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Video 2 Recap

Strategic Benefits of
transport Cycling and
planning Community

preferences

Designing a

cycling
network
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Comparison of cycling participation
levels

Netherlands (2016)

28

Denmark (2017)

14
Japan (2015) I 13
Germany (2017) I 11
Sweden (2014) IS ©
Belgium (2012) GGG S
Switzerland (2015) IIEEEEGGGNGNGNGNGNGNGEGN
Finland (2016) NN ©

Austria (2014) I -

Country

Norway (2014) IS 5
France (2008) N 3
New Zealand (2018)* s ?
UK (2018) I 1.7
Canada (2016)* I 14
Australia (2016)* W 14
USA (2017) W 1
USA (2016)* I 0.6
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Source: Buehler & Pucher (2021)



Most metropolitan local

governments now have

a policy goal to reduce
car use
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Cast different lenses
to plan for inclusivity

~

Education

Policies and
Strategies

Shared
Micromobility

Infrastructure

Land Use Planning

Months

Months and
years

Years

Years and
decades
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Providing infrastructure that
feels safe and is safe is central
to people’s willingness to cycle




Different
types of
roads




Setting safe speeds
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Stopping distance* = 12m (3 car lengths
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Stopping distance* = 20m (5 car lengths)

1.5in 10 chance of survival
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Stopping distance* = 28m (7 car lengths)
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Percentage of trips

Setting mode share targets
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Bicycle Network Design Principles

Source: CROW

. Attractiveness — offering routes that are pleasant to cy

Cohesion — a comprehensive network of bicycle routes that
connect origin and destination.

Directness — avoiding circuitous routes and prioritising the
shortest practical route possible.

Safety — facilities that minimise risk of collision with other road
users as well as considering issues of personal security.

Comfort — conditions conducive to the efficient and ——
comfortable to the flow of bicycle traffic. fﬁﬁ ﬁ‘@
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Putting principles into practice

AL RIS RCH gf. SISO . Creating short and fast routes
= .éﬁ’ﬁ”ﬂ es/ / DIRECTNESS: Minimising detours
M
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Less physical effort A N B
+ Competitive .

. Connecting origins and destinations “@ R
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. Avoid differences in SPEED/ /1 and MASS &
SAFETY: Create homogenous traffic flows

| % 7y
féi €A A a
AN
SN o) .
“i‘ = | S0 A







(UN)ATTRACTIVENESS

ATTRACTIVE

[ ]

Green
Open
Water
Well maintained

Quiet streets

Source: Dutch Cycling Embassy

UNATTRACTIVE
Traffic

Congestion
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Where to start?




Measuring
latent demand

Residential population density
people per hectare (SA1)

Density of young adults
number of people aged 18 - 34 per hectare. (SA1)

Low motor vehicle ownership
number of households with zero or one cars per hectare. (SA1)

Bicycle use - origin
number of people riding to work per hectare. (SA1)

Employment density
number of people working per hectare. (DZN)

Bicycle use - destination
number of people riding to work per hectare (DZN)

Short car trips- destination
number of people driving to work between
0 and 5 km per hectare (DZN)




Map your network
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IMAP - Existing Network
Nothing

Painted Lane
..... Buffered Lane

e Separated
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Bicycle Blvd
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Churchill Drive
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Know where
the risk is
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To measure
risk, you need
to know where

the cycling
already
happens

Current - 2019 I T 1 £
Daily Bike Trips 0 2.5 5Km :
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Create your

future
network

IMAP - Future Network
Nothing
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Prioritising your future network

—why its important




Target your investment
where it will have the
greatest impact

» Bike infrastructure can be expensive

e Demand for bike infrastructureis not
uniform

* Cycling safety varies between different parts
of the network




Deliverability

Short-Medium Priority (BA)

Desirability
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Vehicles per day

How to decide on what infrastructure
solution Is best?

7,000 +

Combinations of low
speeds and high traffic

volumes are very rare.
£ Separated
6,000 When these coqdmons off-road path
occur, segregation may

be necessary in order

to minimise conflicts. Dl strlbutor roa d
5,000 -
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Through-road
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Safety outcomes for different
Infrastructure types

| .
MARKINGS QUICK-BUILD FULL-BUILD
SHARED LANES CONVENTIONAL BIKE LANES SEPARATED BIKE LANES

Least Comfortable




Comparing

safety and route

preference

Momentum Magazine

Source: Teschke et al (2012)

High
preference
(positive
rating)

Neutral

Route Preference

Low
preference
(negative
rating)

® Bike only path

Multiuse path
paved
Local street
Multiuse path O QO designated bike route
unpaved and traffic calming
o Local street
designated bike route

Major street
no parked cars and bike lane @ @ Local street

~ Major street

Cycle track @

~" no parked cars and shared
lane
o] Major street

. parked cars and bike lane
Major street
parked cars and shared lane

O Major street Major street
with parked cars no parked cars
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1 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.5 04 0.3
Less safe

Route Safety, OR

Source. Route preference data from 2006 Metro Vancouver opinion survey.”*

Note. OR = odds ratio. Closed circles represent route types with positive preference rating and adjusted inju
route types). Open circles represent route types with negative or neutral preference rating or adjusted
“Sidewalk or other pedestrian path” was not included because this route type was not queried in the pr

for injury risk are plotted in reverse order.
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Different types of protection for different
streets




Sometimes, cycling
infrastructure isn’t
necessary

 Filtered permeability (bollards or
garden boxes) limit through
traffic

* Creates low volume, low speed
streets suitable for active
transport and placemaking

* Low cost
* Fast
* A Council ‘Quick Win’
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Temporary
Interventions

* Helps a city experience their
street differently

* Can be short (one day) or longer
(summer)

Olso. Source: Figg (2021)




Solutions need to
be context specific

Photo: Mark Wagenbuur



Prioritisation - guided by priorities










Conclusions

* The Co-Benefits of active travel is what sets cycling
apart

* Giving people betterchoicesis a practical outcome
achievable by local government

» Short car trips is the low hanging fruit to aim for

* Meeting emissions targets requires cycling levels to
almost double in seven years.

* E-bikes are perfect for many parts of Australia.

* Road space reallocation and safe speeds limits are
critical to the creation of more vibrant, accessible cities

* Businessas Usual is our biggest risk




Doing more with|




“We all know the right thing to

do, we just don’t know how to

oet re-elected once we've
done it”

Jean-ClaudeJunker, former Prime Minister of Luxembourg (1995 — 2013)
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