around.  Also worth 

noting is the signage displayed at this location has been updated to include 

the Australian Standard style warning symbol with the words Road Ahead. 

It is worth noting that this barrier does not have reflective tape applied to the 

uprights, which would assist riders to see the extremities of the barrier at night. 

Recommendation:  No recommendation is provided for this as it is not the 

responsibility of Glenorchy City Council. 
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Fig. 2  

 

Comment:  The first road crossing (travelling South to North) in the section 

under the management of Glenorchy City Council, with the bottom image 

showing the view from the road (Albert Road). 

Note that there is no warning signage for vehicle drivers of cyclists and 

pedestrians crossing.  Neither is there any warning signage on the chicane 

gates warning of the road crossing. 

Council’s proposal is shown below, which is an extract from Council’s Risk 

Assessment for Chicane Modification July 2014 document. 

 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and in some cases (where the chicane gates 

are located closer to the road) allow riders to get clear of the road quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that appropriate warning signage is provided for 

road users- from both directions – of the crossing cyclists / pedestrians. 
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Fig. 3 
 

 

Comment:  Second road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council, with the bottom image showing the 

view to the West along the road (Hopkins St) from the crossing point. 

Note that at this location (as indicated by the red circle) that warning signage 

is provided on the approach to the crossing for road users (the same is 

provided on the other side of the crossing for vehicles travelling west). 

Council’s proposal for this intersection is exactly the same as above. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and in some cases (where the chicane gates 

are located closer to the road) allow riders to get clear of the road quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 
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Fig. 4 

 

 

Comment:  Third road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Sunderland Street), with the bottom 

image showing the intersection of Sunderland St and Burwood Avenue from 

the crossing point. 

It is noted that warning signage is provided for road users approaching from all 

three directions.  

This crossing is somewhat unique with the way Sunderland St. bends just prior 

to the crossing point, as well as the way that vehicles may also be turning in 

from Burwood Avenue (see google image below).  This may make it difficult 

and/or confusing for pathway users to ensure the road is clear in all three 

directions. 

 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and in some cases (where the chicane gates 

are located closer to the road) allow riders to get clear of the road quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Also important at this crossing will be to ensure line of sight in all three 

directions remains as un-hindered as possible. 
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Fig. 5 

 

Comment:  Fourth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Derwent Park Road). 

Note the building on the left significantly reduces the ability to see up Derwent 

Park Road to the left. While this is quite a busy road, warning signage for road 

users is provided on approach from both directions, and the presence of traffic 

lights to the left makes it likely that traffic will be travelling at a relatively slow 

speed. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and in some cases (where the chicane gates 

are located closer to the road) allow riders to get clear of the road quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Fig. 6 

 

Comment:  Fifth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Lampton Avenue). 

The bottom-left image shows some type of utility box that, while highlighted 

bright yellow, is located quite close to the pathway and may be a particular 

hazard to a cyclist who chooses to ride to the left of the chicane (which 

evidently appears to have been done on numerous occasions judging by the 

worn grass). 

Finally, the bottom-right image shows the pedestrian refuge island provided in 

the centre of Lampton Avenue which is not of sufficient width to provide safety 

for a cyclist or a mother with a pram.   

Again the presence of an intersection with traffic lights in very close proximity 

to this crossing means traffic is likely to be travelling at a relatively low speed, 

however it was also noted that vehicle drivers were seen to have squeezed 

through this section on the right (creating 2 lanes of traffic) in order to get 

closer to the intersection in preparation for a right turn.  With some 
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modification to the footpath and road there should be sufficient space to widen 

the road and provide a wider refuge island.  

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker.  Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure 

the entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also consider relocating the utility box to a location further 

away from the pathway, and consider modifying the road and footpath(s) at 

this point to allow for a wider pedestrian refuge island. 

Fig. 7 

 

Comment:  Sixth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Elwick Road).  Really the most 

complex and high risk road crossing on the length of the pathway with the road 

being extremely busy and a round-about located just meters to the left (South) 

of the crossing, vehicle drivers have many factors on which to 

concentrate/look for other than pathway users crossing the road.   

This is evidenced by the fact there has already been one incident of a cyclist 

being hit at this crossing, by a driver travelling left to right (South to North), 

after turning left and accelerating away from the round-about.  It is likely that 

the driver has turned left at the round-about quite fast which then meant the 

cyclist has not had sufficient time to get to the pedestrian refuge island in the 

middle of the road quick enough. 

The bottom image shows what the view of a cyclist travelling West to East 

would have as about to cross the road, as well as a newly installed traffic 

island on the left hand side of King George V Avenue (from where the car was 

approaching).  This island was installed after the aforementioned incident, and 

has reportedly resulted in reducing the speed of drivers turning left here. 

Finally, it is also noted that – while reportedly compliant with respective 

standards – the width of the pedestrian refuge at this crossing is also quite 
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limited, meaning that a cyclist waiting there may still be slightly exposed to 

road traffic. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

As a long term strategy, Council should consider potential re-designs of this 

crossing and/or intersection through construction of a bridge or simply re-

routing the pathway in such a way that ensures road users are more aware of 

the presence of the pathway crossing.  Below is an example of one potential 

option – which would mean the pathway users more visible to road users – 

however advice should be sought from suitably qualified traffic engineers. 
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Fig. 8 

 

Comment:  Seventh road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Wrights Avenue). 

Relative to other locations this is likely to be a low risk crossing simply due to 

the significantly low volume and low speed of traffic.  To the right (as shown in 

the bottom image)is only an entry to a timber yard, and as such the only road 

traffic crossing this section of the path will be customers, staff and deliveries to 

this timber yard.   

It is noted that no warning signage is provided to road uses from either 

direction entering or exiting the timber yard to warn of the crossing pathway 

traffic. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 
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Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that warning signage for road users entering and 

exiting the timber yard to warn of the crossing pathway traffic. 

Fig. 9 

 

Comment:  Eighth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Grove Road Avenue). 

Relative to some of the other locations this is a relatively simple crossing, 

given it is just 2 lanes of traffic and no other intersections immediately close by 

that may have the potential to distract vehicle drivers. 

Also note that – as indicated by the red circles in the bottom image – warning 

signage is provided to road users from both directions of the pathway traffic 

crossing the road. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 
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Fig. 10 

 

Comment:  Ninth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Riverway Rd). 

Relative to some of the other locations this is a relatively simple crossing, 

given it is just 2 lanes of traffic and no other intersections immediately close by 

that may have the potential to distract vehicle drivers. 

Also note that no warning signage is provided to road users from either 

direction of the pathway traffic crossing the road. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that warning signage for road users is provided on 

approach to the crossing from both directions to ensure they are aware of the 

crossing pathway traffic. 
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Fig. 11 

 

Comment:  Tenth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Barriedale Rd). 

This particular crossing is located quite close to the entry ramp to Brooker 

Highway, as well as the intersections of Chardonnay Drive and Main Rd.  All of 

this increases the likelihood that road users may be distracted and not notice 

the pathway crossing. 

While line of sight for road users is relatively clear from both directions, it is 

noted that no warning signage is provided to road users from either direction 

of the pathway traffic crossing the road. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that warning signage for road users is provided on 

approach to the crossing from both directions to ensure they are aware of the 

crossing pathway traffic. 
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Fig. 12 
 

 

Comment:  At this point the pathway crosses a driveway to a private 

residence. 

Relative to other locations this is likely to be a low risk crossing simply due to 

the significantly low volume and low speed of traffic. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the driveway 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 
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Fig. 13 

 

Comment:  Eleventh road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Mentmore St). 

This particular crossing has a number of factors which may distract road users 

from the presence to the pathway crossing, including the adjacent 

intersections as well as the crest in Mentmore Street on approach from the 

west. 

It is also noted that no warning signage is provided to road users from either 

direction of the pathway traffic crossing the road. 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that warning signage for road users is provided on 

approach to the crossing from both directions to ensure they are aware of the 

crossing pathway traffic. 
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Fig. 14 
 

 

Comment:  Twelfth road crossing (travelling South to North) under the 

management of Glenorchy City Council (Box Hill Road) and the formal 

Northern start/finish of the Intercity Cycleway. 

This particular crossing has a number of factors which may distract road users 

from the presence to the pathway crossing, including the adjacent intersection 

as well as traffic entering/exiting the nearby petrol station and shopping centre. 

It is noted that warning signage is provided to road users from both directions 

of the pathway traffic crossing the road as indicated by the red circles in the 

bottom image 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal is recommended to be implemented for 

all such road crossings, as this will provide better warning for cyclists of the 

impending road crossing, decrease the likelihood of collisions between users 

travelling in opposite directions, and allow riders to get clear of the road 

quicker. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 

Council should also ensure that warning signage for road users is provided on 

approach to the crossing from both directions to ensure they are aware of the 

crossing pathway traffic. 
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Fig. 15 

 

Comment:  The northern end of the pathway visited for the purpose of this 

appraisal (Bilton Street). 

Recommendation:  Council’s proposal of removing the barrier closest to the 

road is recommended to be implemented here also, as this will provide better 

warning for cyclists of the impending road/end of pathway, and decrease the 

likelihood of collisions between users travelling in opposite directions. 

Council should also consider renewing all reflective tape to ensure the 

entireties of the remaining barriers are clearly visible at night. 
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3.2 – SLIPS, TRIPS & FALLS 

Fig. 16 

 

Comment:  This image shows the metal strip in the middle of the pathway on 

which a cyclist has reportedly slipped causing him to lose control and crash 

into the fencing/barriers. 

It may be that this strip is slippery in wet conditions however it was quite dry 

on the day of the appraisal and did not appear to be unduly slippery under 

mountain-bike tyres.  As such it was not possible to form a clear opinion on 

what the likely grip level would be under smooth, narrow tyres. 

Recommendation:  Council should consider engaging an external expert to 

test the slip resistance of this metal strip, and if required investigate any 

abrasive / slip resistant paint (or similar surface treatment) that may increase 

the grip provided for cyclists with smooth, narrow tyres. 

 

3.3 – FADED / WORN SAFETY MARKINGS 

 

3.4 – UNAUTHORIZED ENTRY POINTS 
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3.5 – OTHER POTENTIAL RISK EXPOSURES 

Fig. 17   

  

Comment:  While this laneway does not form part of the Intercity Cycleway 

and is not marked as a Shared Pathway, it does connect to it at the 

Sunderland St crossing shown in Fig. 4, and as such it is likely that some 

cyclists will use it as an access route despite its narrow width. 

Note that the chicane gates used here are extremely narrow – so much so that 

a cyclist has to dismount and lift their bike to get through – reportedly a 

deliberate effort to prevent access to motorcycles. 

Those shown in the top right image have recently been replaced after a stolen 

car was driven into the laneway - note the lack of reflector tape on the new 

barriers, and while there is some limited lighting provided, much of the 

laneway is likely to be quite dark at night. 

Finally, the bottom right image shows some barbed wire from private fencing 

which is poorly maintained and is beginning to hand quite low.  While it is 

currently above head height, if left to deteriorate further it is likely to drop 

further and become a hazard to laneway users. 

Recommendation:  It is recommended that Council remove these barriers and 

replace them with a single bollard in the centre, high-lighted by the use of 

reflective tape. 

It may be that some motorcyclists may use the laneway, however this is really 

a matter that Council needs to prevent through working in conjunction with 

police.  If a motorcyclist chooses to travel down this laneway, it certainly 

should not be considered a liability concern for Council. 
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4. REFERENCES: 

 

ISO AS/NZS 31000:2009: Risk Management – Principles and guidelines - Standards 
Australia. 

HB 436:2004, Risk Management Guidelines, Companion to AS/NZS 4360, Standards 
Australia 

HB 246:2010, Guidelines for managing risk in sport and recreation organizations, Standards 
Australia 

AS 1742.10 – 1990, Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices – Pedestrian Control and 
Protection, Standards Australia 

AS 1319:1994, Safety Signs for the Occupational Environment, Standards Australia 

AS 1742.9: 2000, Manual of uniform traffic control devices: Bicycle Facilities, Standards 
Australia 

ISO 3864-1:2002, Graphical Symbols – Safety colours and safety signs, Part 1: Design 
principles for safety signs in workplaces and public areas, Standards Australia 

AS 2156.1:2001, Walking Tracks – Classification and signage, Standards Australia 

AS 2156.2:2001, Walking tracks – Infrastructure Design, Standards Australia 

AS 1428.1:1998, Design for access and mobility – General requirements for access - New 
building work, Standards Australia 

Guide to Road Design: Part 6A Pedestrian & Cyclist Paths, AustRoads. 

5. 
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GPS IMAGES & PHOTO LOCATIONS 

 

GPS Image 1 – Entire route taken on the day of the site inspection, with the Northern .  Note that the 
‘detour’ along the coast near the middle is not part of the Intercity Cycleway. 

GPS Image 2 

GPS Image 3 
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GPS Image 2 – Northern end of Intercity Cycleway. 

Fig.11 

Fig.12 

Fig.13 

Fig.14 

Fig.15 
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GPS Image 3 – Southern end of the Intercity Cycleway.

Fig.1 

Fig.2 

Fig.3 

Fig.4 

Fig.17 

Fig.5 

Fig.6 

Fig.7 

Fig.8 

Fig.9 

Fig.10 

Fig.16 
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MEDIA STATEMENT 

 

16 February 2016 

 

Four Councils meet on Local Government reform 

 
The Mayors of the four greater Hobart Councils met for the first time yesterday with 
the consultant charged with undertaking a feasibility study into local government 
reform. 

The Lord Mayor of Hobart, Alderman Sue Hickey said that she and the Mayors of 
Clarence, Glenorchy and Kingborough held their inaugural meeting with SGS 
Economics to discuss the methodology and timeframe for the study. 

“We have commissioned this independent research to understand how we might 
gain efficiencies to better serve the needs of our communities and are pleased that a 
process has commenced that will provide us with solid evidence and help us 
understand the benefits of local government reform,” said Ald Hickey.  

It is expected that the feasibility study, to be available later in the year, will consider a 
wide range of options for reform, including modeling for a greater Hobart Council. 

 

ENDS 

 

For further information: 

Alderman Sue Hickey – Lord Mayor of Hobart – 0427 351 987 

 

Media enquiries:  

Kerry Baker, Principal Advisor Media and Community Relations, City of Hobart – 
0437 775 484  
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Proposed revised time line 
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Title ROADSIDE DIRECTIONAL SIGNS 

Council Resolution Item XX (DD MMM YYYY) as per Council Minutes  

Responsible 
Directorate 

City Services & Infrastructure 

Due for Review Four (4) years from Council Resolution Date 

Strategic Plan 
Reference 

3.1.3    Deliver services that create sustainable and liveable built 
environments.  

ECM [Location of policy within Enterprise Content Management 
system] 

PURPOSE 
This policy provides clarity and consistency when assessing external applications for the installation of 

roadside information signs and to ensure consistency with the ‘Tasmanian Roadside Signs Manual’. 

SCOPE 
This policy applies to: 

 

 Requests from community organisations, churches, schools, etc. requesting the erection of directional 

signs. 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Acts Not applicable 

Regulations Not applicable 

Australian/International 
Standards 

 Australian Standard AS1742.6 Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
Part 6: Service and Tourist Signs for Motorists 

 Department of State Growth’s ‘Tasmanian Roadside Signs Manual’ 

DEFINITIONS 
Roadside 
Directional Sign 

The generic name for signs directing to commercial tourism facilities or natural, 
cultural or historic features. 

Community 
Facility 

A feature not necessarily related to travel, but which may be sought by significant 
number of strangers to a district. 

POLICY FOR INSTALLATION OF ROADSIDE DIRECTIONAL SIGNS 

1. Roadside service information directional signs are only permitted to be erected to the following: 

 Recreational facilities (e.g. swimming pools, sports grounds and golf courses); 

 Public facilities (e.g. hospital, police/fire station, public library, municipal offices, waste disposal 

sites and education institutions); and 

 Community facilities (e.g. churches, religious institutions and major shopping centre precincts). 

2. Enquiries or applications for Tourism directional signs must be directed to the Tourism Signs 

Consultant, Department of State Growth, for initial assessment/approval prior to making application 

to Council. Subsequent applications to Council will be assessed based on advice from the Department 

of State Growth. 
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3. Written applications for the erection of all roadside directional signs are to be made to Council and 

written Council approval is to be obtained, prior to erecting the sign. 

4. Roadside directional signs, subject to approval from Council, will be erected by Council, at the 

applicant’s cost. 

5. The size and type of sign shall be as determined by Council and will be in accordance with Australian 

Standard AS 1742. 

6. The cost of providing and maintaining the sign shall be met by the applicant/owner/operator. 

BACKGROUND 
Council occasionally receives requests from community organisations, churches, schools, etc. requesting 

the erection of directional signs. As a general rule, if approved, Council will install the signs (which must 

be provided by the applicant) onto existing street furniture as near as practical to the requested location.  

 

Where a new pole or similar mounting arrangement is required, this shall be at the applicant’s cost. 

 

The Department of State Growth has developed the ‘Tasmanian Roadside Signs Manual’ which provides 

guidance for local government authorities in achieving consistency in road side signage. The Manual 

contains information associated with all types of roadside signs including traffic control signs, guide signs, 

service information signs and tourism information signs. 
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Title Street Lighting Policy 

Council Resolution Item XX (DD MMM YYYY) as per Council Minutes  

Responsible 
Directorate 

City Services & Infrastructure 

Due for Review Four (4) years from Council Resolution Date 

Strategic Plan 
Reference 

3.1.3    Deliver services that create sustainable and liveable built 
environments. 

ECM [Location of policy within Enterprise Content Management 
system] 

PURPOSE 
This policy sets minimum lighting standards for the Glenorchy City municipality, based on the Australian 

Standard for Lighting of Roads and Public Spaces. 

SCOPE 
This policy applies to: 

 

 The lighting of roads, footpaths, car parks and outdoor public spaces. 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Acts  Local Government (Highways)Act 1982 – Sections 32 & 33 

Regulations  Not Applicable 

Australian/International 
Standards 

 AS/NZS 1158. 2005 Lighting for Roads and Public Spaces 

DEFINITIONS 
Lighting 
categories 

Defined in AS/NZS 1158.0.2005: 

 Category V lighting is applicable to roads on which the visual requirements of 
motorists are dominant, e.g. traffic routes. Subcategories range from V1 to V5. 

 Category P lighting is applicable to roads on which the visual requirements of 
pedestrians are dominant, e.g. local roads and to local area traffic management 
devices (LATMS) installed on such roads. Also lighting which is applicable to 
outdoor public areas, other than roads, where the visual requirements of 
pedestrians are dominant, e.g. outdoor shopping precincts. Subcategories range 
from P1 to P12. 

Local area traffic 
management 
devices (LATMS) 

Devices installed on the carriageway as part of a local area traffic management 
scheme.  They are typically used to control specific traffic movements, (e.g. 
roundabouts, speed humps) and to deter traffic, (e.g. slow points). These may 
consist of raised or surface painted sections or a combination of the two. 

Carriageway That portion of the road devoted particularly to the use of vehicles, inclusive of 
shoulders and auxiliary lanes. 

Luminaire Apparatus which distributes, filters or transforms the light transmitted from one or 
more lamps and which includes, except for the lamps themselves, all the parts 
necessary for fixing and protecting the lamps and, where necessary, circuit 
auxiliaries together with the means for connecting them to the electrical supply. 

MINIMUM APPLICABLE LIGHTING STANDARDS  
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1. For CBD areas with high traffic volumes (for example, greater than 10,000 vehicles per day) 
and with high night time pedestrian movements, the design lighting category will be 
minimum P1 for footpaths and V1 for vehicular carriageways. 
 

2. For urban arterial roads and high night use major collectors the minimum design lighting 
category will be as follows: 
a. A lighting standard of P3 across footpaths on both sides of the road for areas with high 

night time pedestrian movements. 
b. A lighting standard of P3 across one footpath for all other areas. 

 
3. For other urban roads and footpaths the minimum design lighting category will be P4, with 

the exception of replacement of existing luminaires on existing electrical distribution poles, 
in which case the minimum design lighting category will be P5. 
 

4. For rural roads appropriate lights will only be placed at strategic locations such as 
intersections, bus stops, telephone boxes and shops. 

 
5. For lighting in major night use car parks the minimum design lighting category will be P11 

and P12 for parking spaces for people with a disability. Major car parks are those identified 
as having frequent night time movements. 

 
6. For major facilities with mixed pedestrian and vehicle movement, such as the Tolosa Street 

Bus Station the minimum design lighting category will be P6. 
 
7. Lighting for night time use cycle paths will have a minimum design lighting category of P4. 
 
8. Right of ways will only be considered for lighting on request from the community or if there 

is a significant safety issue associated with poor lighting. 
  
9. Footpaths identified as having frequent night time movements of vulnerable individuals or 

groups are to have a minimum design lighting category of P3. 
 
10. Lighting around major entertainment venues such as the Cinema Complex or the 

Derwent Entertainment Centre should have a minimum design lighting category lighting 
standard of P6. 

 
11. Lighting in the immediate vicinity of night time sporting venues should have a minimum 

lighting standard of P3. 
 
12. Council shall encourage the use of high standard lighting presentation by private businesses 

and property owners. 

BACKGROUND 
The objective of providing road lighting is to provide a lighted environment that is conducive to the safe 

and comfortable movement of vehicular and pedestrian traffic at night and the discouragement of illegal 

acts, while protecting the integrity of the night time environment through control of light spill and glare.  

Lighting may also be used to enhance the prestige and amenity of a location but should be designed to 

minimise any obtrusive effects.   

The principles of street lighting in Australia and detailed design criteria are set out in AS/NZS 1158. 2005 

Lighting for Roads and Public Spaces.  However the Road Authority should set the appropriate design 

lighting category, based on advice contained in the Standard.  This policy defines minimum design lighting 

categories for Glenorchy City municipality. 
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Title Traffic Management Plans 

Council Resolution Item XX (DD MMM YYYY) as per Council Minutes  

Responsible 
Directorate 

City Services & Infrastructure 

Due for Review Four (4) years from Council Resolution Date 

Strategic Plan 
Reference 

3.1.3    Deliver services that create sustainable and liveable built 
environments. 

ECM [Location of policy within Enterprise Content Management 
system] 

PURPOSE 
This policy provides clarity and consistency when developing, assessing and/or implementing Traffic 

Management Plans and reinforces compliance with the Australian Standard and the relevant guidelines. 

SCOPE 
This policy applies to: 

 

 All traffic management plans developed by Council staff and/or external parties. 

 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
 

Acts  Traffic Act 1925 

 Roads and Jetties Act 1935 

 Local Government Highways Act 1982 

Regulations  Road Rules 2009 

Australian/International 
Standards 

 Australian Standard  AS1742.3 Manual of uniform traffic control devices 
Part 3: Traffic control for works on roads 

 Department of State Growth’s Traffic Control for Works on Roads - 
Tasmanian Guide 2011 

DEFINITIONS 
Traffic 
Management 
Plan (TMP) 

A document or diagram showing signs and devices arranged to warn traffic and 
guide it around, past or, if necessary through a work site or temporary hazard. 

Risk Assessment 
(RA) 

The process of analysing the risks associated with hazards and evaluating them to 
determine steps for risk control and priorities. 

POLICY STATEMENT 
1. The following types of work on or adjacent to a road require the preparation of TMP as a treatment to 

reduce the risk of injury to workers and the public: 

a. Road construction works (long term/short term); 

b. Any works undertaken by external organisations on Council’s roads; and/or 

c. Temporary road closures and temporary partial road closures. 

 

In terms of Special Events requiring alteration to normal traffic conditions, a Risk Assessment (RA) 

must be conducted to identify whether a TMP is required. 
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2. The required TMP must be provided in compliance with the requirements of Traffic Control for Works 

on Roads - Tasmanian Guide 2011 and must be installed in accordance with the relevant Australian 

Standard – AS1742.3, Manual of uniform traffic control devices, Part 3: Traffic control for works on 

roads. 

 

3. TMPs must be prepared by a person who has satisfactorily completed the Australian Qualifications 

Framework Resources and Infrastructure Industry (AQFRII) training package unit RIICWD503A – 

‘Prepare Work Zone Traffic Management Plan’ or equivalent. 

 

4. Where a TMP requires acceptance from Council, the Council reviewer must have satisfactorily 

completed the AQFRII training package unit RIICWD503A – ‘Prepare Work Zone Traffic Management 

Plan’ or equivalent. 

 

5. Persons undertaking traffic management activities in the road reserve must have satisfactorily 

completed the AQFRII training package unit RIIOHS302A – ‘Implement Traffic Management Plan’ or 

equivalent. 

 

6. In addition to the above qualification, where manual traffic control is required it must be performed 

by those who have also satisfactorily completed the AQFRII training package unit RIIOHS205A –

‘Control Traffic with a Stop/Slow Bat’ or equivalent. 

 

7. Persons involved in development, review and implementation of TMPs must complete refresher 

training at three year intervals to maintain accreditation and keep up with ongoing changes to 

standards and legislation. 

 

8. Project title, name and title of the designer, designer’s accreditation number and date of expiry of 

accreditation, date of design and the implementation timeframe must be included in the TMP’s 

legend. 

 

9. Daily traffic management records must be prepared during the implementation of the TMP and must 

be kept as part of the works documentation for future reference. 

BACKGROUND 

Any type of works on or adjacent to a road must provide a safe workplace for workers and road users. To 

achieve this, traffic control at work sites is provided to maintain a safe workplace for workers and to 

safely guide road users through work sites. It is essential for safety that traffic control at work sites is 

maintained to an effective standard.  

The State Government Department of State Growth has prepared a document Traffic Control for Works on 

Roads - Tasmanian Guide 2011 that outlines the current requirements for traffic control on roads in 

Tasmania. 

Based on the Guide, "Traffic control at work sites in Tasmania must be installed in accordance with the 

relevant Australian Standard - AS1742.3, Manual of uniform traffic control devices, Part 3: Traffic control 

for works on roads".  

In terms of traffic control at work sites, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) is usually developed to show 

the arrangement of signs and devices required to warn traffic and guide road users around, past or, if 

necessary through a work site or temporary hazard.  In all cases the TMP should be prepared, approved 

and implemented by appropriately qualified persons. 
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