AGENDA

City Infrastructure Committee Meeting

Open Portion

Wednesday, 25 November 2020

at 5:15 pm



THE MISSION

Working together to make Hobart a better place for the community.

THE VALUES

The Council is:

People

Teamwork

Focus and Direction

Creativity and
Innovation

Accountability

We care about people — our community, our customers
and colleagues.

We collaborate both within the organisation and with
external stakeholders drawing on skills and expertise for
the benefit of our community.

We have clear goals and plans to achieve sustainable
social, environmental and economic outcomes for the
Hobart community.

We embrace new approaches and continuously improve to
achieve better outcomes for our community.

We are transparent, work to high ethical and professional
standards and are accountable for delivering outcomes for
our community.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Business listed on the agenda is to be conducted in the order in which it

is set out, unless the committee by simple majority determines
otherwise.
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6.2 Elizabeth Street (Midtown) Retail Precinct - Proposed

StreetSCaPe CONCEPL oovvi e 8
6.3 Collins Court Stage Two - Consultation Committee Report........... 118
6.4 McRobies Gully Good Neighbour Agreement - Working Group -

Draft Terms of Reference ..., 148
6.5 Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030 - Year 4 Progress

RPN .. 164
6.6 City of Hobart Flood Mapping - Proposal to Publish on the City's

WEBDSITE ... 176
6.7 H-TRAMS Request to Store Historic Tram - Queens Domain

L@ LU= Y PSP 185
COMMITTEE ACTION STATUS REPORT ...ooiiiiiiiieeee e 191
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE ....coovieiiiiiiee e 227
CLOSED PORTION OF THE MEETING.....ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 228
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City Infrastructure Committee Meeting (Open Portion) held Wednesday,
25 November 2020 at 5:15 pm.

This meeting of the City Infrastructure Committee is held in accordance with a
Notice issued by the Premier on 3 April 2020 under section 18 of the COVID-19
Disease Emergency (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 2020.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS Apologies:

Harvey (Chairman)

Lord Mayor Reynolds

Deputy Lord Mayor Burnet Leave of Absence: Nil.
Behrakis

Ewin

NON-MEMBERS
Zucco

Briscoe

Sexton

Thomas

Dutta

Sherlock

Coats

1. CO-OPTION OF A COMMITTEE MEMBER IN THE EVENT OF A
VACANCY

2. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

The minutes of the Open Portion of the City Infrastructure Committee meeting
held on Wednesday, 23 September 2020, are submitted for confirming as an
accurate record.

3. CONSIDERATION OF SUPPLEMENTARY ITEMS
Ref: Part 2, Regulation 8(6) of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015.

Recommendation

That the Committee resolve to deal with any supplementary items not
appearing on the agenda, as reported by the General Manager.


../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=CIC_28102020_MIN_1315.PDF
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INDICATIONS OF PECUNIARY AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Ref: Part 2, Regulation 8(7) of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015.

Members of the Committee are requested to indicate where they may have
any pecuniary or conflict of interest in respect to any matter appearing on the
agenda, or any supplementary item to the agenda, which the Committee has
resolved to deal with.

TRANSFER OF AGENDA ITEMS

Regulation 15 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015.

A Committee may close a part of a meeting to the public where a matter to be
discussed falls within 15(2) of the above regulations.

In the event that the Committee transfer an item to the closed portion, the
reasons for doing so should be stated.

Are there any items which should be transferred from this agenda to the
closed portion of the agenda, or from the closed to the open portion of the
agenda?
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6. REPORTS

6.1 City Infrastructure Committee - COVID-19 Format
File Ref: F20/124244

Memorandum of the General Manager of 19 November 2020.

Delegation: Committee
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Cityof HOBART

MEMORANDUM: CITY INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE

City Infrastructure Committee - COVID-19 Format

At its meeting of 9 November 2020, the Council resolved to resume physical Council
meetings in the Council Chamber from the 23 November 2020, subject to conditions
and in accordance with Public Health advice.

The General Manager noted that an item would be placed on each Council
Committee agenda to enable each Committee to determine if they wish to return to
physical meetings or remain on the Zoom format.

If physical meetings are to resume then the Lady Osborne Room will be configured to
ensure the Public Health recommendations of 1.5m physical distancing and 1 person
per 2mz2 is maintained.

A Covid Safe Plan for the return to physical meetings will be circulated to elected
members as soon as practicable.

RECOMMENDATION
That the matter be considered by the City Infrastructure Committee.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.
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N D Heath
GENERAL MANAGER

Date: 19 November 2020
File Reference: F20/124244
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6.2 Elizabeth Street (Midtown) Retail Precinct - Proposed Streetscape
Concept
File Ref: F20/105829

Report of the Senior Advisor - Place Making, the Executive Manager City
Place Making and the Director City Planning of 20 November 2020 and
attachments.

Delegation:  Council
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ELIZABETH STREET (MIDTOWN) RETAIL PRECINCT -
PROPOSED STREETSCAPE CONCEPT

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Senior Advisor - Place Making

Executive Manager City Place Making
Director City Planning

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1

The purpose of this report is to:

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

Present results of feedback recently collected from broad
community engagement on the proposed streetscape concept
design for Elizabeth Street, between Melville and Warwick
Streets.

Recommend revisions to the draft concept based on this
feedback.

1.2. If implemented, the development would provide benefits for the long term
in this growing activity corridor, including:

1.2.1. Animproved active travel environment on Elizabeth Street,
including wider footpaths, improved crossing points, and an uphill
bicycle lane;

1.2.2. Support for the business community by providing a more
attractive street environment, with more space for outdoor dining,
trade and activities; and

1.2.3. A more comfortable and welcoming street environment that
encourages people to stay, spend time and interact, with seating,
greening, poster pole and public art.

2. Report Summary
2.1. The draft concept design (Attachment A) was developed with
consideration of the community-based Project Action Team’s principles,
desired outcomes and recommendations.
2.2. The concept was tested with key stakeholders in August 2020, and

results were reported to the City Infrastructure Committee at its
September 2020 meeting.
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2.3. In October 2020, the plans were shared with the broader community for
feedback which was collected via online survey on YourSay.

2.4. The draft concept was developed just prior to COVID-19 and therefore
the scope reflects the highest priority needs across the three blocks of
the project area, with the scope reflecting the pre-COVID budget
allocation that was notionally $2.35 million.

2.5. Although the City is not currently positioned to provide the capital funding
to implement the streetscape upgrade, project planning is continuing,
including the recent broad community consultation, so that
implementation can occur as and when future funding opportunities arise.

2.6. 183 surveys were completed, in this stage, with about 71% of
respondents being supportive of the overall concept design.

2.7. The level of support is consistent with the previous ‘key stakeholder’
engagement stage, in which 70% of respondents were supportive of the
draft concept.

2.8. Among those that were not satisfied with the concept, the chief concerns
are the reduction of car parking and the design of the bicycle lane.

2.9. Should the Council be supportive of the proposed concept, a further
report would be provided next year with an implementation outline,
including funding sources, cost estimate, financial implications and
proposed timing of works.

2.10. UTAS has indicated an intention to contribute to the streetscape upgrade
of Block 1, generally in line with the proposed concept.

2.11. This funding opportunity is being worked through currently, and will be
reported to the Council in the first quarter of 2021, as part of the
implementation plan.

3. Recommendation
That:

1. The draft concept design for Elizabeth Street Midtown Retail
Precinct project, be generally endorsed as a framework for future
streetscape development in the project area, noting that the
Council is not in a position to fund the implementation at this time.

2. That any decision on the final uphill bike lane treatment be
determined following the trial of uphill bike lane as part of the 12
month ‘Ready for Business’ pilot project.



Item No. 6.2

Agenda (Open Portion) Page 11
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting
25/11/2020

A further report be provided to the Council in the first quarter of
2021, outlining an implementation plan including cost estimates,
financial impacts, funding source/s and proposed timing.

A detailed report addressing the potential loss of car parking within
the Elizabeth Street Precinct be referred to the Finance and
Governance Committee at the appropriate time.

4. Background

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

4.4.

The City has invested in streetscape upgrades in recent years, with
developments in Sandy Bay, the Waterfront, Lenah Valley, South Hobart,
New Town, Salamanca Place and the Elizabeth Bus Mall.

The improved streetscapes encourage economic vibrancy; enhance
community pride; and improve the safety, walkability and amenity of
Hobart’s activity streets.

The Council has considered the Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct upgrade
project at various stages:

4.3.1. March 2019, briefing — street analysis: land use and development
including UTAS future consolidation into the city, transport and
movement data, infrastructure, strategic alignment, walkability
assessment.

4.3.2. June 2019, report: Recommendations of the community-based
Project Action Team (PAT).

4.3.3. December 2019, briefing: Key design directions based on street
analysis and recommendations of the PAT.

4.3.4. September 2020, report: Draft concept design and results of key
stakeholder engagement.

At its meeting of 12 October 2020, the Council adopted the following
recommendations, that (inter alia):

4.4.1. Broader community consultation now be undertaken on the draft
concept design for the Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct upgrade,
followed by a further report to include a summary of all feedback
received, officer responses to the feedback and a revised draft
concept including any proposed changes in response to
feedback received.
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4.4.2. A detailed report addressing the potential loss of car parking
within the Elizabeth Street Precinct be referred to the Finance
and Governance Committee at the appropriate time.

The draft concept design has now been tested with the broader
community, and included in this report is:

4.5.1. An engagement summary report from the broad community
consultation stage (Attachment B).

4.5.2. Officer responses to the key themes raised in the feedback.
Should the Council endorse the concept, a further report will provide

information around implementation, including financial impacts, funding
sources, cost estimates and programming of works.

5. Proposal and Implementation

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

5.6.

Elizabeth Street connects the Waterfront to North Hobart, and is
appreciated by the community as Hobart’s historic ‘main street’
movement and activity corridor.

Despite high pedestrian use, conditions for walking vary along the
corridor, and are relatively poor through the Midtown area.

Attachment A shows the draft concept, prepared in response to
recommendations of the community-based Project Action Team.

The draft concept was developed prior to COVID-19, and at that time the
project was included on the City’s capital works program with
implementation notionally programmed for 2020-21.

The draft concept has been shared with key stakeholders (in August
2020) and the wider community (in October 2020), accompanied by an
explanation that while funding was not currently available, feedback was
being sought in order to get ‘shovel ready’ for any external funding that
may eventuate.

Given the previous capex budget of $2.35 million, the draft concept does
not propose works covering the whole project area, but presents the
highest priorities across the three blocks, based on use and activity, and
community feedback, with most of the change proposed in the block
between Brisbane and Melville Streets.
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The survey asked respondents to indicate their level of approval for each
block, with opportunities for elaborating with free text boxes. More
information is provided about the engagement methods in Section 13 of
this report.

183 surveys were completed during the October engagement stage, with
about 71% of respondents being supportive of the overall concept
design.

The level of support is consistent with the August ‘key stakeholder’
engagement stage, in which 70% of respondents were supportive of the
draft concept.

Feedback received during broad community consultation

5.10.

The key outcomes of the feedback received are presented below, block
by block, and then across the whole project area, as follows:

Responses to Block 1 — Melville and Brisbane Streets

5.11.

5.12.

5.13.

5.14.

The majority of respondents were happy / very happy with the draft
concept for Block 1.

52.2% were happy, 34.6% were unhappy, 8.2% felt neutral.
Among the unhappy / very unhappy cohort, the top concerns were:

5.13.1. Reduction in on-street car parking — 31 people want more
parking retained in block 1.

5.13.2. The design of the bike lane — 12 people call for a fully separated
lane not just line marking, in block 1.

5.13.3. Less-frequently raised issues included - against provision of a
bike lane altogether (8), fears about traffic congestion (6), not
wanting to see any outdoor dining (4).

Among those who were happy or very happy with the design, the
features receiving the most comments of support were (in order): the
uphill bike lane, trees and greenery, and wider footpaths.

Responses to Block 2 — Brisbane to Patrick Streets

5.15.

About 50% of respondents were satisfied with Block 2 (indicating either
happy or very happy) about 30% were unsatisfied (either unhappy or
very unhappy) and the remainder were neutral.
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The bike lane design is the big issue in Block 2. Parking received half
the number of mentions as Block 1, indicating that while it is still a
concern for some, the retention of more on-street parking in Block 2 is
appreciated.

Among the unhappy / very unhappy cohort in Block 2, the top concerns
were:

5.17.1. The design of the bike lane —15 people called for a fully
separated lane and not just line marking through block two.

5.17.2. 14 people requested Block 2 be left as it is - no development.

5.17.3. 13 people mentioned that retaining more on-street parking was
important.

5.17.4. A smaller number of people called for no bike lane at all (5),
removal of more parking to widen footpaths (4) and calls for more
greening (3).

Among those who are happy with the concept in Block 2, the features
that received most favourable comments were:

5.18.1. The inclusion of an uphill bike lane.

5.18.2. Cultural garden (potential collaboration with Tasmanian
Aboriginal Centre).

5.18.3. Wider footpaths.

Responses to Block 3 — Patrick to Warwick Street

5.19.

5.20.

5.21.

5.22.

About 49% of respondents were satisfied with Block 3 (indicating either
happy or very happy) about 35% were unsatisfied (either unhappy or
very unhappy) and the remainder were neutral.

The bike lane design is the top concern in Block 3, with 14 respondents
calling for a separated lane in this block.

However, amongst the satisfied respondents, 30 mentioned appreciation
for inclusion of an uphill bike lane.

Leaving the block ‘as it is for now’ was mentioned 13 times by unsatisfied
respondents. Some feel any investment in the streetscape is
unwarranted given potential property redevelopment and change of use
in the future.
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Retaining on-street parking was mentioned by 10 respondents.
5.23.1. A smaller number of unsatisfied respondents called for no bike

lane at all (5), removal of more parking to widen footpaths (3),
more greening (5) and no outdoor dining (2).

Conclusions - feedback across the whole project area

5.24.

5.25.

5.26.

5.27.

5.28.

5.29.

5.30.

5.31.

5.32.

5.33.

Other

5.34.

Over all three blocks, installation of an uphill bike lane is the most
popular feature, with over 100 positive mentions.

However, negative comments about the design of the lane, with
preference for a separated lane, were recorded 41 times.

Safety of bicycle riders was the rationale for those who commented about
the design of the lane.

There were 67 positive mentions for greenery, street planting and trees.
There were 60 positive mentions about wider footpaths.

There were 27 mentions where respondents were against the proposed
changes to the streetscape (this was all concentrated in Blocks 2 and 3).

After taking respondents through each block, the survey then asked
about overall support for the project going ahead.

71% of respondents were very or somewhat supportive of the overall
concept being implemented. 38.3% were very supportive and 32.8%
were somewhat supportive.

5.31.1. Of those who were somewhat supportive, the main concerns
related to the bike lane design (preference for separated) and
reduction in on-street parking.

12% of respondents do not want any change at all.
16.4% would like something different.
feedback about the concept (not included in survey analysis above)

Written submissions and conversations have added to the feedback from
the survey, with comments received from organisations including RACT,
University of Tasmania (UTAS), Cycling South, Country Women's
Association, Heart Foundation, Metro Tasmania, Bicycle Network, these
are shown in the Engagement Summary Reports from this and the
previous consultation stages. (Attachment B).
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During the course of this engagement period, local business operator
Louise Bloomfield, conducted her own ‘SurveyMonkey’ poll, relating to
the Midtown draft concept design.

Ms Bloomfield also submitted a letter referring to her poll results and this
is included in the Engagement Summary Report (Attachment B).

In this letter Ms Bloomfield’s notes that the majority of her poll
respondents do not want to see a bike lane installed at all, want an
increase in parking, and wouldn'’t use outdoor café seating.

These specific themes raised by Ms Bloomfield are discussed in this
report.

Key themes discussion

5.39.

5.40.

5.41.

5.42.

5.43.

Analysis of the survey responses has revealed that the majority of
respondents (71%) want the project to proceed.

The most commented upon features amongst those who support the
project relate to:

5.40.1. Uphill bike lane.

5.40.2. Greenery and street trees.

5.40.3. Wider footpaths and a greater pedestrian focus.

Smaller numbers of positive comments were received around outdoor
dining, the cultural garden (block 2), pleasant environment, reduced

impact of vehicles, seating and street art.

28.4% of respondents don’t support the project, they either want nothing
to change (12%) or want a different proposal (16.4%).

Amongst those who were unhappy or very unhappy (across each of the
blocks) the key themes related were:

5.43.1. Concerns the proposed bicycle infrastructure (some preferring no
lane at all, but most calling for a higher level of separation from
vehicles).

5.43.2. Concerns about the loss of on-street car parking spaces.

5.43.3. A preference to ‘leave it as it is’.

5.43.4. Other minor themes include: wanting more greenery, wanting

more parking removed, more footpath widening, and being
against outdoor dining.
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The main concerns (bicycle infrastructure and loss of car parking) are
detailed further below, with staff commentary.

Bicycle infrastructure

5.45.

5.46.

5.47.

5.48.

5.49.

5.50.

5.51.

5.52.

5.53.

The uphill bike lane was the most commented upon feature of the draft
concept, with 100 positive comments welcoming the provision, but 41
comments requesting a higher level of safety in the design — generally
calling for physical separation between bicycles and motor vehicles.

A smaller number of comments (18) did not want to see a bike lane
included at all.

Improving conditions for riding bikes in Hobart is a strategic objective that
is shared by the Council and the Tasmanian Government, and captured
both in the City Deal and the Capital City Strategic Plan.

Hobart’s Capital City Strategic Plan includes strategies to:
5.48.1. Prioritise opportunities for safe and integrated active transport.

5.48.2. Support and encourage more people to ride bicycles through the
development of safe paths and streets, separated cycleways,
end of trip facilities and related infrastructure.

The City Deal, through the Greater Hobart Transport Vision, aims to
develop the active transport network of infrastructure in the City’s roads.

Elizabeth Street as an active travel corridor is a strategic direction that is
shared by the Tasmanian Government in its Transport Vision for Greater
Hobart.

Given the significant concerns raised about the bicycle lane design, an
independent design review and options analysis was undertaken by
transport planners CDM Research.

The CDM report evaluates options according to safety, rider comfort and
constructability in the Elizabeth Street corridor. The report is shown at
Attachment D.

This report evaluates six options, these being:

o Mixed traffic (no bicycle lane).
o Uphill bicycle lane (as proposed in the draft concept).
o Central median (as is found between Warwick and Burnett

Streets.
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o Two-step protected uphill bicycle lane (providing separation).

o Buffered bicycle lane (as proposed in draft concept but with a
0.6m wide painted chevron buffer).

o Bicycle lanes in both directions.
5.54. An extract from the report showing the relative scores achieved by each

option against three performance criteria (safety, rider comfort and
constructability) is provided below:

Rider
Option Safety comfort Constructability TOTAL
1: Mixed traffic e e renes 9
2: Uphill bicycle lane e e e 10
3: Central median, no bicycle lane . . seee 6
4: Two-step protected bicycle lane snene enee . 10
5: Buffered bicycle lane e e seee 11
6: Bicycle lane in both directions ne eee snee 10

5.55. Of the options, the buffered lane was the highest ranked, when safety,
rider comfort and constructability were taken into account. It scored 4/5
for safety, 3/5 for rider comfort and 4/5 for constructability.

5.56. The two-step protected lane was the highest scoring option for safety
with a 5/5 score, and equal highest for comfort with 4/5. But it scored
only 1/5 for constructability, being an expensive and technically more
difficult solution.

5.57. The painted uphill lane (no buffer) that was included in the draft concept
scored 3/5 for safety, 3/5 for comfort and 4/5 for constructability.

5.58. The buffered bike lane scored equally well for constructability as the
painted lane, but provides a safety improvement.

5.59. The CDM report has been shared and discussed with representatives of
Cycling South and Bicycle Network, and if the Council is supportive in
general of moving to detail design, discussions with these stakeholders
would continue as the concept is developed.

5.60. A number of stakeholders including the RACT, Cycling South, Bicycle
Network and many community members, view the retention of parking on
both sides of the street as an unfavourable compromise, making it more
difficult to achieve a safe bicycle lane.
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The Project Action Team included a separated uphill lane in its list of
recommendations.

Elizabeth Street (particularly in Block 1) is relatively narrow for the
functions it performs, and a bicycle lane adjacent to parked cars requires
additional width to avoid placing the rider in the car door zone; a high risk
position for crashes.

It is considered that CDM’s recommendation, for the painted bike lane
with chevron buffer, is an improvement on the painted lane without buffer
in the draft concept, but it is unlikely to satisfy those who are advocating
for physically separated provision, or a kerbside lane.

If the Council is supportive, there is an opportunity to install the CDM
recommended design — painted uphill lane with chevron buffer — as part
of the Ready for Business dining deck pilot.

This would allow for the design to be trialled, providing valuable
information for detail design.

Concerns about loss of parking

5.66.

5.67.

5.68.

5.69.

5.70.

5.71.

The second strong theme revealed in the feedback is a concern about
car parking spaces being reduced in number along the street.

The CWA Gift Shop, and some other retail businesses in Midtown are
concerned about any loss of on-street car parking in the first block (from
Melville Street to Brisbane Street), with this being underpinned by a
perception that there is a parking shortage in the area.

The bike shop and sewing machine shop trade in bulky, heavy goods
and feel that a short term car parking space is important to be very close
to those business. CWA has explained the importance of elderly
volunteers delivering baked goods to the shop, as a key reason for
needing a short term space.

The draft concept responds to these particular concerns and the different
needs of various traders in the block by retaining the parking adjacent to
CWA Gift Shop, Ken Self Bikes and Easy Sew Sewing Centre.

The concerns about the availability of car parking in the block are
potentially due to a lack of awareness about the actual provision of car
parking in the precinct.

In Block 1, 15 on street parking spaces are proposed to be removed to
widen footpaths and provide space for people.
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5.72.

5.73.

5.74.

5.75.

5.76.

5.77.

5.78.

5.79.

5.80.

5.81.

5.82.

5.83.
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6 on-street spaces would remain, four of which are positioned close to
businesses who have a strongly expressed preference for on street
spaces to remain due to the specific nature of their business and
customers’ needs.

100 metred public spaces are located in the Melville Street Car Park. It is
approximately 25 metres, step-free, from the undercover facility to the
middle of Block 1.

This facility is currently underutilised with pre-COVID average useage
data showing more than 50% of spaces are available in the middle of the
day (the busiest time of the day).

The facility includes three dedicated accessible parking spaces.

Pricing is currently at $2 per hour for a maximum of 3 hours between
9am-6pm Monday-Saturday, and is unmetered at other times. Parking is
available 24/7.

The ‘visibility’ of the Melville Street parking facility has been previously
raised as an issue by traders, and social media and radio ads were
deployed last year to raise awareness leading up to Christmas.

Feedback in the recent survey and associated social media commentary
indicates that despite these efforts, Midtown has developed something of
a reputation for lack of parking that doesn’t reflect the existing off street
parking provision.

The City’s Communications and Parking Operations staff are working
together on an awareness campaign to increase the profile of the car
park, including the use of signage, the City’s website and filming of the
arrival experience to share on social media, all designed to make it
easier for people to ‘discover’ the facility.

A suggestion has also been made to change the name of the car park to

‘Midtown Car Park’. Currently known as the ‘Melville Street Carpark’, it is
often confused with the Hobart Central Carpark which is also on Melville

Street.

While Block 1 would see a significant change to the amount of on street
parking, Blocks 2 and 3 would be less impacted overall.

Block 2 would retain 19 spaces, with a proposed reduction of 3 spaces.
Block 3 would retain 18 with up a proposed reduction of 5 spaces.

With regard to loading arrangements and time limits of on-street spaces,
work would still need to be done in consultation with the stakeholders to
determine their needs and the optimal balance of parking type.
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Preference for no upgrade

5.84. A smaller theme was a preference for no upgrade. This was
concentrated in Blocks 2 and 3, and was responding to the perception
that there was less activity warranting the investment required.

5.85. Itis acknowledged that Blocks 2 and 3 would be considered lower in
priority compared with Block 1. This is because Block 1 has a greater
number of pedestrian attractions and activities, whereas Blocks 2 and 3
have more of a movement corridor function at the current time.

5.86. The exception to this priority assessment is Patrick Street intersection,
which is un-signalised and has qualified for ‘Black Spot’ funding to
improve pedestrian safety.

6. Implementation

6.1. Should the Council be supportive of the proposed concept, a further
report would be provided next year with an implementation outline,
including funding sources, cost estimate, financial implications and
proposed timing of works.

6.2. In light of the changed circumstances, the delivery approach would pivot
towards pursuing funding opportunities for smaller, individual projects
that strongly align with the community’s priorities for the precinct, under a
broader umbrella of the Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct, rather than
developing a streetscape upgrade as one large project.

6.3. A number of smaller projects are already being progressed, to deliver
aspects of the Project Action Team'’s vision for the future street,
including:

6.4. Vibrance Festival, 2021:

6.4.1. Several COVID scenarios are planned and the festival is
expected to go ahead in February 2021.

6.4.2. Vibrance was a successful recipient of the Creative Hobart
grants program (2019) with a number of murals in Midtown being
funded by the Council (in 2019) and more recently, by UTAS.

6.5. Reduction of speed limits, to 40km in the city streets, including Elizabeth
Street to Brisbane Street. This has recently been approved and was a
key recommendation of the Project Action Team.

6.6. Improved pedestrian crossing facility at the Patrick and Elizabeth Street
corner:
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A raised threshold is being designed for the corner of Patrick and
Elizabeth Streets with implementation planned for the first half of
2022.

This project is recipient of Commonwealth Government funding
(the Black Spot program).

Temporary outdoor dining decks — ‘Ready for Business’:

6.7.1.

6.7.2.

6.7.3.

6.7.4.

Elected Members have received a memorandum outlining a 12
month trial which will see four outdoor dining decks installed in
Elizabeth Street between Melville and Brisbane Streets, with
$80,000 funding from the Tasmanian Government’s ‘Ready for
Business’ program.

The purpose of the program is to provide space for COVID-safe
service of food and beverages to support local businesses in the
sector.

The trial will provide opportunities to test and evaluate impacts
on the street resulting from the removal of seven on street car
parking spaces, the addition of 64m2 of space for staying
activities, and the effectiveness of the bike lane design.

Should the pilot be successful, there would be an opportunity for
the City to develop a policy and framework for extending the
program, enabling traders in other streets and precincts to
provide their own infrastructure (subject to meeting various
suitability criteria).

Block party — Christmas activations:

6.8.1.

6.8.2.

Midtown traders are staging their own block party on 5t
December, with funding and officer support being provided by the
City of Hobart (Grants and Activation team).

The block party will see a temporary closure of Block 1 to allow
for a Christmas celebration designed and delivered by the
business community in the block.

Melville Street public parking facility - raising awareness:

6.9.1.

6.9.2.

Staff are progressing a campaign to improve the visibility of the
Melville Street parking facility.

Temporary signage, City of Hobart and Hello Hobart Social
Media posts and communications around the Block Party will
help the facility be more widely known about.



Item No. 6.2

Agenda (Open Portion) Page 23
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting
25/11/2020

6.10. The potential delivery of streetscape upgrade of Midtown Block 1

6.10.1.

6.10.2.

6.10.3.

6.10.4.

6.10.5.

6.10.6.

It is understood that the UTAS is highly supportive of the
proposed permanent improvements in Midtown Block One
(Melville Street to Brisbane Street), given the proximity of the
current UTAS student residential facility (PBSA1), and the next
stage residential (PBSA2) and teaching/support (Podium
Building) facilities in Melville Street, to be open in 2021.

To support this, and subject to further discussions, UTAS has
indicated that it wishes to use the rates equivalency mechanism
agreed in the 2019 Heads of Agreement between the Hobart City
Council and the University of Tasmania, to contribute to the
construction of the proposed permanent treatment of Block One,
as detailed in this report.

It is understood that subject to next stage design development,
costings and Council final approval, this UTAS investment would
allow for the delivery of many of the elements detailed in the
current design concept for Block One, including footpath
widening, uphill bicycle lane, tree plantings and furniture
provision.

In terms of timing, taking account of the 12 month ‘Ready for
Business’ pilot, and time needed for design, any construction in
Block One would take place in 2022.

This would support the optimal coordination of streetscape works
with a planned TasWater water main upgrade, to avoid two
periods of construction-induced interruption in the block.

Opportunities would also be sought, as part of the infrastructure
project, to install conduit to assist with delivery of Connected
Hobart outcomes.

7. Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

7.1.

7.2.

Investment in Hobart’s local retail precincts is an action of the Hobart City
Deal — Key focus area 6: smart, liveable and investment-ready city.

Pillar one of the Capital City Strategic Plan underpins the retail precinct
projects, including:

7.2.1.

“1.2.1 In collaboration with communities and stakeholders,
continue and extend the program of city improvements and
precinct upgrades”.
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Financial Implications

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result

8.1.1.

8.1.2.

8.1.3.

8.1.4.

No City capital expenditure funding is being sought for
implementation at this time, and no impacts on the current year
operating results are expected.

The cost associated with the trial of a painted uphill bike lane,
with the addition of a painted chevron buffer, would be met out of
current City Planning budget allocations.

UTAS has indicated an intention to contribute to the streetscape
upgrade of Block 1, generally in line with the proposed concept.
This opportunity is being worked through currently, and will be
reported to the Council in the first quarter of 2021, as part of an
implementation plan.

As requested by the Council in its report of 8 July 2019, a further
report will be provided around forecasted financial impacts due to
proposed removal of on street car parking spaces.

Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result

8.2.1.

The anticipated future operational costs or income impacts
would be provided as part of next stage reporting to the Council
in the first quarter of 2021.

Asset Related Implications

8.3.1.

Asset related implications (write offs, depreciation, maintenance
costs, etc.) would be provided in a future report prior to the
commencement of capital works.

Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

9.1.

There are none at this time.

Environmental Considerations

10.1. No specific environmental considerations are associated with the
proposal.

10.2.

Generally, the project supports low emissions transport and increased
residential density in the city, which are considered sustainable planning
outcomes.
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Social and Customer Considerations

11.1.

11.2.

Consultation has been undertaken in accordance with the City’s
Engagement Framework and Policy.

The draft concept has been developed in response to the
recommendations of the community-based project action team.

Marketing and Media

12.1.

12.2.

Radio and press have reported on the project in this recent engagement
stage, to increase awareness and encourage participation in the survey.

As aspects of the project be implemented, should this be approved by
the Council, media and marketing opportunities would be considered.

Community and Stakeholder Engagement

13.1.

13.2.

13.3.

13.4.

13.5.

The project has been developed from the start using contemporary
engagement practices based on IAP2 core principles and with a range of
engagement methods to provide many opportunities for any interested
party to participate.

The results of previous engagement stages have been previously
reported to the Council, in July 2019 and September 2020.

The purpose of the current engagement was to seek broader community
feedback on the draft concept design, and to gauge the level of support.

The objectives for the engagement were to:
13.4.1. Inform interested community members about the current status
of the project, including the journey so far and the current status

of funding.

13.4.2. Invite participation by the broader community into the
engagement process.

13.4.3. Encourage participation by new and previously un-engaged
community members.

13.4.4. Consult with the wider community to understand the level of
support for the concept design.

The following methods were used to reach and invite participation:

13.5.1. Draft concept design information sheet (as for key stakeholder
engagement).
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13.5.2. Your Say Hobart project page — contained draft concept designs
and online survey.

13.5.3. Facebook posts.
13.5.4. Media release (Mercury article, ABC Radio interviews).
13.5.5. E news (project bulletin emailed to registered stakeholders).

Many previously ‘un-engaged’ community members were provided
feedback in this stage which was a key objective for this exercise.

Demographics and respondents’ previous levels of engagement can be
examined in the summary report (Attachment B). In short:

13.7.1. 183 people completed the online survey.

13.7.2. 10,006 people were reached on Facebook, with 319 reactions
(like, etc), 803 post clicks, 169 comments and 13 shares.

13.7.3. There were 1825 visits to the Your Say Hobart Midtown project
page between 13 October and 2 November.

13.7.4. The draft concept plan was downloaded 637 times.

In addition to the broad community engagement and survey, key agency
stakeholders have been consulted including UTAS, Department of State
Growth, Metro Tasmania, Cycling South, Bicycle Network Tasmania,
RACT, CoH Access Advisory Committee.

Many City of Hobart staff have also contributed to the project,
representing City Mobility; Community Engagement; Parking Operations;
Design Services; City Planning Administration; Communications; Roads;
Smart Cities; Assets; Activation and Grants; Parks; Stormwater; Public
Art; Cleansing and Solid Waste; Legal Services and City Placemaking.
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14. Delegation

14.1. This is a matter for the Council to determine.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

i

Sarah Bendeich Philip Holliday
SENIOR ADVISOR - PLACE MAKING EXECUTIVE MANAGER CITY PLACE
MAKING

.

Neil Noye
DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING

Date: 20 November 2020

File Reference: F20/105829

Attachment A: Draft Concept Design - Information Sheet 4

Attachment B: Engagement Summary Report - Community Consultation 4
Attachment C: Engagment Summary Report - Key Stakeholders {
Attachment D: CDM Research Technical Note - cycling provision in Elizabeth

Street (Midtown) Streetscape improvements J
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ELIZABETH STREET RETAIL PRECINCT

Midtown Streetscape Uprgade Project
DRAFT CONCEPT FOR CONSULTATION

BACKGROUND

Midtown is one of Hobart's much loved local shopping
areas and was identified as a priority for public realm
improvements in the Local Retail Precincts Plan (2016).
City of Hobart has improved local shopping areas in
recent years including in Sandy Bay, Lenah Valley, South
Hobart and New Town (currently under construction).

Last year, City of Hobart staff collaborated with
Midtown's traders, residents, property owners and other
stakeholders in a collaborative process of co-design, to
identify priorities for Elizabeth Street (between Melville
and Warwick streets). Participants developed a vision

Artist impression: Elizabeth Street, between Melville and Brisbane streets, looking towards Brisbane Street

Uphill bicycle lane
improves active
mobility choices

New footpath paving
and repurposing
some road space for
street life

Kerb extensions
enhance informal
midblock crossing

for the street, and identified 19 recommendations
based on issues, opportunities, aspirations and priorities
of the broader community.

A draft streetscape concept master plan has been
developed in response to the community’s vision, that
would re-imagine this place as a more welcoming,
accessible and people-focused main street. It presents
better conditions for walking and cycling, spaces to sit
and rest, greenery, street furniture and public art. These
changes would support the vibrant local businesses,
and build on Midtown's natural strengths.

Trees, poster pole,
wayfinding, seating,
drinking fountain - a

For more information and register for updates: yoursay.hobartcity.com.au/midtown

new meeting point l
enhances sense of [ L1
place and belonging .I T
Cityof HOBART
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WE WANT TO HEAR FROM YOU

We are now inviting feedback on the concept
design from key local stakeholders including
property owners, business operators, organisations
and residents within the project area. The Council
will consider key stakeholder feedback, and
consider options about how to proceed.

WHEN WILL THE PROJECT
BE BUILT?

Covid-19 has had a significant impact on the
Council's financial position and as a result, the
funding that had previously been forecast is no

longer available to build the improvements outlined

in this concept. However, it's important that we
prepare for the future and we will continue to plan
this important project to ensure that improvements
are 'shovel-ready' as and when funding
opportunities become available.

N WY@

Agenda (Open Portion)
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting - 25/11/2020

Page 29
ATTACHMENT A

HOW YOU CAN GET INVOLVED

Please review this info sheet and provide
your feedback using the online form found at:
bit.ly/midtownfeedback

224 Or scan this code with the camera
f on your phone or tablet to be taken
Y directly to the online survey.

Alternatively, complete the survey
sheet enclosed and post it back using
the pre-paid envelope.

MIDTOWN N

P
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Artist impression: Elizabeth Street, near Roxborough House, looking south towards Brisbane Street
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VISION - MIDTOWN IS A MAIN STREET THAT IS:

INCLUSIVE

ACTIVE

and

GREENER

where positiv
ful e

*The vision and the recommendations included in this masterplan were developed by the community-
based Project Action Team, and was informed by broader community ideas for the future of Elizabeth

Street in Midtown

Artist impression: Elizabeth Street, between Melville and Brisbane streets, looking towards Melville Street

LAYERS OF HISTORY

Elizabeth Street has many layers of history, built on
top of each other. The heritage architecture speaks
of our colonial past.

Less visible is that prior to colonisation, the
Muwinina people thrived here, strongly connected

to important places in this area, known as nipaluna.
They cared for this land for more than 40 000 years.

In 1832, the Aboriginal survivors of the Tasmanian
frontier wars were marched down Elizabeth Street,
from the home of George Augustus Robinson
(near the garden on the Warwick Street corner),

to Franklin Square, to be taken to Wybalenna,
Flinders Island.

Despite massacre, dispossession and oppression,
Tasmanian Aboriginal people remain strong and
resilient. They continue their connection and
belonging to the water, land and skies of lutruwita
(Tasmania), and Elizabeth Street continues to be an
important place for this community today.
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STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS - CONCEPT PLAN

This plan was developed in collaboration with
dedicated local stakeholders including traders,
property owners, developers, residents, students,
and community organisations. Hundreds of
individual contributions were considered.

BLOCK 1 MELVILLE STREET TO BRISBANE STREET

The heart of Midtown buzzes with life and is known for
great coffee, bars and casual dining, specialty retail,
barber shops and the iconic CWA gift shop. Enhanced
by off-street parking and a public square with a digital
art screen (The Loop). Footpaths are narrow and lack
greenery or seating. Traders are active and engage
customers through events and promotions, and 430
university students call this place home during the
academic year with a further 400 students to take up
residence in a new accommodation complex around
the corner in Melville Street, in 2021,

What it needs most:

Improvements to make the street more welcoming
and comfortable to encourage passers-by to stop
and spend time. The concept proposes:

* Space for street dining and pedestrians, to
encourage street life and business-led activation

e Greenery - plantings to bring life and comfort to
the urban spaces

* Custom designed furniture to provide spaces for
people to linger in this busy block

* Wayfinding elements such as a poster pole and
signage would contribute a sense of destination
and belonging

* Ambient, feature lighting would create a cozy
evening atmosphere

The plan reflects the community's priorities, but has
was developed pre-Covid-19. It is important to note
that the project no longer has the previously funding
allocation to implement the design. However planning
and design will continue to get the project 'shovel
ready’ for future funding opportunities.

-~

BLOCK 2 BRISBANE STREET TO PATRICK STREET

Larger lots, characterful heritage buildings,

diverse mix of uses - including retail, restaurants,
health and professional services, and community
service organisations including Salvation Army,
Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre, Korean Church and
VisAbility. Change is underway with new residential
apartments (The Rox) and homewares store (The
Living Room). This block lacks the street activity of
Block 1 and street life is provided mainly by people
walking through.

What it needs most:

Focus on improving accessibility and walkability of
the principle walking route

* Footpath widening at the corners to improve
safety for pedestrians crossing at intersections

® Pedestrian crossing improvements to Patrick Street

e Street trees and seating, providing places to rest

e Uphill bicycle lane will improve safety and
comfort for bicycle riders

¢ Design guidance to ensure new and future
developments deliver positive outcomes for the
public liveliness of the street

* Opportunities for art and landscaping to
enhance sense of place
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ACTIVATION IN MIDTOWN

An important part of the

rnmunlt‘J 's

BLOCK 3 PATRICK STREET TO WARWICK STREET

This block has fine grained retail shops at one
end, and the popular public pocket park 'Garden
of Memories' at the other. This block is more
active in the evenings with a local bar, brewery
and restaurant scene. The middle of the block has
some uses that don't contribute street life, and
there are opportunties for infill residential and new
businesses to enliven this block further.

What it needs most:

Improve accessibility and conditions for walking,
and enhance streetscape amenity where the
adjacent uses would contribute to the activation

* Footpath widening at the corners to improve safety
and accessibility for pedestrians

* Opportunities for planting, seating, dining - where
adjacent to active uses

e An uphill painted bicycle lane will improve
the safety and comfort of this popular route for
bicycle riders

* Opportunities for street art to add life to the block

e Additions to the popular Garden of Memories to
improve the amenities

s More generous bus waiting facility to service
Elizabeth College students

Agenda (Open Portion)
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting - 25/11/2020

ision for Midtown is to
eaningfu

North Ho

The City of Hobart will work with Vibrance
Festival to deliver a series of 5-6 street art
murals within Mi

commissions will be a part of Vib

festival f am that will s

to lif 7 days in Feb

additional murals, events, music and street art.

Once completed, the murals will be a part of
the City's popular Urban Art Wall collection that
continue ing a sense of through
cultural e

More information on how to participate can be
found at www.vibrancefestival.com
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BLOCK 1 MELVILLE STREET TO BRISBANE STREET

1 Sculptural seating 7 Kerb extension and
element at the entry trees - Brisbane St
1o UTAS near the Rox

2 Footpath widening 8  Footpath widening,
near UTAS plaza, casual seating
with poster pole, 9 Footpath widening,
seating, trees and seating and greening
greening, drinking 10 Extended area of

fountain. Provides
safer conditions for
informal mid block

widened footpath
to allow for outdoor
dining, business

cross_ing _ activation and
3 Retain driveway improved pedestrian
access and 2 short access
term parking spaces Bicycle racks and
4 Footpath widening widened footpath
to provide outdoor 12 Uphill bike lane
dining space .
L 13 Continue to explore
5 Footpath widening programming and

and greening in

' opportunities to
Brisbane St ;
activate the UTAS
6 Korean Church - public spaces, in
enhance garden collaboration with
space for public use local traders
' ﬂl T :
| E Eoum
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8 5 ¥z ¢ £ Ff 8 £
5 $ 3i: K E i3 3 °
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3 &4

RECOMMENDATION RECOMMENDATION

@ Proposed new street tree

. Existing trees

Art wall - potential site for street art for possible
inclusion in the Vibrance Festival program - to be
confirmed subject to consultation and approvals
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BLOCK 2 BRISBANE STREET TO PATRICK STREET
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Kerb extension near
the Rox apartments
with seating element
and street tree
Footpath widening,
street tree,
Brisbane St

Uphill bicycle lane
Existing bus stop

to remain, upgrade
seating

Footpath widening
and potential

new Tasmanian
cultural garden (a
collaboration with
Tasmanian Aboriginal
Centre)

RECOMMENDATION
#9

6
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Patrick St crossing
(south side). Improve
the amenity of this
crossing point for
pedestrians with
kerb extensions and
widened median

Patrick St crossing
(north side). Improve
the amenity of the
crossing point with
kerb extensions
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BLOCK 3 PATRICK STREET TO WARWICK STREET

—1 i

1SHL3avzIN3
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Potential for footpath
widening to provide
outdoor dining,
seating and trees
Potential for footpath
widening, street
greening, seating
and bike parking,
adjacent to the shops
Patrick St crossing
improvements

~

o~

. Proposed new street tree

. Existing trees

Art wall - potential site for street art for possible
inclusion in the Vibrance Festival program - to be

Uphill bike Lane
Footpath widening
near Garden of
Memories

Garden of Memories
- install drinking
fountain and poster
pole for promotion of
community events

Consider future
relocation of this
bus stop

confirmed subject to consultation and approvals
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ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY REPORT ..

Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct — Midtown Streetscape Design
Community consultation

18 November 2020
Prepared by

YOUR SAY [
HOBART .?l‘
]

yoursay.hobartcity.com.au Cityof HOBART
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Project Background

Midtown is one of Hobart's much loved local shopping areas and was identified as a
priority for public realm improvements in the Local Retail Precincts Plan (2016).

In 2019 the City collaborated with midtown’s traders, residents, property owners
and other stakeholders in a collaborative process of co-design. Participants formed
a project action team (PAT) to identify priorities for Elizabeth Street (between
Melville and Warrick Streets). The PAT developed a new vision for Elizabeth Street
(Midtown), and identified 19 recommendations based on issues, opportunities,
aspirations and priorities of the broader community.

A report outlining the proposed project direction developed with the PAT was
presented to the City Infrastructure Committee and full Council in July 2019.

Following Council endorsement in July 2019, a draft streetscape concept
masterplan was developed in response to the community’s vision. This concept
masterplan reimagines Elizabeth Street, Midtown as a more welcoming, accessible
and people-focused main street.

Targeted consultation on the draft concept design with key stakeholders, property
owners, and traders in Midtown took place during August and September 2020. A
report went to Council on 12 October 2020 reflecting the outcomes of the key
stakeholder engagement. At this meeting the Council resolved at to proceed with
broader community engagement on the draft concept design. This engagement
launched on 13 October and ran until 2 November. The outcomes of this
engagement are summarised in this report.

Cily of HOBART
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YOUR SAY

Engagement Methodology HOBART

This consultation period represents the fourth stage of engagement on the Midtown Project The purpose of this engagement was to:
which first started in early 2019.

Methods used in previous stages of engagement have been place-based and collaborative to
assist individual stakeholders to come together with others to develop a shared vision for
Midtown. The outcomes of each stage have previously been reported back to Council.
Previous engagement stages have included:

Stage 1 — Issues and Stage 2 — Project Action || Stage 3 — Draft concept — key . o
Vision Team stakeholders The following objectl\fes for the
Community survey, postcard Formation of dedicated project Consultation with Elizabeth St engagement were defined :
poll, and workshops with youth, action team to develop businesses and property owners on
traders, active commuters and priorities for the project. (April drall. streetscape concept (September
community (March 2019) June 2019) 2020)

157 survey contributions « 4 facilitated workshops * 163 stakeholders directly contacted

received + 28 diverse stakeholders by meyl )

83 postcard polls returned involved * 18 written submissions and

64 workshop participants completed surveys

+ 16 workshop participants

The current stage of engagement is focused capturing feedback on the draft concepts from the
broader community in order to gauge overall level of support for the project and refine the final
design.

Engagement methods chosen to achieve the set objectives for this stage (shown in the blue

box opposite) include:

» detailed project information and the draft streetscape concept designs provided on the City’s
engagement platform - Your Say Hobart.

= An online survey guiding people through the stages of the project that led to the
development of the draft concept, and asking a series of questions to gain feeback

* Promotional campaign to raise awareness of the project and the current engagement
opportunity. This consisted of a media release picked up by the Mercury and ABC Hobart.
The Engagement was also promoted via CoH online channels including facebook page, and :L_l_-
YourSay newsletter, and project newsletter. "s

Cily of HOBART
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How we engaged

Concept design info sheet Facebook posts
o)

ELIZABETH STREET RETAIL PRECINCT
Machosr, Sroetscape Proest

Uprgade
DRAFT CONCEPT FOR CONSLUTATION

Engagement Snapshot

eNews unique openrate 197

@ Completed surveys 183

Posts on CoH Facebook 2
Reach 10006
Reactions (like etc) 319
Post clicks 803
Comments 169
YourSay Hobart project page Shares 13
and online survey
|
eNews Visits to the Yoursay 1825
R Hobart Project page

between 13 Oct — 2 Nov

Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct
Maprwn Brorns Ve P

R

Downloads of the draft 637
concept designs
(during 13/10-2/11)

Cily of HOBART
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YOUR SAY 0
HOBART .?l‘
[l

yoursay.hobartcity.com.au Cityof HOBART
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Demographics

Suburb of residence

24 (13.6%)
‘ 19 (10.7%)
‘ 19 (10.7%)

14 (7.9%)

14 (7.9%)

2 (1.1%)

Age profile of survey participants

_q_(angi; |

55 (30.1%) 3 (1.7%)

6 (3.4%)
6 (3.4%)
7 (4.0%)

10 (5.6%)

14 (7.9%)

© LENAH VALLEY, TAS @ SOUTH HOBART, TAS @ WEST HOBART, TAS @ HOBART, TAS
@ SANDY BAY, TAS @ NORTH HOBART, TAS @ NEW TOWN, TAS @ MOUNT STUART, TAS
67 (36.6%) ® TAROONA, TAS @ HOWRAH, TAS @ BATTERY POINT, TAS @ LUTANA, TAS

© MOONAH, TAS @ LINDISFARNE, TAS @ GLENORCHY, TAS @ DYNNYRNE, TAS

@ MARCATE, TAS @ CLAREMONT, TAS @ GEILSTON BAY, TAS @ WEST MOONAH, TAS

@ MIDWAY POINT, TAS @ GLEBE, TAS @ GLEN HUON, TAS @ BELLERIVE, TAS

. . @ SANDFORD, TAS @ PAKENHAM, VIC @ GAGEBROOK, TAS @ BRIGHTON, TAS

® 18-35 @ 36-50 ® 51-70 o 71+ ® Under 18 ® BLACKMANS BAY, TAS @ TOLMANS HILL, TAS @ KETTERING, TAS @ COLLINSVALE, TAS
@ KINGSTON BEACH, TAS @ FERN TREE, TAS @ SANDGATE, QLD @ KINGSTON, TAS

@ AUSTINS FERRY, TAS @ OAKDOWNS, TAS

]
Cityof HOBART

A broad cross-section of the community were represented in the results, with around two thirds being

City of Hobart residents, and the remainder largely from Greater Hobart.
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Demographics

It's my neighbourhood = | live, work, study or run a
business here

It’s a place | visit regularly

It's a place | regularly move through on my way to
work, study or somewhere else

I'm an occasional or one-off visitor

Other (please specify)

A large majority of respondents are reqular visitors to Midtown, or regularly travel through Midtown.

It is therefore assumed most survey respondents are very familiar with the area.

o

Relationship to midtown

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 S0

Approx 15% listed Midtown as their
neighbourhood

47% listed Midtown as a place they visit
regularly

29% listed Midtown as a place they regularly
move through going to work, study, etc

Cily of HOBART
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Q4 | Have you previously participated in this project?

Have you previously participated in this project?

@ Yes. I filled out a post card or responded to a previous survey
@ Yes, | attended a focus group, stakeholder workshop or attended an information session
@ Yes, | attended a street party or event &) Yes, | was a member of the Project Action Team

@ No, | haven't participated in this project previously

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

28

138

A large percentage of the respondents (138 individuals) indicated they had not previously participated in this project.

This is viewed as a particularly positive outcome of the engagement. ‘Encourage participation by new and previously
un-engaged community members’ was one of the set objectives.

]
Cily of HOBART
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Q5 | How satisfied are you with the concept plan for Block 1?

Satisfaction with Block 1 concept

+«  52.2% of respondents were either ‘very
happy’ or ‘happy’ with the draft concept
presented for Block 1

34 (18.7%)

50 (27.5%)

«  34.6% indicated they were very unhappy’ or
‘unhappy’ with the draft concept presented
for Block 1

«  8.2% felt neutral about the draft concept

presented for Block 1
29 (15.9%)

15 (8.2%)

A
T 54(29.7%)

The majority of respondents were happy or very happy with the draft concept for Block 1

City of HOBART
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Q6 | What do you like most about the concept for block 1 (Question shown if “very happy” or *happy” selected at Q5)

Q6 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q5)

What do you like most about the concept design
for Block 1

Street Art N
Seating IEE_—_—_
Less cars
Pleasant envionment I
Outdoor dining I ————
Pedestrian focus I ————
Wider footpath I
Greenery, street planting and trees  IEEE—E—_—_——E—

Bikelane

0 10 20 30 40 50

+ The top 3 features most liked features in Block 1 were:
1. Uphill Bikelane
2. More greenery, street planting and trees
3. Wider foopaths

Inclusion of the uphill bike lane was the most liked feature

followed by more greenery, street planning and trees.

What would prefer to see - Block 1

Traffic congestion concerns _
Against ourdoor diniging -

Bikelane design (prefer fully separated) _

Against bikelane altogether _
Retain onstreet parkin: | S

0] 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

mVery Unhapp\,r [ Unh“F‘FW

The top concern for people who were ‘very unhappy’ with Block1
was reduction of on-street parking. They want more to be retained.
The top concern for people ‘unhappy’ with Block 1 was the design
of the bikelane (many want to see a fully-separated lane not just
line marking)

Loss of on-street parking in Block 1 was seen as the biggest issue
with 51 mentions (approximately 28% of respondents overall)

Loss of some on-street parking in Block 1 was the 2Ll
biggest concern. "Is
Cily of HOBART
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Q6 | What do you like most about the concept for block 1 (Question shown if “very happy” or *happy” selected at Q5)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 features people like about Block 1. @

1. Uphill bikelane

“Addition of a bike lane, bike rack is great.
Street art a great idea. Prioritising pedestrians
great for business and 'vibe'. More bike racks
possible, given the number of interesting
businesses to stop at.”

“I like the Bicycle
lane so [ can
safely ricle with
my children.”

“‘Gives the city
back to the people
a bit, not cars.
Bike lane is nice.”

“I love the uphill bike lane and
bike parking, slower traffic, and
humanizing of the landscape.
Pretty simple.”

2. More greenery, street planting and trees

“The spaces dedicated
fo planting trees, |
always think cities look
better when they
combine nature and
technology.”

“I love the green spaces and bike lanes. | think they
should be included in all future designs. Tasmania and
Hobart have potential to be such a a world leader in
renewable green living, with hydro power, amazing cycling
and plentiful green spaces. This is a great start in the right
direction.”

“Greenery.
We need
more
outdoors in
the city.”

“Additional trees
and green space,
bike lane. Less car
centric”

3. Wider footpaths

“Footpath widening just “Wider footpaths to

“I like the wider

‘Fantastic use of the streetspace, the focus

on greenery, wider foolpaths, pedestrian becausg it will support allow strest dining. footpaths, and outdoor
access and bicycle lanes is excellent.” pedestrian movement between Cycle path. No seating for summer.”
y ’ all the other concepts.” parking. Trees & art.” g '

City of HOBART
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Q6 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q5)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 issues identified from people who were unhappy
or very unhappy with Block 1.

1. On-street parking should be retained

“There is virtually NO way | will be “l am really worried about the reduction in space for

. L “N ts to sit and look at
patronising these stores because it will cars to drive through and park. Although | like the 0 one wants to sitand fook at.d

random garden in the middle of a

mean having to go to one of the multi- shops on Elizabeth Street, | simply won’t bother to .
. . . . . e g street. Parking is more
storey car parks first. What was once a come into the City to shop on this street if | can’t find : e
) . . e : important!!! People won’t visit
5-10 minute exercise will how poke a an easy spot to park. | also won’t visit the surrounding

: : . . : the city | king i dr
hole in half an hour.” area if | can’t drive through it easily” te city if parking is remove

2. Bikelane design needs to be enhanced

“The bike lane needs to be protected. As a cyclist who
reqularly uses Elizabeth St, having an unprotected bike lane
between traffic and parked cars would be more dangerous
than the current situation.”

\__—

“I want to see Fully
protected bike lanes,

“I would like to see bike lanes separate from
traffic lanes to encourage riders of all abilities
to cycle and leave their car at home”

which are best practice”

3. Against bikelane

“Bikelane is unused and a waste of money }

No bikelane causing “It DOES NOT NEED A CYCLE LANE!!!I There
and does not improve traffic flow or amenity

traffic problems” are plenty other sources for cyclists”
N——

] JI = <]

City of HOBART
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Q7 | How satisfied are you with the concept plan for Block 2?

Satisfaction with Block 2 concept

23 (12.6%)

+  49.4% of respondents were either ‘very
41 (22.5%) happy’ or ‘happy’ with the draft concep*
presented for Block 2

«  31.3% indicated they were very unhappy’ or
‘unhappy’ with the draft concept presented

for Block 2
34 (18.7%)

«  19.2% felt neutral about the draft concept
presented for Block 2

49 (26.9%)

35 (19.2%)

Almost half the respondents were happy or very happy with Block 2. L
There was an increase in the number of people feeling neutral about block 2 compared with block 1. e by

City of HOBART
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Q8 | What do you like most about the concept for block 2 (Question shown if “very happy” or *happy” selected at Q7)

Q8 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q7)

What do you like most about the concept design What would you prefer to see - Block 2
for Block 2
Want more greenery [N

Streetart

L .
Upgraded bus stop eave as is

Remove more parking
for wider foatpath

e
—

e s o —
m
EEe——

Pedestrian focus

Greenery, street planting and trees

(prefer fully...
Against bikelane
altogether
Retain on-street
Parking

Wider footpath

Cultural garden

Bikelane

=]
un

10 15 20 25 30
mVery Unhappy mUnhappy

« Bikelane design was the top concern in Block 2 with preference for
a fully-separated lane. (15 mentions)

*  There were 14 mentions from people wanting block 2 left as is with
no redevelopment

*  There were 13 mentions to retain more on street parking in the
block

+ The top 3 features most liked features in Block 2 were:
1. Uphill Bikelane
2. Cultural garden
3. Wider foopaths

Bikelane design is the big issue in Block 2. Parking in

The potential for a new Tasmanian cultural garden Block 2 received half the number of mentions as Block
collaboration with Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre gained a 1 indicating that while it is still a concern for some, g
lot of interest. the retention of more on-street parking in this block is 'l-=|-.

appreciated. Cityof HOBART
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Q8 | What do you like most about the concept for block 2 (Question shown if “very happy” or *happy” selected at Q5)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 features people like about Block 2.

1. Uphill bikelane

“This is great “I love the uphill bike lane and bike “I like the uphill bike lane. | feel bad
use of bike parking, slower traffic, and when I ride up now at how much |
lanes.” humanizing of the landscape.” slow down the traffic.”

“Bike lane and foolpath improvements
encouraging people to come and stay.”

2. Cultural garden

“The cultural “Improved “ like the Cultural “Bicycle lane and potential Tasmanian “The idea of a cultural
garden concept streetscape and . Cultural Garden in collaboration with garden in consultation with
) garden and Indigenous . ! .y .
will be cuftural garden a o ., TAC - would improve that particular the Aboriginal centre is a
” ) ” Australian inclusions. s : 1
awesome. great idea! space significantly.” wonderful idea!

Y

3. Wider footpaths

“I like the foolpath
extensions at

“Widening of the
footpath area. Improved

“The footpath widening and the
cultural garden are nice touches”

“I like the wider paths and better

pedestrian access to cross” . . w
area for pedestrians

intersections.”

Cityof HOBART
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Q8 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q5)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 issues identified from people who were unhappy
or very unhappy with Block 2.

1. Bikelane design needs to be enhanced

“A bi-directional protected bike lane is There is no sgfe mfrafs}t'ructurefor cychng. Pam;:s E:\*S z ;ipitgir’f;ychff: thn this route | ,
needed, along with wider footpaths. 15 notdmag;:c, it ;es ngtl ing to ;::Jrotecrr cyclists an ' i_';: _ r ike br;r:u. r_s (J;(:? r;arrqw a;i\(
car parking spaces are being given studies ave shown it is of no benefit to ;afety,... Itis will cause proolems with dooring.
- so short-sighted to do a second rate design and then better solution is for the bike lane to
priority over the safety of people . ) S
wonder why cyclists still perceive riding to be be located between parked cars and

walking and cycling.”
g yelng dangerous.” the footpath.”

2. Leave as is

~

“This plan is very plain and the things that have been suggested
seem pointless. A street tree planted just before a crossing and
intersection! That's not going to end well. Why extend the kerbs
at Patrick Street? It's not Bourke Street Mall. Just seems to be
making everything more dangerous in order to spend money on
useless things.”

“It's pretty on paper, unfortunately
Hobart doesn't have wide enough streets
to support it. This will also affect
deliveries to businesses on the street and
reduce street parking necessary for
businesses.”

“Do not restrict access for
vehicular traffic. Do not
widen footpaths. Do not
reduce on-street parking
availability. Do not create a
bike lane.”

S /

3. Parking

“Parking should be improved NOT reduced. Its a disgrace that no
bonafide consultation with the current business community
happened. We have not been approached, even once. This will
negatively impact our business and those around us.”

“There still meeds to be “If you continue to remove parking
parking available in this and add to congestion all you do is kill

stretch of street.” the cbd.” -

u JI oa o]

\/ City of HOBART
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Q9 | How satisfied are you with the concept plan for Block 3?

Satisfaction with Block 3 concept

26 143%) +  48.9% of respondents were either ‘very

happy’ or ‘happy’ with the draft concept
presented for Block 2

~ 38 (20.9%)

«  34.6% indicated they were very unhappy’ or
‘unhappy’ with the draft concept presented
for Block 2

37(20.3%) «  16.5% felt neutral about the draft concept
presented for Block 2

S

51 (28.0%)

30 (16.5%)

There are mixed views about this block with approximately two thirds of respondents very happy, happy or neutral

. S : : [ |
towards the concept design. Unhappy or very unhappy responses are similar in number to the same sentiment across s
]

the other two blocks.

City of HOBART
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Survey Results HOBARY

Q10 | What do you like most about the concept for block 3 (Question shown if “very happy” or “happy” selected at Q9)

Q10 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q9)

What do you like most about the concept

design for Block 3 What would prefer to see - Block 3

Want more greenery I

Retention of some parking
Seating Leave as is

Drinking fountain Remove more parking for wider footpath

(N
N

Retain on-street Parking [N —
L
I
[

Street art
Outdoar dining
Pedestrian focus Bikelane design (prefer fully separated)
Wider footpath

|

|

]

I

—

 ——

| Against outdoor dining
Greenary, street planting and trees  IEEEEGEG—G—G—G—————E—————

|

Against bikelane altogether
Bikelane

[
[X]
i
@
]
=
[
=
[
|
=
=
o

mVery Unhappy m Unhappy

+ The top 3 features most liked features in Block 3 were:
1. Uphill Bikelane
2. More greenery, street planting, and trees
3. Wider foopaths

+ Bikelane design remains the top concern in Block 3 with preference
for a fully-separated lane. (14 mentions)

* Leaving the block unchanged, and retaining more parking were the
other top responses.

Bikelane design is the consistent concern in Block 3.
Some others feel any change to the streetscape is
unwarranted given potential property redevelopment / L
change of use in the future. "Is

Most liked features are consistent with those in Block 1

Cily of HOBART
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Q10 | What do you like most about the concept for block 3 (Question shown if “very happy” or “happy” selected at Q9)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 features people like about Block 3.

1. Uphill bikelane

“would be good to see
separated two way bicycle
lanes”

“Bike lanes and green space
will be great for this area.”

“Bike lane. Would prefer to see
something on the downhill as well.”

“I like the uphill bike lane.”

—3
2. More greenery, street planting, and trees
| like the i o ] ]
greening of the Improvements to This block very much invites the footpath widening and extra greenery That enormous
S’p_']('_v _”:d h()p;’ the Garden of as it already a good vibe without excess traffic passing through so those intersection will look so
ihv :];,T ('Un['i‘pl- Memaries, wider additions will make the hospitality venues even more accessible and much nicer when it's
(.'or-nvs-l-o fr;J-ili(m footpath potentially encourage more businesses to the area. filled with trees!

—_—

3. Wider footpaths

| like the wider

| like the footpath extensions at footpaths and

intersections.

Wider footpaths are fantastic, and the traffic islands on
Patrick St will make crossing that very wide street a lot easier.

landscaping

City of HOBART
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Q10 | What would you prefer to see? (Question shown if “very unhappy” or “unhappy” selected at Q9)

Below is a sample of the comments received relating to the top 3 issues identified from people who were unhappy
or very unhappy with Block 3.

1. Bikelane design needs to be enhanced

There is potential on both block 2 and 3 for the bike

“A bi-directional protected bike lane is "Bicycle lane should be separated lane to be physically separated from traffic and car

needed, and wider footpaths. Small T j

. , f._ pe e from _trafﬁc lane, bike bofxes at parking (probably on the inside of the parked cars,
amounts of parking is being prioritised crossings to encourage riders of all to improve cyclist safety and encourage active
over people walking and cycling.” abilities and improve rider safety”

transport)

2. Leave as is

“This isn't the location for widening the footpaths AND
adding bike lanes. You can't have both, it'd lead to accidents
at peek hour with the sheer volume of people, cars and bikes.
Shorely an under utilised side street would work better.”

“What is the obsession with footpath widening and bike
lanes ? No this is a very very bad idea. Do NOT build this
it is @ monumental waste of ratepayers money.”

“Keep it as it is.”

e Y

3. Parking concerns

“As with block 1, the removal of parking spaces is problematic.
Unless the HCC has some plan to replace all the lost parking
spaces, my concern is people will simply find it too difficult to
bother coming out to this area.”

“More car parks, or an alternate car
park within this block to replace the
spaces that have been taken away” .

u J i)

\/ Cily of HOBART

“I disagree with
remaving parking.”
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Comments received from each of the three blocks have been categorised and combined to show overall most liked and disliked

features from the concept designs

Most popular features across all blocks

Street Art  m
Seating Wl
Less cars
Pleasant envionment N
Cultural garden  m——
Outdoor dining  m——
Pedestrian focus  EEE——
Wider footpath  EE———EEEE———
Greenery, street planting and trees  IEEEEG—GE—_—_—G——————
Bikelane | s

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

mBlock1l mBlock?2 mBlock 3

*  The uphill bikelane is the post popular feature overall
with over 100 positive mentions

« There were 67 mentions for greenery, street planting
and trees

*  There were 60 positive comments about the wider
footpath

Unhappy/very unhappy comments
across all blocks

Remove more parking for wider footpath e
Want more greenery [N
Leave asis [N
Against ourdoor diniging N
Bikelane design (prefer fully separated) |EEG_G__EE
Against bikelane altogether IS
Retain on-street Parking [ e
0 10 20 30 40 50 60

mBlock1l mBlock?2 mBlock 3

+  Concern about reduction in on-street parking across the
three blocks was mentioned 54 times with the more than
half of the comments relating to Block 1

+ Bikelane design was mentieoned 41 times with most
wanting to see a fully separated lane

+ There were 27 mentions where people were against the
proposed changes to the streetscape. This was all y
concentrated in Block 2 and 3 .-l-_','

n

Cily of HOBART
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Satisfaction levels for each block have been combined to allow for comparisons between blocks to be made.

Satisfaction with concept designs: individual block comparison

Block 2 _ Happy Neutral Unhappy _
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mVery happy Happy Neutral Unhappy mVery unhappy

Concept design for Block 1 is the most popular of the three blocks, with more than half very happy or happy with the design,

however Block 1 is also the most polarising of the three blocks, attracting the most “Very Unhappy” responses predominately to ;Ll"

[ ]
do with concern around loss of on-street parking. . J!H:Mm
Yilv o
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Q11 | How much do you agree with the following statements related to the Midtown shared vision ?

If implemented, the draft concept design will contribute to making Elizabeth Street
(Midtown) a main street that is more...

* Inclusive - A welcoming and
that retains its urban soul Question options
(Qlick itams to hida)
+ Active - An accessible and @ Definitely disagree
active street a place where I
transport are easy.
® Neither agree nor

« Green - A green street where disagree
the seasons are reflected - 59
it's a nicer place to be.

@ Definitely agree

« Vibrant - A place where lives

are lived, where people meet
iy -a 46 x1
and where positive and 24 46 -

meaningful experiences are

shared
20 &0 60 20 100 120 140 160 180
50%
A large majority of respondents indicated that the concept design contributes to achieving the four pillars of the shared vision for Ll
Midtown developed by the community-led project action team. S by

Cityof HOBART
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Survey Results

Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

22 (12.0%)

30 (16.4%) —— 70 (38.3%)
" B

1(0.5%)
I'm not sure - | feel
neutral about it

60 (32.8%)

71% are supportive or somewhat supportive of the concept overall.

Of those who are supportive but have some concerns,the main concerns relate to bike lane design (preference for fully Hﬁ'
i

[ |
separated) and reduction in on-street parking. o flnomm
iy o
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Survey Results

Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

38.2% said..."| support the concept and would like to see the project
iImplemented in future”

“It improves the experience dramatically for
pedestrians and cyclists, which will draw more
people to and through the area.”

“l own a business in this area and feel it will just encourage
more foot traffic to the area, people out of cars and walking
means more potential customers to stop in my shop”

“It is a well considered plan and
would add significantly to ambience
and amenity in central Hobart”

“The concept will enhance opportunities for cycling, walking
and just lingering longer. It acts to calm the road-space
while, importantly, seemingly still allows a free-flow of
vehicle traffic which can add to thing like passive-
surveillance.”

| think overall the concept is \ “I know some people may say where's the
absolutely fantastic, it’s really great car parks, but | say I'm prepared to walk a

to see a focus on greenery fittle further to get to the businesses and
pedestrians and bike use on a major utilise the space. Maybe even catch a bus.”

street, rather than the usual
obsession with parking cars. The use
of those widened footpath areas by
cafes and local retailers will do a

"Hits a good balance of all of the things |

"lam a resident of the area (1 block away) think an area of this kind requires -

and see this as a brilliant way to make . ) ) .
Elizabeth street a more vibrant and liveable huge amount for enhancing the p edesma.f? friendly, green, seating, muli
space. | believe making the spacemore vibrancy of the area. / travel options, creative spaces

comfortable and appealing for pedestrians is
key to drive engagement with businesses in
this area™

“Beautiful vision! Aside from aesthetic and cultural value, the greening and pedestrianising of these blocks will
enhance the amenity of Elizabeth st in a future dominated by changing environmental demands. Creating green
“Hobart (and especially Elizabeth st) is and welcoming hubs will enhance social cohesion. Love the idea of this aesthetic area being filled with street art
long overdue for this kind of and festival, and more walk/bike friendly rather than car-dominated.”

revitalization.

38% are supportive of the concept as is. People like the pedestrian and active transport focus that will encourage people to .
dwell in the area rather than just move through it. It is seen as a ‘balanced’ concept that attempts to manage all competing .-il'_

interests and demands on the public space.
Cily of HOBART
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Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

32.8% said...”| am somewhat supportive, but have some concerns’

1

—
“Bike lanes should be next to the

footpath, not between moving and

parked cars.”
\.

“Great ideas overall, am all for it,
however concern is the proximity
of bike lanes to the dooring zone”

“My main concern is
that it will look lovely
but will be devoid of
people for some parts

“Its a great concept but you must find a way to
replace the parking you are removing. There is not
enough parking in this area as it is.”

of the year. I'm

transport.

/”J‘ like the plans but please apply a similar people-first lens to on-road priority as well. | think more
can be done to reduce car movement and parking in deference to public and active modes of

supportive of the plan,
but how can it be cosy
in winter so these

-

The overall concept s great, but it
needs a protected bike lane. Painted
bike lanes next to parking in narrow

Buses move 25,000 people a day through these three blocks, why does council facilitate disruption
to this by permitting a handful of car owners to store a car on the side of the road?
Prioritising public and active transport access and flow will make Midtown specifically and Hobart

businesses still get
&Jeopr’e walking by ?”

Ll

streets are worse than useless”

p
“I like the outdoor tables and trees but | think a
few more car parking spots is needed”

L

generally, far more inclusive, active and vibrant - metrics you acknowledge as critical.”

“I have concerns about the parking for cars! It seems that people
who cannot walk long distances are no longer welcome in the
city. I find that if | am unable to park reasonably close to my
faveurite shops | stop patronizing them because some days | am
unable to walk a lot and these new concepts are pushing my age

“I support almost all of it, and think it represents a great improvement on the current
streetscape, but am concerned about putting an un-separated bike lane right in the 'dooring
zone' of parked cars. | would support removing on-street parking altogether along that strip,
so that cyclists can ride more safely. | believe there is sufficient parking on side streets/in the
UTAS Melville apartments without the few spaces that would be lost.”

group out of the city we have loved for many years. You are
\makmg the city available only for the young and for tourists!!”

“I think the first block (Melville to Brisbane) will have the desired outcomes but the
other blocks still favour a lot of on-street car parking. As businesses and the streetscape
evolve, | can envision a more ambitious plan for Elizabeth St between Brishane and
Warwick, providing a higher level or service for walking, cycling and public transport
rather than a street to drive along looking for a car parking spot.”

Nearly 33% of people said they were ‘somewhat supportive but had some concerns’.

These concerns were varied but predominately fell into two categories: the perceived safety risk of the bike lane design age=
presented in the draft concept; and concerns around the reduction in on-street parking.

“My main concern is with the removal of street parking as there isn't much
on offer to just park elsewhere, The Hobart parking towers fill up extremely
quickly at various times throughout the year, particularly on weekends and
summer periads. There needs to be more options for parking in that area -
another parking tower off Patrick or Warwick to allow more people to utilise
the area better. Otherwise, it's just going to lessen business in the area
because no-one can park nearby.”

Cily of HOBART
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Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

16.4% said...“| don’t support this concept. | want to see something different”

“I have mobility issues
and limited access to
public transport. These
proposed changes will
drive me further out of
the city for dining etc.”

“The Midtown project was initiated on the
back of UTAS moving to the city. With UTAS
backing out of that move the project should
be delayed until everyone has a better
understanding of who will be using the area.

“I want less emphasis on bikes as only
a small sector of people can ride
them”

“Personally if | can’t park out the front of
a retail store, | won’t consider going
there. Some will lose business and
struggle to keep customers.”

“1'd like to see if anything more parking
available to encourage people to come to the
city. As mentioned previously, most of my
friends don't have much interest coming to the
city, as it's just too much bother.”

~

“There needs to be some short / medium term parking available on this street

- it Is not provided anywhere else in in the precinct. It is over expectational for
short term visits to have to park in a parking facility such as Melville Street or
the UTAS building. ON street parking must be available for people that have
poor mobility and for person that need to pick up or drop off items. Those
businesses will lose considerable business without it”

“This concept is so fragmented. Elizabeth Street is a thoroughfare for /
those of us working in the CBD. We want to walk down in the
morning and up at night. The fragmented placement of trees, street
furniture, street cafes and changing footpath widths just make it a
nightmare to negotiate, It's the side street that need developing, not
the main thoroughfare.”

K‘For myself and many others like me who are older and/or have limited mobility, removing on street\
parking also removes our opportunity to visit these businesses. | have had four occasions in the last
week where | was unable to make my intended visit to eat and/or drink in businesses in the three
subfect blocks, both in the day and in the evening, because [ could not access close parking. Larger car

“I don't feel the need for the out door seating and gardens. there parks such as the ane behind businesses in North Hobart are far too expensive for regular visits which
is one cafe in the street, so | don't know why people would chose likely take between 30 minutes and an hour... short term parking for 15-20 minutes is not long

to come up into midtown to sit out side when it is not really a food enough to enjoy a quick cup of coffee and something to eat.. Making parking meters operate till 8pm
hub. They will be sitting in these gardens looking at empty is similarly stopping older people from eating at restaurants as they often like to eat earlier. As a

businesses, as myself and many others won't survive with out consequence businesses miss out on our custom.”
parking. * w/

16% of people said they ‘don’t support this concept and want to see something different”. Familiar themes were expressed here,

with most comments reiterating concerns about loss of some on-street parking. "Is
Cily of HOBART
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Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

12% said...“| don’t support this concept. | | like the street the way it is”

“Ilove the concept, it's forward thinking and would make a part of our beautiful city even
greater. But | just believe it is the wrong location. I think you could even shut down a side
street if you want lots of outdoor space for people. But please don't make an already tight
and bust street busier. | really believe that this plan would have the opposite effect and
that it would add to a reduced quality of living for many Hobartians. Thankyou for seeking
such in depth community feedback.”

“This plan is outdated. Autonomous electric
vehicles will address most of our issues in the
future. Please don’t ruin the unique character
and vibrancy of Hobart. You will regret it as
the City becomes a ghost town focused on late
night drinking and students.”

“This is already an inclusive

vibrant and active area. It just “Please prioritise projects that are within reach rather than spending even more
needs to be regularly cleaned money on a project that is going to be shelved due to financial constraints (for the
and spruced up without consultation and planning etc process to be completed and paid for all over again).
reducing parking. These plans What a waste of my rates.”

will have the opposite affect to

those stated, | have seen it

happen in other cities. It will
make access to the businesses
in Elizabeth Street even more
difficult than it is now. | agree

\w:’th CWA statements.”

to turn right.”

“It will not make it "welcoming" or "accessible”. It sure as hell will not make it
better for public transport. The removal of right-hand turning lanes will block-
up the intersections in peak-hours. It is not a "green" solution. It will
significantly increase fuel consumption and car-fumes in the area because
people will spend far more time idling at traffic lights behind people who want

12% of people said they ‘don’t support this concept and like the street the way it is”. Reasons given include: wrong location for

this project, project too expensive and will never happen, the project wont make the area more welcoming and accessible, and »

concerns there will be undesired outcomes for some businesses (because of limited parking), and too much focus on ‘late night ;r_l."
o

drinking and students”

Cily of HOBART
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Q12 | Having reviewed the draft concept for Elizabeth Street, midtown Retail Precinct, what best describes your view?

Cross-tab analysis — understanding the level of support

Question 12 had somewhat surprising results with 71% The table below shows the results of this analysis:
indicating they were ‘supportive’ or ‘somewhat supportive’ of Somewhat
the concept overall. This is in contrast to the lower “level of Supportive supportive
satisfaction” (happy vs unhappy) when people were asked Block 1
about each individual block. Unhappy 12
Wery Unhappy 3
. ‘ha, ‘or Block 2
:SUPP or::v:’ or ‘vef: iapp y’ Unhappy 1 14
v Block 2 49 4% Block 3
Overall e Block 3 48.9% Unhappy 3 14
Very Unhappy 1
One hypothesis that explains this difference is that some Total 4 45
people may be ‘unhappy’ or ‘very unhappy’ with elements of an
individual block but they may have still been ‘supportive’ or *  There were 49 people who when asked about their satisfaction
‘somewhat supportive’ of the concept overall. In other words with each block were “unhappy” or “very unhappy” but then went
“Level of happiness with the draft concept for each block is not an on to answer that overall they were “supportive” or “somewhat
accurate indicator for level of overall support for the concept.” supportive”

To test this theory a cross tab analysis was performed to
identify if there were people who were “unhappy” or “very
unhappy” when asked about each block, but then said that
overall they were “supportive” or “somewhat supportive”

Whilst some people were not satisfied with some design decisions in individual blocks, for many that felt this way this was not a L.
“show-stopper”, and they went on to say they were still supportive of somewhat supportive of the concept overall. "Is
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Q14 | If the City was to proceed with installation of trial dining decks in Midtown, what design features do you think should be
included in their design?

=1
3
— &
3
8
8
"
8
&

[T T 1 The top 5 most popular features people would like to see

Plants and greenery 24

[ I | in the trail dining decks are:
« Plants and greenery (73%)

Space for oudoor dinning # 108 « Somewhere to sit (63%)
« Space for outdoor dining (57%)

Somewhere tosit # 16 « Awning or umbrella (41%)
+ Bicycle parking (40%)
Artwork H 40
‘Other’ suggestions included:
Sicyce parking # . * “Shelter from the wind”

« “Heating. It's cold in Hobart, even in "summer”

* “These areas must be unconditionally publicly accessible without the
need for purchases, and shared between businesses. At night, they
should be accessible to patrons of bars”

_ « “Historic photos of the area on interpretive panels”

Chalkboards for kids

Book share f street library

Edible garden - 2 A minority of comments were against this proposal
1 « “All terrible suggestions. None benefit the economy and small
7 businesses ©
« “I have never seen a random on street dining spot utilised in
Tasmania.”
= “l don't support these”

A space that can have different uses at different
times of the day.

Awning of umbrella 76

Other |please specify) H 29

Elements that beautify the decks (plants and greenery), and encourage people to dwell (seating and outdoor dining) are popular.

Some people were concerned about weather protection and ensuring the decks were ‘public’ space and Ll
. . [ |
remained accessible to all. 15
Cily of HOBART
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« This engagement attracted a new audience to the project. * Their appeared to be a general lack of awareness of the
138 responses (75%) were from people who were not involved in the UTAS midtown carpark.
previous consultation phases. This was evident in some survey responses and comments
on social media. Some didn’t know it existed. Misinformation
* The majority (71%) of respondents were supportive or somewhat about the opening hours and costs of this carpark were also
supportive of the concept design. evident. Some believing it was a ‘multi-story’ carpark (similar
This is consistent with the feedback received from the previous to Melville St /Argyle St/Centrepoint); that closed at 6pm;
consultation conducted in September 2020 with key stakeholders, not open on weekends, and too expensive for a short 1 hr
Elizabeth Street traders and property owners shopping trip.
» The feature that was most liked across all three blocks was the * The majority of the concerns raised by people related to
bikelane the bikelane design and loss of some on-street parking.

This was followed by more greenery and wider footpaths. The inclusion of  Potential options that the City may want to consider to
the cultural garden in collaboration with the TAC was a popular feature in ameliorate some of these concerns could be to:

block 2 + Raising awareness of alternative parking options
such as the UTAS midtown carpark. (Survey results
» Block 1 was the most polarising — positive and negative indicate lack of awareness)
This block attracted the highest number of *happy’ or ‘very happy’ « Address some of the misconceptions about
responses, but also had the highest number of “very unhappy” operations of UTAS midtown carpark (Survey results
responses. People liked the bike lane and wider footpaths that had been indicate misinformation about hours/costs/access)
more extensively included in this block — stating that these would make + Consider how to address bike lane design concerns
the area more accessible and inviting, but the counter concern was that to achieve best long term result given street widths
the reduction in on-street parking would turn some people away etc

altogether and negatively impact some businesses as a result. There was
commentary that businesses would be positively or negatively affected * There is strong support for change with only 12% of

based on the demographic of their customer base. people indicating they “like the street the way it is”.

. This survey has shown that everyone has an opinion and it
There is a concern that the bike lane in its current design will not is near impossible to please everyone with every detail, but
improve safety for cyclists. there is a strong desire to for an enhanced midtown, and
Many feared it would lead to car door collisions, and a fully-separated strong overall support for this concept.

lane was preferred.
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Comparison between community survey and key stakeholder
(Elisabeth street trader/property owner) survey.
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Comparison of results

Support for the concept designs

Key Stakeholders/Traders/Property owners
(Engagement during Sept 2020)

Don't support this
concept but want to
see something
different

Supportive of
he concept

Somewhat
supportive of
the concept

Both surveys show around 70% supportive or somewhat supportive of the overall concept design. Hh'
o

Wider community
(Engagement during October 2020)

22 (12.0%) -,

-~ T0(38.3%)

38.3%
Supportive

30 (16.4%)

100.5%)
I'm not sure - | feel
neutral about it

G0 (32.8%)

32.8%

Somewhat supportive

Cily of HOBART
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RACT

5 November 2020
179-191 Musray Stireet
secah Hsbare, TAS 7000
rah Bendeich P: (00) 6232 8300
Senhor Advisor, City Place Making Ervul istoddeat com du
City of Hobart Pt e 020 P 1292
Hobart TAS 7000 Fistert, TG 700

ract.comuam | 13 27 22

Dear M Bendeich, n ﬂ @ E

| am writing to you to provide feedback to the City of Hobart's Elizabeth Street Streetscape Project.

We firstly wish to provide our support for the concept plans, which are largely in-keeping with the
principles of our Greater Hobart Mobility Vision. However, we believe there are some areas for
imprevement, in line with four actiong in aur Vision:

& An active transport spine on Elizabeth Street (north and south bound)

»  Removal of on-street parking on Elizabeth Street {and Main Road) to facilitate prioritisation
measures for public transport, as well as separated cycleways

®  |nfrastructure projects that reduce interaction between people and vehicles in the CBD

» Create more shared, low speed environments in the CRBD

While this project identifies the i f an uphill cycleway on Elizabeth Street between Melville
and Warwick streets, RACT believes that this can be improved in two ways:

s The provision of north and ssuth-baund cycle lanes, facilitated by either a bi-directional eycle
lane or cyche lanes on both sides of the road. This can be enabled by the removal of on-street
parking. In addition, cycleways in the final design must be physically separated from vehicles

* Secondly, RACT believes that a key element of our Viskon has not been realised in these
concept plans. This includes the provision of space for public transpart pricritsation along
Elizabeth Street, facilitated by the removal of on-street parking

However, it is clear this project does address pedestrian safety, with footpath widening and erossing
improvements, a3 well 35 amenity through increased community spaces, bike racks and parking.

Lastly, we belleve many of the alements contribute some way to reducing the vehicle interaction
between peopke and vehickes in the Hobart CBD. Furthermore, these plans will also compliment the
proposed CBD speed limit i when they are i

ROADSIDE
INSURANCE

DESTINATIONS
TRAVEL

We encourage the City of Hobart to consider i ing RALCT's jong into the
Elizabeth Street designs and would be happy work with council on achieving this goal.

Yours sincerely,

Stacey Pennicott
Chief Member Experience Officer

Cily of HOBART
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Cycling South

Glenarchy Memonal Peol T: 03 8273 4483 typically 0.8 to 1 metre from the edge of a cor. The single chevron should cover the majority of this
cyc' ou'ﬂ' Anfisld 52, Genorchy, Tas 7010 E: info@cyclinguouth ang width to provide for safe cyeling.
PO Box T08, Glenorchry, Tas 7010 ‘e Cyclingsouth.ong

& Chnrion on K Pariing Side of Bibs Lams - Koy Corsdwations & Gvidance

Submision - Ehsbet ¢ Retallrcic - Midkoun Stestscope U e ]

Project Whers o install singe chevron The imitatation of srgle chivron il lares on the ‘parking Sde” should ocour

l‘l)j on parking side of bike lases o streets with A fuemer of o porking (mch as Thopoirg = smnd
Wt Wl @ctiily centrea)

Cycling South has reviewed the plans and provided feedback and comments below: This ,_ re— inighe haram bike L oh he
traffic moe when the venale vohsme and opermEng Ipeeds ann comparntaely

Owverall comments el (1080 hem/b) aneiion ivm oropeeesn of commers el vshickes o

Cuelit Wolume Awwrvarians 9 SrE ket e oo 1 130 Sreints e hesr B direstien.

St Traftc Velume & Compasltion Shouiel net ssceed 240 wehichn por hour e dirsclon,

Support widening the footpath to create space for walking. outdoor dining and landscaping by Strmat shous fran 75 e

removing on-street car parking. Footpath widening should not ocour at locatkons where on-street car Geamstry Ekon larw wersih rarrge i3 15 mastras b L madres,

parking is retained as this eliminates space for cycling and active travel. Ervenron Width rangs m 8. bo 0 8 meines

Tralfe barm adjacent 15 bk larm o 3 7 rustyan Sesaisi Mo widlh
Speed limit (e typically 45 bm/h or fesm) Lane width 10 be morensed g 10 2.9 metres aher
agher spedls prevad

Support the reduction of the speed limit to 30km p/h, as per the recommendations to the City Spers ot AU sl Bl Al e o Cead Sk Samearl
Infrastructure Committee on 24 August 2020 DU pEeTEeRIle e EIE DM SHEEET oF 813 AR A U 10 AR dirctenn

il ik

In blocks where there are minimal car parking spots and the bike lane is mostly positioned adjacent
to the kerb, support the use of a painted uphill bike lane (Melville to Brisbane 51} provided it meets
the Austroads recommendation of minimum 1.5m wide.

In blocks where there is minimal footpath widening and parking spos are retained on the uphill side
of the block |Brisbane to Warwick 5t) it would be preferable to have a buffer between the parked
«cars and the bike lane. The City of Melbourne Bike Lane Design Guidelines recommends the use of a
chevron alongside frequent turnover car parking.

“The use of o single chevron separation on the ‘porking side’ of a bike lone has been developed in
recent years in response to the high incidence of crashes involving cor doors being opened into the
path of bike riders (known as ‘cor-dooring’). Such crashes occur as bike lones often overlop the door
rone (the spoce taken by the open door of o parked vehicle) ond cor-doaring is therefore a serious

barard wherever cyclists ride beside parked cars. VicRoods has reported that in Victorio car-dooring '4—
is one of the biggest risks to bike riders. The bike rider may swerve out further into the rood or coliide L ]
with the car door, often with serious consequences.... VicRoads also reported that the proportion of I'
car dooring crashes involving bike riders is much higher in the Melbourne CBD and surrounding inner

city areo. This is lkely associated with the prevalence of short-stay parking restrictions and
associoted high visitation and turnover of porking spaces across the central city. in view of these City of Melbourne Bike Lane Design Guidelines
foctors, it is important to pursue bike lone designs that keep bike riders out of the cor-dooring rone...
this treatment should only be considered in situations where there is insufficient rood width to allow
the installotion of either o kerbside seporated bike lane or o double chevron separcted bike lane, and
where the traffic volumes, speeds and queues are too high to enable a ‘shared traffic-bike lane *

street to be establahed, All futwre bike lane i in the City of Meil should ensure that
eyelists are given adequate spoce to ride without the risk of being car-doored. The cor dooring zone is

Lt
s
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Specific comments on each block are outlined below: Brisbane St

Block 1 = Melville 5t to Brisbane 5t

¢ To prevent “squeezing” bike riders using Brisbane St as they cross the Elizabeth St
intersection, install a kerbside approach and departure bike lane across the intersection.

BLOCK 1 MELVILLE STREET TO BRISBANE STREET BL

Egotpath

*  Support the increase in footpath space, with kerbside 1.5m wide bike lane adjacent.
Bike lane
#*  The bike lane should meet the Austroads recommendations of 1.5m in width.
On-street car parking
*  Consider relocating 2 car parking bays in front of Ken Self and Green Jade Restaurant to
Melville 5t, to reduce the risk of “dooring” to bike riders. The 2 relocated spots would still
allow for two traffic lanes on Mebville St at the intersection. The laneway behind Ken Self and
Green Jade restaurant provides rear access for deliveries (and there is a loading 2one on
Melville 5t adjacent to the laneway) and the relocated parking spots still allow for customer

pick up of bikes and sewing machines. The wider footpath area on Elizabeth St can be used
for bike parking and outdoor dining.

el
Iv
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Cycling South (cont.)

Block 2 = Brisbane St to Patrick 5t

With 9 car parking spots on the uphill side of this block it would be preferable to have a
buffer between the parked cars and the bike lane. A potential configuration of lanes, based
on the City of Melbourne Bike Lane Design Guide is listed below. Road width is
approximately 12.4m.

2.1m parking lane (alongside chevron)
0.8m chevron

1.3m bike lane*

3.0m travel lane

3.1m travel lane

2.1m parking lane

* the bike lane can be narrower than 1.5m if a chevron
is painted adjacent.

Block 3 - Patrick 5t to Warwick 5t

Uphill Bike lane

* Asthere are a number of car parking spots along the uphill side of the street, a chevron on

the parking side of the bike lane would be appropriate (same treatment as block 2) to
reduce the risk of “dooring” to bike riders.

e

Patrick St intesection

Support the widening of footpaths at Patrick St end. Since the intersection is unsignalised,
the installation of raised crossings at the Patrick St intersection would enhance pricrity for
pedestrians and traffic calm.

Warwick St intersection

-

Is the left turn lane from Elizabeth 5t into Warwick 5t necessary by the Garden of Memories?
The space allocated for a left turning vehicle could be reallocated to the pedestrian traffic at
that intersection, particularly Elizabeth College stud waiting for the bus. It would also
make the bike lane safer by preventing cars from cutting up the inside and would offer
additional space to allow for a lane separator to prevent left turning cars from entering the
bike lane. A left turning car can prop at the Warwick 5t pedestrian crossing without holding
up the through traffic on Elizabeth St. Are there many right turning vehicles heading NE onto
Warwick St? It may be possible to provide a dedicated right turn lane due to the extra width
at the intersection.

Cily of HOBART
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Cycling South (cont.)

There is space on the northemn side of the intersection for a departure bike lane on Elizabeth
St gutside Elizabeth College. This would make the intersection easier to navigate on a bicycle
by defining the travel lane and allocating cycling space adjacent to the kerb, with a chevron
buffer alongside.

Bus stops

There is potential to widen the footpath in front of Chrome Café and adjoining shop fronts if
the bus stop was relocated so it is directly outside Elizabeth College on the NW side of the
intersection. This would require consideration of the concrete median and lane widths so
that cycling is accommodated, but is outside the scope of the Mid-town project.

Warwick St

Any kerb outstands should leave space for bicycle traffic, such as the departure side of the
intersection of Warwick 5t by the Garden of Memories, in the form of a bike lane.

Overall, increasing footpath width and reducing the amount of on-street car parking is supported.
The uphill bike lane is safer when there is less on-street car parking. Making Elizabeth St more
attractive for people to stroll or roll along it should be prioritised, while the level of service and
amenity for people driving along the street should be a secondary consideration.

Yours sincerely,

ofr fte

Mary McParland
Executive Officer

Cily of HOBART
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CWA Gift Shop
165 Elizabeth Street

HOBART
First Established 1851

11 November 2020

Dear City of Hobart Aldermen
| am writing to you today to express my concerns on three matters.

Firstly: - Recently | was TOLD by employees of Sugden and Gee that “THERE ARE GOING TO BE 3 DINING DECKS
INSTALLED OM THIS BLOCK BEFORE CHRISTMAS". This is very much welghted to food and beverage and grossly
unfair = Has anyone even thought about the effect this is E0ing to have on other businesses? CoH has already
announced avoucher scheme for cafes and restaurants and now you want to give those businesses free(?)outdoor
dining areas as well - at the expense of other businesses? Many cafes have not even closed during this year as they
were able to do takeaways and many people made a point of supporting the businesses that were still trading. We
all have social distancing Issues not just cafes! What have you get in mind for ALL the other businesses that have
suffered of closed? You wont even provide any information to others on the Block — are we just going to turn up to
work one day and find “Dining Decks” engulfing the streat?

Secondly: - | wish to express my concerns for the future of the CWA Gift Shop should the Elizabeth Streetscape
proceed as presented. Although we like the concept, we do not fieel this is the correet location for on street din ing,
and to give advantage to some businesses to the detriment of others is not fair,

Ag you are aware this Shop has been in this location since 1951, Recently as Midtown has grown, parking for our
customers and Members has become harder and harder - often they report they have had to go around the block 3
times before securing a park or driving off empty handed.

We suffered drastically during the UTAS building eanstruction and it took time to get back to our previous trade. Wi
have many regular weekly customers; they come and buy what they want as they pass through the City. Many
customers are office workers who drive through the city on their way to wark and stop quickly to buy cakes. We alsof
have a lot of customers that visit Hobart from many other locations in Tasmania, they want to be able 10 run around
in their cars and get their chores and shopping done easily and quickly, They don’t come by bike or on foot. Many
are elderly or have mobility issues as well,

| find it staggering that Council staff think they know the street and our customers better than we do. People
spending time on the street doing a survey are not going to get a clear or true indication on wheo uses the street, We
talk with our customers and many have Indicated already it is hard to get a park and sometimes they just keep going]
Peaple will park in a carpark to go to lunch or a hair cut BUT not to make a quick stop to pick up some jams and a
cake.

For years we have been hearing about all the people that no longer come to the CBD because of actions the Council
has taken and this concept is going to keep more away.

At the moment the 5 min parking space Is 3 great spot for delivery trucks to pull in to and park (easy access due to
the yellow line behind it) - no doubt this would continue under the new plam resulting in next to no on street parking|
on this side of the road.

Many café customers also use this spot to stop and go and buy coffee.

We strangly disagree this is the right area for on street dining — Elizabeth Street is busy! Emergency service vehicles
use it constantly = and at higher speeds = it is a main truck delivery route into the city. It is a main bus corridor as
well,

We would assume many of the current cafes are all under lease, 5o what happens if and/or when these businesses
close and are comverted into something totally different?

HCC frequently issues day parking permits for tradesmen = get one business doing renovations or works and the
available street parking will be drastically reduced to next to nothing.

The UTAS plaza is very rarely used by people walking the street = there is plenty of room there for people to stop
and enjoy a coffee, but they don't.

it would be great to see the pariing meters on this block reduced to 30 min immediately. This would create a bigger
turnover in the spots. People wanting to stay longer can use the car parks.

Ideally there should be a ioading zone on each side of the street as well as plenty of metered spots or a couple less
spots but all 10min parking.

The draft as it has been delivered will have a severe impact on our business, whilst favouring others and we hope it
does not proceed in its current format.

Thirdly: - Park({ING) Day is a complete and utter waste of time and Counclls resources — and not to mention a waste
of time to businesses, PLEASE DO NOT LET IT HAPPEN IN THIS LOCATION EVER AGAIN.

As Alderman you are elected to represent the Rate Payers. On Parkling) Day | was disgusted when | was approached
by an Alderman who said “isn"t it great to see parking spots used for other things' — My respanse was | would rathe:
see them used for cars which is their actual purpese” = The Alderman turned and walked away, not even willing to
listen to my reasons.

Our wonderful Shop is way more than just another retail shop. It is an outlet for our Members to sell goods which in
turn is keeping them busy and giving them a purpose. There are many who Velunteer in the Shop for numerous
reasons and all find it incredibly rewarding. And so much more, thank you for taking the time to read this letter and
should you wish to discuss further please contact me.

Yours Sincerely

£t
s
Cily of HOBART
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Louise Bloomfield

From: Louise Bloomfield [

Sent: Wednesday, 11 November 2020 11:58 AM
To: Nick Heath <heathn@hobartcity.com.au>
Subject: Concerns with Elizabeth Street (Midtown) Streetscape Project

Dear Mr Heath

My small business, along with many others such as the CWA who has been there 75 years, are located in the area of Mid
Town Hobart.

We were quite astonished to read about the plans for Elizabeth street, in particular that we were not included in the initial
data collection,

I have since been talking to a number of local small businesses, clients and employees that are directly affected by this pro-
posal and ended up doing a small survey to establish just how everyone thinks about it all.

I did do the HCC survey but found it quite biased and | was unable to present my issues/concerns with it - rather I felt rail-
roaded into contributing to ideals | could not agree with.

I have tried to ensure in this small survey the ability for participants to disagree and agree with the points made within it.

What is interesting is that it took just over a week to collect 131 people - | have not had myself nor my staff participate at
all,

The resulting information suggests that the support for the suggestions for the bike lane, cafe areas and so forth are not as
strong as it has been made out to be.

For instance of 131 responses only 18 (13%) own a bike - and only 2
{1.54%) actually use it to run about Hobart - the bike potential use is not significant.

Onlly 14.5% feel happy with current parking, 9% don't need parking and a whopping 75% are unhappy with parking - with
31% of people choosing to drive away as it gets impossible to locate a park.

Just 10% actually want a bike lane.
nearly 60% want better access to parking

Well over 50% of people would NOT use outdoor cafe seating if installed.

Disabled access, parking, traffic slowing down and safety are considered big issues with the mid town project, There is also
frustration as to why anly cafes are getting any benefit at the expense of other businesses.

| will allow you to read the comments that participants included at your leisure - they are many and varied - and all with
great interest and passion.

| would love to be included please in any further process regarding Mid Town Hobart. There are a number of small busi-
nesses like mine who were profoundly negatively impacted who simply cannot cope with removal of parking facilities and
client/supplier access. Mid Town is MORE than just a few cafes - we have hairdressers, architects, accounting firms, retail
shops and all manner of alternative businesses to food and beverage - we need to be included and considered.

Sincerely

Louise Bloomfield

Cily of HOBART
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Ben Clark

From: ben clark

Sent: Sunday, 8 November 2020 10:45 PM

To: Records Unit <RecordsUnit @hobartcity.com.aus
Subject: Elizabeth Street (Midtown] Streetscape Project

Attn: Sarah Bendeich, Project Manager, Elizabeth 5t (Midtown) streetscape project

Hi Sarah,

Firstly, | just wanted to say thanks for the great work your team are designing and delivering in terms of streetscape im-
provements all areund the CBD and inner suburbs, It's a shame COVID-19 has impacted the budget and will/may stall some
of the future initiatives.

I realise the public consult period for the Midtown plans closed last Monday, but thought I'd email just in case there was still
a chance to be considered.

Overall, the plans present a vast improvement to the current condition of the street, and | like the thoughtiul touches for
pedestrians. One of the box-out elements that could become a real feature is the corner of Warwick and Eliz - opposite the
garden of memories, Even though the building that fronts this carner is currently vacant | see great potential for a cafe/mi-
cro-brewery to tenant this space. As the street is very wide in this location, to encourage this type of development, Council
could increase the width of the box-out, to have encugh space for two rows of alfresco tables along the Eliz 5t frontage - a
bit like Salamanca.

I cycle this route on my commute fream South Hobart to Glenarchy roughly 4 days a week - in both directions - so my other
suggested improvements relate to this aspect of the design.

I'was impressed to hear the Project Action Team recommended a fully protected bike lane {uphill), and somewhat disheart-
ened to see the plans only provide a painted lane. | agree that a downhill lane is probably not required given the speed that
cyclists often travel is similar to cars.

| advocate that Council consider to protect the bikeway via:

- "Frome Street style solution®

- concrete kerbs or planters where the footpath is to be extended

= placing the bikeway on the inside of the parked cars (because dooring by passengers is much less likely than dooring by
dirivers)

- a floating bus stop where the bus stop is located.

*l attended a talk by Daniel Bennett from Adelaide last year where he talked through the experience of Frome Street, which
went from a basic set of concrete kerbs on the roadway to a fully integrated design that was level with footpath (no doubt
you're fariliar with it?), It seemed to have won the respect of the traders, eyclists, pedestrians and even the rubbish/recycle
truck drivers. It offers a template which could be similarly applied to this street.

1 have young boys, who 1'd love to be able te ride to North Hobart (i.e. with them on their own bikes), and currently the
footpath seems the only safe option. A full protected lane seems like an investment in the independent mobility of the next
generation of citizens.

Kind regards
Ben Clark

Cily of HOBART
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Midtown is one of Hobart's much loved local shopping areas and The following recommendations were endorsed by Council at the
was identified as a priority for public realm improvements in the meeting on 8 July 2019:
Local Retail Precincts Plan (2016).

developed with consideration of the Project Action Team’s principles

In 2019 the City collaborated with midtown’s traders, residents, O S
property owners and other stakeholders in a collaborative ffj’ {("Z‘ﬁ{if}' f’,ﬂf,?i‘;}]',i’,”ﬁ,fl,-;'",{,},',-',’,'_A.'rifl,-'f,.’:.‘,.ffl.‘l.' P ){”,ﬂf,”fz:*’ﬁ v
process of co-design. Participants formed a project action team 0019, T e EEEEE e '
(PAT) to identify priorities for Elizabeth Street (between Melville
and Warrick Streets). The PAT developed a new vision for
Elizabeth Street (Midtown), and identified 19 recommendations
based on issues, opportunities, aspirations and priorities of the .
broader community.

+ A draft concept design for the Elizabeth Sireet Precinct upgrade be

1 .f.'.f..l_ld,. epoart e Drovioe l-. J !.'I e o .l-...'|. I |.|-, 1 REY Sidr L4 |-\ -
A further report be provided to the Council following key stakeholder
d prior to broader community consultation on the draft

A report outlining the proposed project direction developed with gage _
the PAT was presented to the City Infrastructure Committee and concept design.
full Councilin JUIy 2019. « A detailed report addressing the potential loss of car-parking within the
Elizabeth Street Precinct be referred to the Finance and Governance

Committee at the appropriate time

A draft streetscape concept masterplan was developed during
the first half of 2020 in response to the community’s vision. This
concept masterplan reimagines Elizabeth Street, Midtown as a
more welcoming, accessible and people-focused main street.

Targeted consultation with key stakeholders, property owners,
and traders in Midtown took place during August and September
2020. The outcomes of this engagement are summarised in this
report.

Cily of HOBART
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Engagement Objectives & Methodology

The purpose of this engagement was to:

The following objectives for the engagement were defined :

Cily of HOBART
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Engagement Methodology

A direct contact approach was taken to re-connect with key
businesses and property owners where there was an existing
relationship with the project team.

Detailed project information and draft streetscape concept
designs were provided to stakeholders in printed form and
online.

A face-to-face opportunity was provided to all stakeholders
discuss the draft streetscape concepts with Council staff and
fellow traders within the impacted blocks. The engagement
process provided an opportunity to reconnect, share information,
and form new synergies and partnerships for future street
activations.

Other Considerations

There were several peripheral factors impacting the project
at the time the engagement was undertaken.

* The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent
Government restrictions that occurred in the first half of
2020 meant that this engagement was occurring at a time
where there had been a significant period of stress and
uncertainty for businesses. The consultation was originally
planned for earlier in the year but delayed as a result of
COVID until August 2020.

* The impact of COVID meant Council's financial position
had changed, and the funding for Midtown construction
was no longer available. This needed to be communicated
to stakeholders.

* There had been some lag in time since traders had last
been involved in the project (late 2019). A lot had changed
since that time so there was an opportunity to
communicate to traders the latest information on the
project, and reset expectations of what is to come.

Cily o HOBART
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Stakeholders Targeted

A stakeholder list was compiled by the
CoH Placemaking team to include

Engagement Snapshot

property owners and occupiers along E Stakeholders contacted 163
Elizabeth Street between Melville directly
Street and Warwick Street. This aligned
with the Council resolution to consult
with ‘key stakeholders, landlords and Written submissions 18
property owners’ @ and completed surveys
received

Mailout Package (printed info sheet and feedback form)
* 163 mailouts were distributed in total. -
» 47 of these were mailed directly to property owners extracted il Workshop participants

from Council’s property database. The remainder were hand — - Midtown property 16

delivered to occupiers and shop fronts. owners and traders

. « UTAS 4

Emails , - Vibrance 2
* An email database of 56 traders/stakeholders was compiled. - Young Planners 2
* Emails were sent to this list on 18/8, 27/8 and 3/9. « Council project team 6

YourSay Hobart

»= The existing project page on the YourSay Hobart website was
updated so that the concept designs and feedback form was
made available online along with background information on the
project.

Visits to the Yoursay 252
Hobart Project page
between 10 Aug — 7 Sept

il

Downloads of the draft 110
concept designs

Stakeholder Workshop

* An information session for traders was held on 1 September
2020. This covered the ‘hardware’ (streetscape concepts), and 1y
‘software’ (street activations and events) "I"'|'

Cityof HOBART
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Mailout package

The mailout package sent to stakeholders consisted of a
project information booklet which provided detail on the draft
concept designs for each block. A printed feedback survey

was also provided.
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Email communication

A total of three emails were sent to traders and key stakeholders. The first was on 18/8 following the mailout to prompt stakeholders

to access the concept plans online. The second was sent on 27/8 promoting the stakeholder workshop. The final email was sent 3/9
after the workshop prompting people to complete the survey.
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The existing YourSay Hobart project page was updated to
include a link to the concept designs and the feedback form.
Stakeholders were directed to this page via email.
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our Ssy Hobart from 10 Aug'20 %o 07 Sep'20 DAILY MONTHLY
P—
— (@ Swged D Concens
p— Daurieeg this srage 8 mew dreft
1 Project Background STeeTSCa0E CONCE detegn wél b
]
.-
[
1 :. "-'\
wowheear 1o aian onciage v Y
]
Community Engagemant Q_s‘
[P
— Pageviews __ Visitors

The page received 252 visits between 10 August and 8 September.
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How we engaged

~
Feedback survey (_Survey Questions

The feedback survey was made available
online and via hardcopy.

2. Whatis the address of the property? , )
3. Name of your business or property - ldon't support this concept -
’ organisation? | want to see something
4. Have you participated in the ) ?fgir;tu(pli?tsfhing:z; i
Midtown Retail Precinct project in . pp P
previous stages? — | like the street the way it
- Yes, | filled out a post card 'S .
or responded to a survey What concerns or gquestions do you
- Yes, | attended a focus have? ! .
roub workshop or attended What would you like to see instead?
gn in?ormation gession If this concept were to be
_ Yes |attended a street implemented, would you anticipate
! particular impacts or benefits arising
party or event .
_ Yes asamember of the — for your business, your property,
N } etc.?
Project Action Team
= No. | haven't participated i Is there any other feedback you
) e participated in would like to share?
the project previously
-]
\. /
LW |
[ 1 1]
=1
1"

1.

What is your relationship to the
project area which is Elizabeth
Street, belween Melville and
Warwick Streets?

- I'm a properly owner in the
project area

- I'm an occupier / tenant /
leasee in the project area

- I'm a business operator in
the project area

- Other

Having reviewed the concept
designs for Elizabeth Street,
Midtown Retail Precinct, what best
describes your view?

- | support the concept and
would like to see the project
implemented in future

- | am somewhat supportive,
but | have some concerns or
guestions (please explain)

- I'm not sure - | feel neutral
about it

Cily of HOBART
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Werame (5~
A stakeholder workshop was held on Tuesday 1 September. Thrtonerind = (NG Camite (s ws)
HADWARE :
Participants included: Do s%@’gﬂw-“*
H ' 2l . ¥
« 21 Midtown traders and business owners, ﬁﬁ( UPNTE (o nind
* UTAS Southern Transformation Team, 1 QPTRRE Bis
« CoH Officers. el TR B on) GETTING THNGS DNE
* Vibrance Festival organisers !,A,ffh (1o W) 5
- E&!ENT © g Wik
PIA Young Planners v:;hﬂﬁ TN i ”
. . W—-—- |'h| THNGS DONE (3o Hing) I:_“ Lo 4 "c::n.»-h)
The workshop was facilitated by John Hepper from Inspiring b e S
Place. RO ~P (5 W) 3 -)"'\_',:_.!,:.u:.,_.f\ achedes &
_ ‘ - O il oo e S wukt ek
The agenda covered a review of the concept designs and %}lm b2
opportunity for Q&A. ¢ * 3 butler + jemit et eshblitlons
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{ . L
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Who responded to the survey?

Relationship to the project area

Property Qwner

Other

Occupier / Tenant / Business Operator

Leasee

Addresses represented

+ 110-112 Elizabeth Street « 177 Elizabeth Street

« 138 Elizabeth Street +« 179 Elizabeth Street
* 146 Elizabeth Street +« 204 Elizabeth Street
* 146A Elizabeth Street « 209 Elizabeth Street
« 150 Elizabeth Street « 10/290 Elizabeth Street

« 152-156 Elizabeth Street + 210 Collins Street
+« 160-162 Elizabeth Street « 89 Brisbane Street
+ 165 Elizabeth Street

Businesses represented

- - - - - - - - - -

Australian Red Cross

Basket and Green

Bicycle Network

Country Women'’s Association
Cunic Homes

Heart Foundation

Lily & Dott

Metro Tas

Mitchell / Bradfield Partnership
RB&RJ Martin Properties

The Crows Nest Café

The Page and Cup

The Rox / Roxburgh House Apartments
The Stagg

Ware Bros Cutlery — The knife shop

A broad cross-section of Midtown businesses and

property owners were represented

Cilyof'H
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Previous participation in the project

Participation in previous stages of the
Midtown Retail Precinct project

Survey respondents had various levels of
previous engagement with the project.
Seven had not previously participated in the
project, while four were previous members of
the project action team.

B Not previously participated

—_
=

S = MW o @ = WD

H Filled out a postcard or responsed to a survey
m Attended a focus group workshop or information session
[ Attended a street party or event

H A member of the project action team

City of HOBART
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Support for the concept designs

Stakeholder support for the concept designs

Don’t support this
concept but want to
see something
different

Supportive of
the concept

Somewhat
supportive of
the concept

= Supportive

= Somewhat supportive

= Not sure

m Don't support this concept but want to see something different

m Don't support - | like it the way it is

70% of respondents were either supportive or
somewhat supportive of the concept.

30% didn’t support the presented concept and
would like to see something different.

Nobody indicated that they like the street the
way it is and don’t want to see change.

Cily of HOBART
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Stakeholder suggestions and concerns about the current concept designs

* Parking and loading zone provision -
*+ Bike Lane design suggestions .
« Street furniture and safety .

Survey respondents who indicated they were “Somewhat supportive of the concept' or “Don't support the concept but want to see something different” were
asked to elaborate on what concerns they had and what would they like to see instead. Responses received have been grouped into the following themes:

Prioritising pedestrian movement will attract skateboarders
Some businesses feel they are missing out
Favouring outdoor dining at the expense of other businesses

Suggested ideas and changes to refine the streetscape design are indicated by the lightbulb icon_"@"

Parking & loading zone provision

1
. .
@

“The area in Block 1 in front of the offices and Red Cross might be best to remain
as parking. All the businesses on this side of the street, including mine, benefit
from there being somewhere to quickly stop to pick something up. There is also
the need lo receive deliveries to all these businesses so a loading zone area
closer to this middle seclion would be necessary.”

“The concept plan needs fo incorporafe more on-street parking and space for a
Loading / Unloading Zone.”

I am very concerned hy the removal of parking spaces on Elizabeth street outside
my cafe. A lot of my customers park oulside for a quick takeaway coffee or meal
and [ will loose that completely If there is no parking outside (parking) provision
seems lacking for delivery of goods to local businesses.”

“We run various activities within the shop and the current design will preclude a
fair number of ladies from attending these activities and will ultimately affect our
shop as contributors find it difficult to walk a great distance carrying boxes of jams
elc.”

“While there are currently 6 eateries / coffee shops in the block (Block 1) there are
also numerous other businesses that require street parking for their customers.
The concept, as presented in the draft concept design also removes the Loading
Zone space which is a necessary requirement for all businesses in the block.”

“The streetscape needs to be inviting for both pedestrians and on
slreet vehicular traffic especially for those needing the park close to
business due to age/ disability / need to leave heavy/ bulky items
with a business

“We currently have items left with us for sharpening that are either
to heavy / bulky for people to carry from a council carpark but also
could be considered illegal to carry on a public footpath to our shop
(knives for sharpening / colfection). We also receive and dispatch
stock on a regular basis via couriers which need a loading /
unioading zone. This also applies to all the eateries on this block as
well ™

Bike lane design suggestions

(o)

“(Design) a separated cycleway on the uphill section to encourage
more people to ride or leave it as it is.__riders would be better off
with no paint so they can take a position on the road that is safe and
comfortable for them”

“(Council should build) proper separated cycle lanes that are best
praclice, not the rubbish proposed” LI.
L

Cily of HOBART
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Stakeholder suggestions and concerns about the current concept designs (continued)

Street furniture and safety

o}

“Can there be some kind of a barrier on the corner of Brisbane and
Elizabeth streets outside basket and green. The customers sitting
outside gel a bif scared due to the driver antics and near crashes
that happen on this corner. .. A fence or barrier of some sort will add
to the safety of my patrons and the pedestrians.”

“It would be preferable to establish the outdoor dining areas with
permanent street furniture. This will provide a safety barrier to a
certain extent as well as alleviale some concerns as to how
different businesses might furnish these areas. Most of these
businesses will not have the room to store loose tables and chairs
etc outside of trading hours. Permanent furniture would also provide
opportunities for features such as rubbish bins, power access,
charging stations, artistic features and greenery elc.”

Prioritising pedestrian movement will
attract skateboarders

“The area (will) become more of a hub for people on bikes and
skateboards to visit. | am already extremely concerned by
skateboarders in groups not wearing masks hurtling down footpaths
trailing their breath behind them and enabling nobady on the footpath
to socially distance from them. Will we find the same skateboarders
going the wrong way down the bicycle Lane against the hicycle lraffic
or will they just all transfer to weaving around the parked cars or the
footpath. .. Will there be even more unregulated, seemingly unpoliced
and unsafe skater traffic?”

Some businesses feel they are missing out

"It looks like that | get missed out on the footpath extension which
means | won't have oulside dining and it doesn't help my business.”

“Will custom be drawn away from our tenants to those who have
benefited from the extra foolpath width and seating options?”

“We and our tenants will gel few of the benefils and many of the
problems caused in this plan by overflow of parking and foot path
usage (property sits just outside the project area). .. Having missed
out on the direct benefits in our portion of the street will we just get
all of the cons with none of the pros.”

The design favours outdoor dining at the
expense of other businesses

“The concept plan needs to take into account the ambience of the
area, the temperatures experienced for the majority of the year and
the type of customer fraffic for the businesses in this block before
proposing such an extensive move to outdoor seating. ... We feel the
area could be improved without detrimental effect on many
businesses and favouring others.”

Cily of HOBART
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Anticipated impacts or benefits from implementation of the streetscape design
@ Benefits @ Impacts

*  “Increasing foot traffic, increasing sales hopefully.” «  "Possible loss of contributors fo
business, reduction of older
« "l ess vandalism, graffitti and vagrancy to/of/around shopfronts by more passers-hy outside of normal business members of community purchasing
hours © from shop and partaking of activities

held in shop.”
«  “Painting bike storage boxes at intersections is helpful for current riders as is more bike parking along the strip.”

+  “We anficipate a significant loss of

= "Australian Red Cross would see the benefits of more foot traffic, we would engage further with the community business to the extent we would
and hopefully engage more volunteers. It would also give us the opportunity to promote the Red Cross and it's possibly need to relocate to another
involvement and support to the community.” site”
«  “we would expect a positive effect from a wider footpath, spaces fo sif and greenery.” « “No less likely to be killed riding my
bike, which is an indication of how
= ‘creation of an improved street environment that will help support more people to be more active through big a fail the design is.”
improved conditions for walking and cycling on a key street in Hobart. Proposals will improve conditions on this
important city sireel, with a direct impact for businesses and properties on this section of sireet, but also indirect - “Concerned that extending (wider
benefit for people and businesses who are located nearby and/or who pass through the area.” footpath, seating and greenery)
areas in front of the existing driveway
*  “The improved street-scape will amenity of the area and encourage more pedestrians in to the area. The and offices will give less benefit to
introduction of kerb-side seating will encourage pedestrians to relax in the area and increase dwell times.” the area and negatively impact
access to the high trade businesses
«  “would hope thal Elizabeth Street would become a more walkable streel, drawing people from the waterfront to for both customers and suppliers.”
North Hobart. For my shop and the 7 other businesses in this biock, it is important to draw people past Melville
Street - which currently 'seems’ to be the end of the interesting shops.” «  “Fstimated 50% decline in
customers. The draft as it has been
= ‘can foresee only positive impacts on my small business, including increased footfall in local and visitor delivered will have a severe impact
pedestrian traffic that will come from Midtown being even more of a destination rather than just a thoroughfare.” on our business, whilst favouring
others and we hope it does not
«  "Yes - Better amenity for my business in terms of pedestrian access - slower/guieter traffic folw. Greater proceed in its current format”
engagement in the precinct because of better aesthetic and practical appeal. Hopefully more business
generated for my tenancies.” Ll.
Il-
0

*  “Can only enhance the environment around a restaurant area and free flow of people City of HOBART
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Other feedback shared

G S @ O © 000 0 O

“I'd like to see the dark corner between Australian Red Cross and (the Crows Nest) be an art wall if possible.”
“Sealing, trees, community whiteboard.”

“I think the design looks amazing, you have done a wonderful job. We can only hope thal these crazy limes are
soon to be behind us and we can actually get the project underway!”

“It looks fabulous! [ emphatically support the reduction in parking and introduction of pedestrian and green
spaces, which will definitely have a positive impact on my business.

‘I appreciale being included in the process, asked and listened to.”

“Thank you for the opportunity to participate in and contribute to such an open, constructive and consultative
process that is best practice.”

“Great efforts by your team in difficult circumstances! Need to ensure sufficient on-street parking for businesses
with loading bays - critical ”

“Public transport must be prioritised in planning and development - it is critical to active health inclusive
communities and Elizabeth Street is the busiest trip corridor in Hobart. Please consult closely and in good faith
with Metro to support and enhance public transport and encourage its use through street design!”

“Many of my concerns are ones which are actually current (parking, skateboards, efc) even before this begins
and which feel might be exacerbated by it. That said, it is my fervent hope as a cily property owner with
significant tenancies in the area, that it will bring some vibrancy/custom to our area.”

“We strongly disagree this is the right area for on street dining — Elizabeth Street is busy! Emergency service
vehicles use it constantly — and at higher speeds — it is a main truck delivery route into the city. It is a main bus
corridor as well”

“It would be greal to see the meters on this block reduced o 30mins immediately. This would create a bigger
turnover of spots. People wanting to stay longer can use the car parks.”

“Ideally there should be a loading zone on each side of the street as well as plenty of metered spots”

Cily of HOBART
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The following written submission was received from Metro 27 August 2020

mretlro

27 August 2020

Sarah Bendeich

Senior Advisor = City Flace Making
City of Hobart

via email to: gah@hobartcity com gy
Dvear Sarah,

Elizabeth 5t {Midtown) Streetscape Project

Thank you for inviting Metro to respond to the engagement stage of this project. As this part of
Elizabeth 5t forms part of the busiest public transport corridor in Tasmania, Metro takes a keen
interest in proposals concemning its future development.

It is noted that the five key principles developed by the Project Action Team include walking and
oycling as priorities, yar make no mention of public transport. Prior to the autbreak of COVID-19,
Metro buses were carmying over 25,000 passengers 2 week through the Midtown area and patronage
s recovering.

Metro supports the improvement of urban swreetscapes and had positively contributed to the already
completed projects in Sandy Bay, South Hobart, New Town and Lenah Valley. Metro also

Whilst the improvement to the Midtown stréetscape is supported, Metro strongly encourages the
activation and events be held on adjacent streets away from the main CED to northern suburbs
corrider, Increasing the number of events that require our services to alter their routes and the
disruption 1o passengers does raise issues of concern for Metre.

At the néxt stage of the project, Metro would appréciate a detailed briefing on the design of bus stops,
particularly the ability of buses to arrive and depart from stops safely and efficiently, and
quantification of the traffic impacts in order to model its effects on the wider Metro network.

Metro appreciates the opportunity to engage with the City of Hobart on this exciting project and looks
forward to continuing to provide positive input to ensure that the public transport network can
support the improvements to the Elizabeth 5t (Midtown) streetscape.

Yours sincerely
2 )
SR éirzfl? .
&
Darren Carey
Acting Chief Executive Officer

the rode that public ransport can play in assisting this revitalisation but also notes the impact that
streetscape design, shared spaces, traffic calming and intermitient closures Can have on service
delivery and travel time.

The Elizabeth 5t corridor is a critical part of the public transport network, particularly the Turn Up and
Go corridor connecting the CBD to the northern suburbs. The propased designs involve increasing
footpath width at the expense of the existing roadway, slongside treatments to reduce traffic speeds.
A reduction in the speed at which traffic flows through the Midtown precinct, combined with the
reduction in speed limits proposed for the North Hobart and CBD, will have 3 direct impact on the
travel time for buses along this important corridor. Metro notes that an increase in travel times,
particularly for commuters is a disincentive to travel by public transport. Should traffic be slowed to a
significant degree, a reorganisation of the northern suburbs timetables to reflect the new travel time
may also be required.

The proposal for Elizabeth 5t does not reference a traffic management plan to deal with the alterations
to the traffic movements resulting from the redevelopment and further clarification on the following
matters would be appreciated:

* |5 there an expectation that existing traffic volumes will continue to pass through this section
of Elizabeth 5:7 If 50, has the impact of changed speed limits on traffic flow been modelied?

*  Ifzome of the vehicle movements from Elizabeth 5t are re-destributed 1o adjacent stredns (&g
Murray, Argyle, Campbell), has the impact of this been modelled on traffic flows in the CBD?

Matro Tasnania Pry Lid | ABN 30081 447 281 | PO Bos 61 Moorsh TAS 7009 | 132201 | metrotes

Lt
|
Cily of HOBART
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The following written submission was received from Heart Foundation 2 September 2020

2 September 2020

‘Sarah Bendeich

16 Elizabeth Street
Hobart TAS 7000

designs for EI

Dear Sarah

population level

others.

with

activity is one of owr key

Senior Advisor - Place Making | City Planning
City of Hobart Council
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NationalHeart Foundation
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Heart Foundation support of the principles of healthy built enviranments as illustrated in
Street, Midtown

Thank you for seeking our feedback on the concept designs for Midiown Hobart.

The Heart Foundation works 1o improve the heart health of all Australians. Promoting physical
g heart health and mental wellbeing at a

The design of the built environment can suppor us all to be mone active and nteract with

The concept designs for Elizabeth Street, Midiown (Melville 1o Warwick Streets) include many

features that align with Hean Foundation guidance and prnciples for creating heahy budt

environments. We note the pwpuseﬂ creation of improved infrastructure for walking and cycling

features including more urban
ﬂuwms'heetlmes sem and opportunities for public art, These features align well with

suggastions in the Heart Foundation's recent Active Streets - the new normal for pubic

space position statement,

In combination with the City of Hobart proposal 1o reduce speeds on streets (in Hobart CBD and
suburban retail precincts) proposals such as the Midiown concept designs show great potential.
Better sireets and spaces tend to yield many benefits: better health through improved physical
activity, and also other potential social, environmental and economic benefits. People spend

P WA Hobart TAS
DRokety bl Laval |
b 5 ratong 5
o 6008 ot
O 1) 1A W0
{00 8204 2770

more time in streets and spaces that are designed for people rather than cars. Higher dwell-
time and footfall has the polential to increase a vicinity's trade, and boosts its vitality.

Taking steps to enhance streets and spaces for better health and wellbeing has been formally
endorsed by the Tasmanian Govemment in the Tasmania Statement.'

The concept designs for Elizabeth Street Midtown show potential to align with principles for
healthy built environments subject, of course, o future stages of design, and noling the need for
future funding to aid progression of the project and ultimately its delivery.

The Heart Foundation acknowledges the work of the City of Hoban officers, alected members
and associated committees including the Hobart Active Travel Committee in taking steps o
develdp impr 10 Our built er and we value our ongong collaboration. We
would be happy to discuss matters further if it would be helpful so please don't hesitate to
contact me.

Yours sincerely

Graeme Lynch AM
CEOQ Heart Foundation Tasmania

! Tasenanis Statement. co-signad by Hon Will Hodgeman MF. Premier of Tasmanis: Hon Jeremey Rocksi#f MF,
Minister for Mantal Health and Welbeing: and Mr. Graeme Lynch AM Char, Premiers Health and Welbeing Advisory
Council. Published August 2019, Tasmanian Govermment.

Pogez2of2
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Bicycle Network posted the following article critiquing the Midtown concept plan on their website 27 August 2020

BICYCLE

NETWORK

No joy for bike riders in Midtown designs

Hobart Council has released draft plans for a redesign of the "midtown” section of Elizabeth Street
but it hasn't heeded calls from its community action team for safer bicycle infrastructure.

The council’s draft redesign for the blocks between Melville and Warwick streets was the subject of a
long community consultation process involving local businesses, residents, students and people who
wark in the area.

This “project action team” met several times and were helped by consultants and experts who talked
about the options and answered the community’s questions about what was possible and examples
of what had been tried elsewhere,

At the end of the detailed consultation period the action team came up with a list of
15 recommendations for the redesign of Elizabeth Street, with a strong emphasis on Elizabeth Strest
becoming a “movement corridor” for people walking and riding.

In terms of bicycles, the action team called for:

*  Provide protected and separated uphill {northerly direction) cycle lane.

+  Provide bicycle parking facilities

*  Provide advance stop line (bike boxes) for bicycles at approaches to all intersection areas,
spanning both lanes of traffic

*  Reduce the speed limit to 30km/hr

This is similar ta the 2019 plan for Hobart cycleways put forward by the Tasmanian Bicycle Council,
which propeoses a protected bike lane on the uphill side of Elizabeth 5t and no car parking on the
downhill side with a 30 km/h speed limit.

The Tasmanian Government and RACT have also put forward visions for Elizabeth Street which
include the removal of on-street parking to make way for safer conditiens for people walking and
riding.

The action team acknowledged that their vision for midtown would involve the removal of some on-
street parking to make room for wider footpaths and separated cycleway, and were 100% united in
their call for this.

Painted lanes wrong response
With the community consultation team strangly behind the removal of car parking for better bicycle

conditions, and Elizabeth Street being such an acknowledged link for people walking or riding, it
would seem to be the perfect site to show how all road users can be better catered for, Especially as

there are a number of new apartment buildings proposed or approved for the area.
But instead, the council’s draft design has opted for narrow painted bicycle lanes in the dooring zone
of parked cars.

Research out of the Monash Accident Research Centre by Dr Ben Beck last year, showed that narrow
painted lanes next to parked cars can be more dangerous to riders than no paint, as drivers pass up
to 40 cm closer to riders in lanes,

“Our results demonstrate that a single stripe of white paint does not provide a safe space for people
who ride bikes,” Dr Beck said when the research was released.

“When the cyclist and driver share a lane, the driver is required to perform an overtaking
manoeuvre. This is in contrast to roads with a marked bicycle lane, where the driver is not required
to overtake. This suggests that there less of a conscious requirement for drivers to provide additional
passing distance.”

Other councils and road managers have moved away from narrow painted lanes next to parked cars
because of the dangers they pose, especially to less confident riders who may position themselves
too close to parked cars and the risk of dooring to get out of the way of traffic,

VicRoads has published guidance to Victorian councils that on low speed, low traffic valume streets
where painted lanes may be suitable, there must still be a 1 metre buffer painted between the
parked car and start of a bike lane to account for the dooring risk, such as in the picture below,

The council also rejected a 30 km/h speed limit along Elizabeth Street at a meeting in July, in faveur
of 40 km/h speed limits. This decision was made after hearing the evidence that 30 km/h was a safer
spead limit for people walking and riding if they were hit by a vehicle, and one which was being
adopted by cities around the world to improve road safety.

The good news is that the draft designs include more bike parking along the street and green bicycle
boxes at intersections so riders can be better seen by drivers.

Anon-riding feature in the draft designs which could cause problems is the proposed kerb bulbing
that extends the footpath at street corners. This is good for providing more footpath space, but it
also makes it difficult to build separated cycleways in the future as the narrowed intersections don't
always leave enough space for cycleways.

While Elizabeth is a well known walking link, there is great potential to make it a better cycling link
and increase rider numbers by building bicycle infrastructure and changing road conditions to make
it more comfortable to ride. Some of the new apartment buildings being proposed for the area ara
1.5-2 km from the waterfront - up te a 30 minute walk, but only a 10 minute bike ride.

Due ta the COVID-19 pandemic the council na longer has money budgeted to construct the project
but it's still working on design ready for future funding, so hopefully it listens to bike riders and
people who'd like to ride along Elizabeth Street and changes the draft design.

Page 98
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Discussion and Conclusion
« This engagement provided an opportunity to reconnect with key « Several other concerns and suggestions were raised about the
stakeholders who had been involved in previous stages of the concept plan that could be used to help to refine the detailed
project, and to get involvement from business owners and design.
stakeholders who were new to the project. It provided an opportunity
to get feedback on the concept designs from the businesses and « There were some comments from people outside the
property owners most affected. immediate project area, despite these people not being
directly targeted. This indicates strong interest in this project
« Approximately 10% of stakeholders who were contacted completed and warrants further engagement with the wider community at
the survey or provided a written submission during this engagement the appropriate time.
process.

« The majority (70%) of respondents were supportive or somewhat
supportive of the concept design.

» The issue of most concern that was raised related to loss of on-
street parking. This concern relates to several factors including:

* Potential loss of trade from people not being able to find a
quick and convenient park on the street (to pick up a take
away coffee for example)

* Lack of close-by loading zones for businesses to receive
deliveries

* The perceived need for the customer base for some
businesses needing close parking because of elderly/mobility,
or carrying of heavy or dangerous goods to and from the
shop.

* There is a concern that the bike lane in its current design will not
improve safety for cyclists.

Cily of HOBART
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CDM TECHNICAL NOTE

RESEARCH

To City of Hobart Date 16 November 2020
From C. Munro Project No. 0174

Subject Elizabeth Street (Midtown) Streetscape Improvements — Cycling provision

1. Introduction

The City of Hobart is considering options to improve amenity and transport access in the
midtown precinct along Elizabeth Street from Melville Street to Brisbane Street, with
consideration of more modest improvements over a further four blocks extending westwards to
Burnett Street. The proposal includes a bicycle lane in the northbound (uphill) direction. The
present review was commissioned by the City to provide an independent assessment of the
concept plan focussing on provision of bicycle riders.

2. Provided documents

The City of Hobart provided the following documents as background material to this review:

« FElizabeth Street retail precinct — Midtown streetscape upgrade project- Draft concept
for consultation (October 2020)

+ FElizabeth Street Retail Precinct Streetscape Upgrade Project: Recommendations of
the Project Action Team (30 May 2019)

» FElizabeth Street Movement Analysis (Draft Report) — prepared by GHD (February
2019)

s Summary traffic speed and volume data collected by City of Hobart (July and
September 2020)

» Consultation feedback from Cycling South (27 October 2020)
+ Website commentary on the concept from Bicycle Network (27 August 2020)

s Existing road cross-sections (six between Melville Street and Warwick Street).

3. Context

The project is focussed on improvements to the block of Elizabeth Street between Melville
Street and Brisbane Street (Figure 3.1). It is anticipated that the recent completion of the
University of Tasmania building in this block, along with other existing and proposed
developments, will increase pressure to provide high quality pedestrian amenity while
balancing the needs to provide access by motorists, bus passengers and bicycle riders

The concept is for footpath widening on both sides of the street to accommodate more
pedestrian space and expanded outdoor trading opportunities for local businesses. There are
currently 18 on-street parking bays in this block; the concept plan would reduce this to seven
bays (three on the south side and four on the north side of the street). After realignment of the
kerb to provide the additional footpath space the remaining carriageway would be divided into
a shared downhill (southbound) traffic lane and line marked outbound bicycle lane that would
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either be located adjacent to the kerb or kerbside parking. At the outbound approach to
Brisbane Street a short left-turn traffic lane would be provided with the bicycle lane carrying
straight to the intersection between the left-turn lane and through traffic lane. The bicycle lane
across the transition and bicycle storage box at the intersection would be coloured green.

Figure 3.1: Concept plan for Melville Street to Brisbane Street

The role of Elizabeth Street in providing transport access to the northern suburbs is thoroughly
documented by GHD in the Elizabeth Street Movement Analysis report. Among their findings
is that the adjacent couplets (Argyle/Campbell Streets and Murray/Harrington Streets) each
carry three times more vehicles than Elizabeth Street but Elizabeth Street accounts for three
times the pedestrian movements and a large proportion of bus movements. During the
weekday AM peak GHD estimate bus passengers constitute 53% of person movements along
Elizabeth Street at Melville Street compared to 24% by car, 21% on foot and just over 1% by
bicycle. Traffic data from 2020 suggests average speeds of 34 to 36 km/h and 85" percentile
speeds up to 43 km/h with maximum weekday volumes of around 5,800 (Table 3.1). The
speed limit 1s currently 50 km/h but will reduce to 40 km/h in February 2021 as part of a wider
central city speed limit reduction.

Table 3.1: Motorist speed and volume data for Elizabeth Street between Melville Street and Brisbane Street

Speed

Maximum
Direction 85" percentile  Average weekday count
South 41 33.6 2,688
North 43 35.7 3,071

Moving away from the CBD there would be more modest changes in the block between
Brisbane Street and Patrick Street consisting primarily of a painted uphill bicycle lane and kerb
outstands at the intersections (Figure 3.2). This block would retain bus stops in both directions
of travel and all on-street parking. The conflict point at Patrick Street would incorporate green

Page 2
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surface treatments and a raised intersection would be added at the southern approach of
Patrick Street.
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Figure 3.2: Concept plan for Brisbane Street to Patrick Street

4. General review

This section reviews four general aspects of the proposal before turning to specific issues for
each block in the subsequent sections.

4.1 Speed limit

Elizabeth Street currently has a 50 km/h speed limit. The section between Melville Street and
Brisbane Street will be incorporated into a 40 km/h speed zone within the Hobart CBD in
February 2021. This initiative will have a significant and positive impact on reducing
pedestrian and cyclist injury frequency and severity, as there is strong evidence to suggest a
reduction in fatal and serious injuries in the arder of 50% will be achieved with this change
(Figure 4.1). There will also be amenity benefits for pedestrians through reduced ftraffic noise
and perceived hostility of the street environment. Moreover, the impact on motorist travel
times and congestion is likely to be small to negligible given the presence of the signalised
intersections and, during peak times, traffic congestion, that will conspire to be much stronger
influencers of travel times than the speed limit.

Page 3
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= Figure 4.1: Probability of pedestrian/cyclist fatality by motor vehicle speed

As well as offering significant safety benefits at negligible cost, a speed limit of 40 km/h or
below make it more realistic that bicycle riders and motorists can safely and comfortably share
the lane. This is especially true in the downhill citybound direction, where faster riders may be
expected to obtain speeds of 30 km/h if they obtain a green signal sequence. These speeds
are likely to be close to motorist speeds, particularly during peak periods. Conversely, in the
uphill direction rider speeds will be very significantly lower and so the speed differential with
motorists will be much higher. Given these benefits the speed limit reduction is strongly
supported.

4.2 Bus operations

The Elizabeth Street corridor serves multiple high frequency bus services resulting in bus
headways of around four minutes during peak periods. Some of these bus services operate
as express services and so do not provide direct passenger access to the midtown precinct,
but do impose traffic congestion, local pollution and noise along the corridor. While there will
remain a role for stopping bus services to provide direct access to the corridor it may make
more sense for express bus services to use the primary arterial roads such as
Argyle/Campbell Streets to access the northern suburbs over the longer term. The
implications of this change for bus operations has not been examined in this review, but it is
noted that the placemaking function of Elizabeth Street is generally higher than that of the
adjoining couplets such that, in principle, through traffic should be encouraged to use the latter
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streets and Elizabeth Street should serve only for local access to businesses and residences
directly along the street. This principle of a road hierarchy is embedded within the Movement
and Place approach; in our view the primary function of Elizabeth Street should be as a
destination and for local access by motorised vehicles, with through movements encouraged
instead to use the couplets.

4.3  On-street parking

The demand for parking was examined by GHD in their movement analysis for the corridor.
They found high occupancy (above 70%}) during the day south of Brisbane Street but far more
modest demand north of Brisbane Street (varying from 28% to 48%). Average duration of stay
across the full corridor was generally under 30 minutes. They noted there is significant parking
capacity along side streets and off-street in the corridor.

While on-street parking is clearly required to provide deliveries to businesses in the corridor,
many of whom do not have an off-street vehicle access, the case for providing parking for
visitor access on Elizabeth Street itself is weaker. Parking represents a comparatively low
value use of roadspace considering the competing demands for placemaking and mobility.
This is not to deny that businesses rely upon drive-up customers but instead note that
providing parking directly outside businesses has costs in terms of public realm, pedestrian
amenity, road safety and congestion that are likely to exceed the benefits. Furthermore, itis
noted that manoeuvring into and out of parking causes congestion and contributes to crashes
(albeit typically low speed property-damage only) Moreover, parking imposes a risk to bicycle
riders through the opening of car doors. In some localised cases the benefits of on-street
parking will outweigh these disbenefits, particularly in providing for deliveries and access for
the mobility impaired. However, overall it is suggested better outcomes can be obtained for
businesses, residents and visitors by reallocating a significant fraction of parking to other uses.

4.4 Car dooring

Car dooring describes collisions between opening car doors and bicycle riders. These crashes
are one of the most common involving bicycle riders in inner city areas and can lead to serious
injuries, particularly as the rider is often flung to their right and potentially into the path of a
motor vehicle.

The likelihood of these collisions will depend on factors such as:
* number of parking bays, parking demand and turnover

* rider lateral position on the roadway (the dooring “zone” generally extends 0.8 m to 1.0
m beyond parked vehicles), and

+ rider speed and attentiveness (which influences reaction times).

In the uphill direction the ability of a rider to avoid a collision is increased somewhat by their
lower speed. In the downhill direction the opposite will be true. Reaction times will vary
depending on the alertness of the rider but generally it is assumed an alert road user will begin
to react within 0.7 to 1.5 seconds, although most engineering design guidance recommends a
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more conservative 2.5 seconds'. At an admittedly high rider speed of 35 km/h this
corresponds to a reaction distance of at best 6.8 m and at worst 24.3 m (Figure 4.2). These
distances are equivalent to 1.0 to 3.6 car lengths. At an not unreasonable downhill riding
speed of 20 km/h a rider would travel between 4 and 14 m before starting to react; even at
these lower speeds there is often very little prospect a rider can react and evade a door that
opens if they are already alongside the vehicle. Reducing the dooring risk reguires that
parking be removed or located in such a way as to reduce the likelihood that opening doors
will impede a bicycle rider, especially where riders are travelling quickly  For this reason it is
recommended that on-street parking be minimised, and where it is required, that the
preference be given to the uphill direction.
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Figure 4.2: Reaction distances for given rider speeds and reaction times
Note: assumes a typical parallel car parking bay length of 6.7 m.

5. Melville Street to Brisbane Street

The widening of the footpath to accommodate more pedestrian movement and placemaking in
this block is consistent with the relatively high pedestnian activity and adjacent business
activities. The retention of four parking bays in the uphill direction would provide delivery
access and some customer access to businesses in this block. However, there seems to be a
less compelling argument in support of parking in the downhill direction, especially in front of
the University of Tasmania building. Given the higher likelihood of serious injury between

! Austroads (2011) Cycling Aspects of Austroads Guides. Austroads AP-G88/11.
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riders and car doaors in the downhill direction it is suggested that the requirement for parking in
this direction be revisited.

Assuming the footpath widening would take the equivalent of the parking bay widths (2.1 m) on
each side of the street there would remain around 8.0 m of carriageway in which to
accommodate motor vehicles, buses and bicycle riders. Simply dividing this carriageway into
two traffic lanes of 4.0 m is not recommended. Instead, narrower traffic lanes would offer two
advantages beyond simply providing space for a bicycle lane:

+ encourage motorists to travel more slowly by creating a visual sense or narrowing, and

+ reduce the variation in motorist lateral tracking; that is, tend to channelise motorists
into a narrow lateral width on the roadway and thereby create more consistency and
predictability that can assist pedestrians in crossing the road away from intersections.

While 8.0 m does not provide a great deal of roadspace in which to accommodate the three
road user groups there are numerous options which could be considered. At least some of
these options are identified in the next section before turning to prioritise among these options
in the following section.

8.1.1  Options identification

The road between Melville Street and Brisbane Street currently has a kerb-to-kerb width of
around 12.2 m. Six options are identified as shown in Figure 5.2; all assume the footpath
would be widened on both sides of the street by the width of the parking bays (2.1 m) and that
some on-street parking would be retained as per the concept plan, reducing the effective
carriageway to 8.0 m.

The options are as follows:

1. Mixed traffic: do not provide any dedicated bicycle lanes, thereby having 4.0 m wide
general-purpose ftraffic lanes in each direction.

2. Uphill bicycle lane: as per the concept plan, incorporate a painted bicycle lane in the
uphill direction. It is assumed a standard 1.5 m bicycle lane positioned against the
kerb and parking would be used.

3. Central median: no dedicated bicycle lane is provided in either direction; instead
roadspace is allocated to a 1.4 m painted median to allow pedestrians to make staged
crossings away from the signalised intersections.

4. Two-step protected uphill bicycle lane: identical cross-section to the uphill bicycle
lane (option 2) but with a half-height kerb to provide some physical separation from the
traffic lane.

5. Buffered bicycle lane: painted chevron buffer of 0.6 m width between parking and a
narrow (1.2 m) bicycle lane in the uphill direction.

6. Bicycle lanes in both directions: narrow 1.2 m bicycle lanes in both directions of
travel directly alongside the kerb and parking, with narrow (2 8 m) general purpose
traffic lanes.
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Figure 5.2 (cont.): Design options

51.2 Options assessment

To evaluate the relative merits of the options, each is scored on three criteria:
+ rider safety,
* rider comfort, and

+ constructability.

Rider safety is considered from the standpoint of objective safety; that is, our best
understanding of the risks and conseguences of crashes involving bicycle riders. Rider
comfort partially encompasses safety insofar as riders are likely to feel more comfortable on
busy city streets such as Elizabeth Street where they feel safe. However, it is noted that this
subjective assessment of safety is not necessarily correlated to objective safety — the most
obvious discrepancy being the risk of being struck by a motorist approaching from behind and
being struck by a motorist ahead of the rider, or striking an opening parked car door?.
Constructability is an indicator of the engineering difficulty and cost implications of each option
Relatively simple roadworks such as linemarking are assumed to be low cost while options
that include kerb realignment or may have services implications (including drainage) are
deemed to be high cost and hence have “low” constructability.

2 Most analyses of inner city and suburban crash risks in Australia suggest that most crashes involving
motorists and bicycle riders involve motorists turning ahead of the rider (e.g. turning right across the path
of an approaching rider, or emerging from a side street and failing to see and give way to a rider on the
major road). Similarly, the nisk of being struck by an opening car door seems to be underappreciated.
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Scores are given in a range from one to five for each criteria where a score of one is “low/poor”
and five is "high/good”. A simple sum is used to obtain a total score for each option; this
implicitly assumes each criteria has equal weighting. The results of this simplified analysis are
shown in Table 5.1. These results suggested a buffered bicycle lane in the uphill direction
(option 5) is preferred, followed by an uphill bicycle lane (option 2), two-step protected bicycle
lane (option 4) and bicycle lane in both directions (option 6) all with the same score. However,
the practical complexities of each option warrant more consideration than this relatively
simplified analysis and is discussed for each option in turn

Table 5.1: Option scores

Rider
Option Safety comfort Constructability TOTAL
1: Mixed traffic Lad o essee 9
2: Uphill bicycle lane hidd see essse 10
3: Central median, no bicycle lane * . b 6
4: Two-step protected bicycle lane sosse sase . 10
5: Buffered bicycle lane esse soe ssse 11
6: Bicycle lane in both directions b eses ssee 10

Mixed traffic

In this option bicycle riders would share 4.0 m traffic lanes in each direction of travel. This
scenario would be similar to the current situation. As noted earlier, this option would represent
a poor outcome:

« The road width would be ill-defined and unduly wide, encouraging higher motorist
speeds and close overtaking of bicycle riders (as the lane is sufficiently wide to be
tempting to overtake but too narrow to give sufficient clearance)

» The width would lead to large variations in lateral tracking, making for a more
unpredictable road environment for pedestrians crossing the road to judge motorist
positions

+« While the speed limit, and practical speeds would be below 40 km/h the traffic volumes
and high proportion of large vehicles (buses) would make for an uncomfortable riding
environment for less confident riders, especially in the uphill direction.

+ The relatively high traffic volume would make it intimidating for many riders to use the
street.

There are unlikely to be benefits of this design, aside from it representing the lowest cost to
construct and maintain (there being less linemarking required than any other option). On
balance, this option would not represent a satisfactory outcome and so is not recommended
for further consideration.
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Uphill bicycle lane

This option is per the concept plan and consists of a standard 1.5 m painted bicycle lane with
additional green surface treatments at conflict points near the intersection. Given the higher
speed differential in the uphill direction it makes sense that if a bicycle lane were to be
provided on only one side of the street it would be the uphill direction. Moreover, rider speeds
are likely to be more amenable to riders being able to safely react to parked car doors in the
uphill direction — noting that a fully open car door extends out to 0.8 m or so, which would
strike the left handlebar of a bicycle rider travelling even towards the right of a 1.5 m bicycle
lane. In the downhill direction a bicycle lane may be counterproductive if it were to encourage
riders to travel farther to the left than they would do in the absence of the lane and therefore
increase their exposure to open car doors. In this sense a bicycle lane can be
counterproductive if it creates a misleading sense of comfort among riders. Equally, it can
lead to a situation where motorists are less forgiving towards riders who choose not to ride in
the bicycle lane to avoid this dooring risk.

While a bicycle lane is primarily intended to help riders, it can offer secondary benefits to
motorists and pedestrians:

+» Motorists benefit by having a more clearly defined roadway and reduced likelihood of
having to negotiate an interaction with a bicycle rider

+ Pedestrians benefit by having a “buffer” between the footpath (or parked cars) and the
traffic lane in the form of a bicycle lane, and by the more consistent lateral tracking of
motorists

» Vehicle occupants emerging or entering vehicles parked by the kerb are offered some
protection from moving motor vehicles.

An uphill bicycle lane would likely provide an increased level of service and perceived comfort
to less confident bicycle riders. However, the paint delineation does not accord with best
practice for roads with the fairly high traffic demand that exists on Elizabeth Street (around
5,800 vpd on weekdays). Instead, some form of physical separation is desirable to make the
route attractive and safe for a wider cross-section of the community, as will be discussed with
two variations on the uphill bicycle lane option below.

Central median, no bicycle lane

This option would incorporate a central median that may be painted or constructed from
concrete, possibly with plantings, to create a perceived road narrowing and staging for
pedestrians to cross the road at midblocks in two stages. One option would a configuration
similar to the current cross-section on Elizabeth Street between Warwick Street and Burnett
Street.

While beneficial to pedestrians by providing a staging area and by decreasing variation in
motorist lateral tracking this option would be detrimental to bicycle riders by eliminating the
possibility of providing bicycle lanes in either direction of travel, and would move motor
vehicles closer to the pedestrian space (footpath). As there is only one driveway crossover on
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this block there is no compelling case to provide space for right turning motorists. On balance,
given the distance between the intersections we do not see a compelling case for providing
additional midblock crossing support for pedestrians in this block.

Half-height kerb protected uphill bicycle lane

The narrow road cross-section almost certainly precludes any form of physical protection for
the bicycle lane along Elizabeth Street within the 8 m cross-section®. Instead, an option that
can provide some physical protection without taking too much road width is a two-step design
as shown in Figure 5.3. In this design the conventional 100 mm kerb height is split into two 50
mm kerbs; one between the footpath and bicycle lane and the other between the bicycle lane
and traffic lane. This design is widely used in Europe, particularly in Denmark, and is also
used in Christchurch (New Zealand). Semi-mountable kerbs can be used to provide motorist
access to kerbside parking, although this is rarely done in practice.

(a) Copenhagen (with kerbside parking to roadside) (b) Stockholm

(c) Christchurch (d) Christchurch drainage detai

m  Figure 5.3; Examples of two-step, half-height kerbs

? One possibility that would allow for protected bicycle lanes would be to remove on-street parking on at
least one side of the street and widen the footpath on only one side, thereby providing sufficient space for
a 1.5 m bicycle lane and 0.8 m physical separator such as a concrete island or frangible bollards.
However, it is assumed this would be an unacceptable trade-off.
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In our view the two-step design offers significant benefits:

s it provides a good level of protection to bicycle riders, both real and perceived (and
therefore enhances comfort),

+ facilitates movement to and from the main carriageway fairly easily (as the kerb is
only 50 mm high), which can be useful where a rider needs, for example, to avoid a
vehicle or person blocking the bicycle lane,

 poses a lesser hazard to riders than vertical separators such as concrete kerbs,
bollards or rubber separators, and

+ takes minimal additional roadwidth in comparison to, for example, a concrete island
that would require in the order of 0.6 m or more

Conversely, the design tends to be more complex and expensive to construct than the other
options. It is likely these costs will only be justifiable if the road needs complete reconstruction
as part of the wider project. At intersections it is assumed the bicycle lane would ramp down
to road grade and transition to a painted bicycle lane through to the intersection

Buffered bicycle lane

In this option a 0.6 m wide painted chevron buffer® is provided between parked cars and a 1.2
m bicycle lane heading in the uphill direction. The chevron is achieved through a combination
of narrowing the bicycle lane and narrowing the general purpose traffic lanes compared to the
conventional uphill bicycle lane option. The uphill traffic lane is narrower (3.0 m) than the
downhill lane (3.2 m) on the basis that where necessary a motorist can encroach into the
bicycle lane (assuming a rider is not present) to avoid hazards, while such an option is not
available in the downhill direction.

In the absence of removing parking from one side of the street and narrowing the extended
footpath a buffer on both the parking and traffic side of the bicycle lane cannot be achieved
The choice as to whether a single buffer should best be located between parked cars and the
bicycle lane or the bicycle lane and traffic depends whether the greatest rnisk is from parked
cars or moving vehicles. In our assessment, where there are parked cars in this block the
turnover is likely to be high. This, in combination with the relatively low motorist speed,
suggests on balance that the greatest risk is from parked car doors and so the buffer would
best be located towards parking. Itis however possible the buffer could be swapped along
sections where there will be no parking; this may make sense even if to discourage motorists
from parking in what would otherwise be a 1.8 m bicycle lane. This option would be low cost
to implement and should be effective at reducing the dooring risk.

* There are variations in the recommended widths of buffers between parking and bicycle lanes, but most
extend from 0.8 to 1.0 m. Narrowing the traffic lanes below 3.0 m would be difficult given the bus traffic,
but there could be a reasonable argument to be made that the buffer be widened to 0.8 m and the bicycle
lane reduced to 1.0 m. Although this would, at first glance, be an unacceptably narrow bicycle lane the
buffer would provide an effective width closer to 1.8 m. The critical issue would be to encourage riders to
track as far from the doonng zone as possible.
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Bicycle lanes in both directions

It is likely that uncomfortable riders would look favourably upon an option with bicycle lanes in
both directions of travel, even if narrow at 1.2 m. In practice however providing bicycle lanes
in both directions leads to severe compromises for all road users — 1.2 m bicycle lanes placed
directly alongside kerbside parking is likely to exacerbate the car dooring risk (particularly in
the downhill direction) and 2.8 m general purpose traffic lanes would be challenging for buses
without at least partially encroaching into the bicycle lane®. On balance, the significant
compromises that would be required with this option make it unviable. Instead, the only way in
which dedicated cyclist provision could be incorporated in both directions of travel would be to
remove parking from one side of the street entirely and not widen the footpath on one side of
the street®.

51.3 Duscussion

Two options can be definitively excluded for further consideration:

« The central median (option 2) would provide the worst street environment for bicycle
riders and offer only modest benefits to pedestrians.

+ Bicycle lanes in both directions (option 6) would result in highly compromised lane
widths and while it may improve perceived safety (comfort) among inexperienced
riders is unlikely to be among the safest options for riders.

The mixed traffic (option 1) would be the easiest to build but would represent an inefficient use
of roadspace and the excessively wide traffic lanes (4.0 m) would encourage higher motorist
speeds, unsafe overtaking of riders and wide variation in lateral tracking (affecting
predictability and pedestrian safety). Given these disbenefits, and that other options resolve
these issues at minimum cost this option is also discounted from further consideration.

The three remaining options are all variants of an uphill bicycle lane — a standard 1.5 m
painted lane, two-step kerb-protected lane and buffered lane. In our view the buffered lane,
where the buffer varies from being alongside parking bays where present and to the traffic lane
when not, offers the best combination of rider safety and comfort at a reasonable cost. The
two-step design would provide an additional level of protection to riders but would come at
considerable cost and be complicated by the retention of kerbside parking.

An uphill bicycle lane, with or without a painted buffer, over this 100 m block between Melville
Street and Brisbane Street may not connect to any facility outside this block. Ideally the facility
would form part of a contiguous network of routes that connect origins and destinations,
providing a seamless and convenient option for riders. Clearly, the Hobart cycleway network
is far from achieving this goal. Nonetheless, while the council has proposed as part of the

% It is however noted that there are examples of arterial roads with 2.8 m traffic lanes and bus operations
with a hard edge (kerb) to the left. However, this is unlikely to be a desirable outcome

& Another permutation may be to widen the footpath by only 1 m on both sides of the street rather than
2.1 m. This is unlikely to be acceptable for the wider streetscape improvements that are motivating the
project.
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concept plan to extend an uphill bicycle lane farther north to Warwick Street, and potentially to
Burnett Street’, it seems reasonable to ask whether just treating the Melville Street to Brisbane
Street block is worthwhile in isolation. On balance, our view is that doing so is warranted:

+ The capital and maintenance costs of providing a painted bicycle lane, with or without
a buffer, is small — and especially if combined with the wider project as is proposed.

* The lane is likely to be perceived as a positive (versus no provision) among riders,
even if very short.

s The lane is likely to offer positive safety benefits.

+ Doing so may provide an impetus to gradually extend the lane in either direction over
time; it is noted that there have been very few instances in Australia or overseas
where a cycling network has been built in one shot, rather it has been an incremental
process where the network is built step-by-step.

Another consideration is whether the guality of a painted bicycle lane is sufficient. Not
providing physical protection for a road of the traffic volumes of Elizabeth Street runs contrary
to much of the cycling infrastructure design guidance. However, it is noted that most guidance
offers caveats recognising that there are often practical constraints that limit the extent to
which the aspirations in the guidance can be fully adhered to. Moreover, we suggest that a
perfect outcome for any one mode can never be entirely achieved on a corridor with such
constraints as Elizabeth Street — what is desired is a compromise that achieves the best
possible outcome for all road users.

It is recognised that stakeholders, including the Project Action Team, universally
recommended fully protected bicycle lanes in the uphill direction. This recommendation was
matched to the removal of parking on this side of the street, which has not been incorporated
into the concept plan. Unless parking can be removed entirely from the uphill side there is no
opportunity to provide separation in the form of raised treatments and challenges in using a
two-step design. This constraint thus limits separation options to the use of paint. While this is
clearly not ideal it does offer the benefit of being cheap, does not constrain riders to stay within
the lane (and hence can swerve to avoid hazards) and the speed limit (and practical motorist
speeds) are approaching levels consistent with Safe System principles (i.e. 30 km/h). Hence,
while painted separation will not be adequate for many potential riders there is not as
compelling a case for physical protection is there would be on higher speed roads.

Finally, it i1s noted that these issues of bicycle lane extent and quality are linked: there would
be little prospect of encouraging new riding activity if there was a high quality protected bicycle
lane between Melville Street and Brisbane Street but no provision (or poor quality provision) at
either end. That is, a high-quality lane over 100 m will not lead to significant new cycling
activity of itself. A painted lane does not preclude upgrading to higher level protection over
time as the network extent and quality improves. As such, our view is that a painted bicycle

" Doing so would extend the bicycle lane length to around 900 m, which is still short relative to typical
cycling tnp lengths.
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lane with painted buffers to provide some separation from moving vehicles and parked car
doors represents the best balance of quality and cost at the present time.

6. Brisbane Street to Warwick Street

This section involves comparatively modest changes such as kerb outstands at intersections,
a raised crossing at Patrick Street (south) and a continuation of the uphill bicycle lane as far as
Warwick Street. These two blocks have lower pedestrian demand than the block south of
Brisbane Road and land uses that are likely to attract less activity (especially the southern side
of Elizabeth Street between Brisbane Street and Patrick Street). However, it is understood
that some of these buildings may be redeveloped over time such that activity will increase.

The southern intersection of Patrick Street at Elizabeth Street is characterised by a splitter
island with pedestrian cut-through and a wide crossing of around 16 m from kerb ramp to
ramp. The proposal is to incorporate a raised crossing such that pedestrians can cross at
footpath grade. This proposal is supported as a means of improving accessibility to
pedestrians of all levels of mobility and as a means of reducing motorist speeds at the
intersection. The latter will be significant for bicycle riders insofar as it will reduce the
likelihood of motorists turning across their path while riding on Elizabeth Street.

It is understood kerbside parking would be largely retained, and so too would the bus stops on
both sides of the street; there is one stop in each direction in each of the two blocks. The
cross-section varies from around 12.2 m to 12.9 m before widening out at the uphill end
approaching Warwick Street to around 13.5 m. Outside the northernmost section it would not
be possible to incorporate protected bicycle lanes with islands without removing on-street
parking. As for the section south of Brisbane Street the choice comes down to a standard
bicycle lane or buffered bicycle lane®. Again, our preference would be to use a painted buffer
between parking and the bicycle lane — this could vary from 0.6 m and upward depending on
the road cross-section and what is deemed as minimum acceptable general purpose traffic
lane widths®.

A short left-turn lane is proposed for the uphill approach to Warwick Street. Unless supported
by turning movement counts as necessary to avoid excessive intersection delays it would be
preferable to instead extend the footpath in this corner to accommodate a kerbside bicycle
lane approaching the intersection.

7. Warwick Street to Burnett Street

While plans for this section have not been developed it is understood the suggestion is to
continue an uphill bicycle lane in this section, possibly by removing the central median that
current exists. In principle, this approach is supported on the basis that the painted median is

¢ As there are extended sections with kerbside parking it is assumed a two-step design would not be
feasible.

¥ Our sense is that 3.0 m traffic lanes alongside bicycle lanes are acceptable, and 3.2 m is more
appropriate in the downhill direction where there is a “hard” shoulder in the form of parking or a kerb.
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a comparatively low value use of roadspace — it provides modest support to pedestrians
crossing the road over this fairly long block (390 m) but such movements are infrequent given
the adjoining land uses. In the case of both pedestrians and bicycle riders it is noted however
that the speed limit of 50 km/h that applies to this section of the road is inconsistent with Safe
System principles; reducing the limit to 30 — 40 km/h would offer safety benefits to all users
greater than the painted median or a bicycle lane could provide.

8.

Recommendations

The key recommendations of this review are as follows:

The reduction in the speed limit to 40 km/h south of Brisbane Street is supported as it
will contribute to a significant improvement in safety for all road users; extending this
reduction northward, and further reductions to 30 km/h, would further enhance safety.

The removal of on-street parking i1s supported insofar as it provides the opportunity to
create higher value uses such as public spaces through footpath widening, improves
traffic flow, reduces car dooring risks to bicycle riders and improves the opportunity to
provide higher guality protected bicycle lanes. Given higher rider speeds in the
downhill direction, where parking is to be retained, the preference should be towards
doing so in the uphill direction where the risks of car dooring are lower

Traffic volumes, composition and speed differentials are too high for bicycle riders to
be reasonably expected to share the lane with motorists in the uphill direction.
Instead, incorporation of a bicycle lane in the uphill direction is supported.

Ideally, the uphill bicycle lane would be protected by a physical kerb. The available
roadspace limits the options to provide physical separation to a two-step kerb design.
This option would be expensive and would be difficult to accommodate with on-street
parking.

Conventional painted bicycle lanes of 1.5 m width would provide a minimum level of
service for bicycle riders in the uphill direction. Where sufficient road width allows a
painted buffer is recommended; this buffer should be at least 0.6 m (ideally 0.8 - 1.0
m) wide and, where (a) there is an adjacent kerb be positioned between the bicycle
lane and traffic lane, and (b) where there is kerbside parking it should be positioned
between the parking bay and bicycle lane. It is reasonable to narrow the bicycle lane
down to 1.0 — 1.2 m to accommodate this buffer where necessary.

As for all roads with competing demands and limited space, this treatment would
represent a compromise in quality. However, it would not preclude higher quality
provision being incorporated in future and offers benefits that exceed the costs. Nor
do we consider the potentially limited length of the bicycle lane to one block to be
sufficient reason not to provide such a bicycle lane, incrementally developing the
network over time is a prudent and practical approach.

Extending the bicycle lane farther uphill towards Warwick Street, and ultimately
Burnett Street and beyond, would further improve the corridor for bicycle riders and
seems achievable within the existing carriageway.

Page
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6.3 Collins Court Stage Two - Consultation Committee Report
File Ref: F20/80283

Report of the Urban Designer and the Director City Planning of
20 November 2020 and attachment.

Delegation:  Council
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REPORT TITLE: COLLINS COURT STAGE TWO - CONSULTATION

COMMITTEE REPORT

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Urban Designer

Director City Planning

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.1

2.2

2.3.

The first stage of the Collins Court Redevelopment is completed and is
now well established as an inner city meeting place and as a potential
site for future events.

With the benefit of monitoring how the public utilise and move through
the site, and with an emerging intent to place a greater focus on
providing playful cultural facilities within the City, this report seeks
Council endorsement of the Stage Two design for the purpose of
stakeholder and wider public engagement.

The second stage of the redevelopment (Attachment A) is designed to
add to the existing range of seating, both permanent and informal,
further improve its ability to act as an event space and to provide a
space defining playful sculptural element intended to increase the
activity offerings for children within the CBD. It also aims to improve the
pedestrian links between Collins Court and the neighbouring St David’s
Cathedral carpark.

Although privately owned and operated by St. David’s Cathedral, the
carpark is accessible to the public and provides an informal pedestrian
link to Murray and Macquarie Streets. It is intended to strengthen this
accessibility and foster greater connectivity and permeability through
the site and the wider city block bordered by Collins, Elizabeth,
Macquarie and Murray Streets, including such centres of activity as St
David’s Cathedral, the Bus Mall and Franklin Square.

Report Summary

This report seeks endorsement of the Council to proceed with formal
stakeholder and wider community consultation on the Stage Two of the
Collins Court Redevelopment. Stage One was completed in December
2015 and has become a comfortable inner city respite space.

While funding for this proposal has been reallocated due to the financial
impacts of COVID-19 on the City, further funding opportunities may
present themselves. Accordingly, it is considered appropriate that the
proposal be progressed to a stage where the Council can legitimately
state that it is fully resolved, and subject to funding can proceed.

Stage Two of the redevelopment has been designed and proposes a
number of elements including:
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2.2.5

2.2.6
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A playful sculptural ‘Octopus’ element designed by one of
Australia’s leading public artists, Agency of Sculpture, that is
both aesthetically beautiful and designed to be fully interactive
with children as a safe parent and child activity area.

An all-abilities access ramp connecting Collins Court to the St.
David’s Cathedral carpark, part of which is proposed to be
permanently licensed to the Council, with minor works of
improvements designed to improve pedestrian flow through the
carpark.

An improved range of seating, both formal and informal
throughout Collins Court.

A structural framework designed to secure the long term
stability of the heritage wall that stands on the boundary
between Collins Court and the Cathedral car park.

Surface and lighting improvements designed to re-focus the
perception of the southern end of Trafalgar Place from vehicular
highway to public space.

New signage within the surrounding area to improve wayfinding
through the space and the wider block.

3. Recommendation

That:

4. Background

4.1.

4.2.

1.

The Council endorse the design shown in Attachment A for
the purpose of stakeholder and wider public engagement,
noting that the Council is not in a position to make a capital
investment in the project at this time.

The outcomes of the stakeholder and wider public
engagement process, be the subject of a further report to the
Council in 2021.

Collins Court is at the heart of the city and for many years was
considered unattractive and a gathering place for anti-social elements.

The precursor to commencing the redevelopment of Collins Court was
an extensive ‘Engagement’ process which included the place making
workshops, the creation of the Future Collins Court - Place Story and
establishment of the Collins Court Action Team, who comprise adjacent
building owners, businesses and interested stakeholders.
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The first stage of the redevelopment has resulted in a comfortable inner
city respite space. The original design incorporated a deck and play
structure at the Trafalgar Place end of the Court as part of a wider
design to include an access ramp to the St David’s Cathedral carpark.

However, this element could not proceed due to a delay in acquiring
additional land required for a planned access ramp to the St David’s
Cathedral carpark. Whilst the City has now acquired the land required
to complete an access ramp, allowing Stage Two to commence, on
reflection, the originally proposed raised deck has been deemed as
likely problematic to manage.

In June 2017, the Council approved the Playful City public art project.
This project is intended to address an existing gap in provision of child
and family friendly spaces within the city centre and improve the
impetus for families to visit the city as highlighted in the Jan Gehl and
Associates produced ‘Hobart 2010 Public Spaces and Private Life — A
City with People in Mind’.

The project proposed the introduction of playful public artworks rather
than traditional structures for play, with the aim of producing space
defining elements that were both atheistically pleasing and encouraged

play.

As a consequence, a review of the Stage Two design was conducted
and an alternative proposal developed. This proposed the creation of a
safe parent and child activity area with sculptural element and an
artificial turfed courtyard.

To improve circulation, an all-abilities access ramp across Trafalgar
Place linking Collins Court with the Cathedral car park was also
proposed along with the demolition of a single storey element of 121b
Macquarie Street to create both a new entry into the Hobart Mum’s
Network, widening the pedestrian pathway between it and the entry to
the crypt of the Cathedral.

However, again upon further investigation and reflection, it was noted
that the proposed ramp design would negatively interact with
infrastructure that runs through the site, the proposed works to 121b
Macquarie Street were financially prohibitive and that the child activity
area did not successfully interact or integrate with the existing
completed works of Stage One.

In order to address these issues, a further review was undertaken and a
revised design has been produced in collaboration with the various
internal and external stakeholders.
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4.11. The primary focus of this new design is to:

4.11.1. Provide a suitable access ramp to link the Collins Court with St
David's Cathedral carpark through a more 'light touch' design.

4.11.2. Improve the existing pedestrian links that surround the site,
where possible including seeking to licence use of part of the
carpark to retain a clearway for pedestrian movement.

4.11.3. Provide a more people focused and flexible seating
arrangement.

4.11.4. Integrate the intended playful sculptural element into the
existing seating area to act as both a child friendly element and
as a space defining feature.

Project Staging

4.12. If progressed, the Collins Court — Stage Two sequence of works would
include:

4.12.1. Close up and remove the existing stairs linking Collins Court
with the Cathedral carpark and the construction of a new non-
slip ramp and stairs to provide a new all-abilities pedestrian link
to the southern end of Trafalgar Place.

4.12.2. Install a metal ‘Octopus’ sculpture and utilising amended and
refurbished existing elements of furniture to provide a fully
compliant playful element.

4.12.3. Provision of a new metal frame to provide long term structural
support and low level lighting to the Heritage brick wall that
forms the boundary between the Collins Court and St David’s
Cathedral carpark, whilst also providing a portal door frame
structure between the carpark and Collins Court based on
suitable agreement with the Cathedral as owners of the wall.

4.12.4. Provide new elements of street lighting along with suitable
electric power outlets to support night-time and events
lighting/audio systems.

4.12.5. Provide a range of new formal and informal seating
opportunities along with the resurfacing of existing seating, to
create an improved set of comfortable, attractive and durable
furniture.
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4.12.6. Re-surfacing of the Trafalgar Place end of Collins Court in
paving to match the already re-surfaced Collins end of the
space, and removal of curbing to create a single pedestrian
orientated space to the southern end of Trafalgar Place with
movable bollards to provide ability to close off this part of the
road to traffic to create a single event space.

4.12.7. Undertake minor works and provision of wayfinding signage in
the surrounding area, including within St David’s Cathedral
carpark subject to prior appropriate agreement with owners of
the land.

Concept Design

4.13.

4.14.

The spatial design of Collins Court — Stage Two has been developed as
a collaboration between the Placemaking and Design Services, with
input from the Community Life and Cleansing teams, and provides a
high degree of access, connection, activity spaces while still
maintaining an emergency vehicle access-way, three metres wide, and
sufficient space in Trafalgar Place to allow cleansing vehicles to
manoeuvre through a three point turn.

The Sculptural ‘Octopus’ has been designed specifically for the site by
Agency of Sculpture, who specialise in civic and custom play elements
in consultation with the Council’s Public Art and Cultural programs
coordinators, the Placemaking team and Design Services. The
intention is to provide both a space where parents and children can
enjoy a safe stimulating environment during trips into the inner city, as
well as an elegant and space defining contribution to the public art of
the city centre.

5. Proposal and Implementation

5.1.

5.2.

It is proposed that the Council endorse the spatial design for Collins
Court — Stage Two, shown on Attachment A to this report for the
purpose of consulting with stakeholders and wider public. While
preliminary discussions have been had with the Cathedral
administration and immediate landlords as stakeholders, more detailed
discussions will need to be had with the wider community and
stakeholders, as well as additional discussions with the Cathedral to
reach agreement on the extent of works and activity to be carried out by
the Council inside their curtilage.

On completion of this next consultation phase a further report will be
submitted to the Council presenting a final recommendation on the
form, extent, and cost of the works to be proposed and what external
funding opportunities that would be pursued.
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6. Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

6.1. This project is strongly aligned with a number of the Outcomes and
Strategies detailed in the City of Hobart 2019 - 2029 Strategic Plan,

including:

6.2. Pillar 2: Community inclusion, participation and belonging

6.2.1. 2.3.1. Provide and progressively enhance a range of quality
places and facilities where people can enjoy education,
recreation, socialising, healthy living and other activities and
events.

6.2.2. 2.3.3. Ensure the provision of quality play spaces offering a
range of imaginative play alternatives.

6.3. Pillar 3: Creativity and culture:

6.3.1. 3.1.2. Implement a diverse public arts program that reflects
Hobart’s unique identity, through innovative, publicly accessible
works of art.

7. Financial Implications

7.1. Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result

7.1.1.

7.1.2.

7.1.3.

As Elected Members would be aware, given the financial
impacts of COVID-19 on the City, the funding for a number of
capital projects was reallocated, with Collins Court Stage Two
being one such project.

7.1.1.1. External funding has been sought for this project, but
these submissions have not been successful to date.

7.1.1.2.  Further funding opportunities may present
themselves, and it is considered appropriate that
proposal is progressed to a stage where the Council
can legitimately state that it is fully resolved and
subject to funding can proceed.

Based on an initial Quantity Survey undertaken prior to the
impacts of COVID-19, the anticipated cost of completing the
currently proposed design for Stage Two would be in the order
of $455,000, as detailed below:

The above costing is based on the current proposal. The
design may ultimately change as a result of more detailed
feedback from the Cathedral administration, and the public and
other adjacent property owners.
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7.2. Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result

7.2.1. The cost of maintaining and servicing the improved Stage Two
pubic area has not yet been fully determined, and would be
detailed in the post engagement phase report to the Council.

7.3. Asset Related Implications
7.3.1. This will be confirmed once a final design has been proposed.
Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

8.1. Any commitment of funds for works and licenses in the Cathedral
curtilage may also require a legally binding commitment to allow the
public to traverse through the grounds of the Cathedral. This will be
discussed as part of the more detailed engagement with the Cathedral
administration.

Environmental Considerations

9.1. Improving pedestrian movement within the CBD is designed to make
walking a more attractive experience for the many workers, visitors and
residents that walk through the city.

Social and Customer Considerations

10.1. Collins Court sits in the heart of the city centre and has the potential to
expand its function as an attractive community space to one that
provides an engaging space for children, as well as a much improved
pedestrian link to many of Hobart’s busiest streets and areas including
Collins Street, Macquarie Street and Murray Street as well as St David’s
Cathedral, the Bus Mall and Franklin Square.

Marketing and Media

11.1. There will be interest in the next stage of improvements to Collins Court
and it would be appropriate to comment when the Council formally
embarks on a public consultation process with the preliminary design
and artist impressions.

Community and Stakeholder Engagement
12.1. Consultation with Manager City Design, Manager Community and

Cultural Projects, Manager City Mobility and the Cultural Programs Co-
ordinator has been undertaken in the preparation of this report.
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12.2. Consultation has been undertaken with the external Collins Court Action
Team, this includes adjacent building owners, businesses, the
Cathedral, interested stakeholders and other members of the
community.

12.3. Should the Council agree to release the proposed design for Stage Two
for formal stakeholder and wider community consultation, an
engagement plan will be developed, with the existing Collins Court
Action Team being central to such a plan.

13. Delegation
13.1. This is a matter for determination by the Council.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

o

Nick Booth Neil Noye

URBAN DESIGNER DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING
Date: 20 November 2020

File Reference: F20/80283

Attachment A: Collins Court Stage 2 Images {
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6.4 McRobies Gully Good Neighbour Agreement - Working Group -
Draft Terms of Reference
File Ref: F20/120203; 44-1-1/11

Report of the Cleansing & Solid Waste Policy Coordinator, the Manager
Cleansing and Solid Waste and the Director City Amenity of
20 November 2020 and attachments.

Delegation:  Council
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REPORT TITLE: MCROBIES GULLY GOOD NEIGHBOUR
AGREEMENT - WORKING GROUP - DRAFT TERMS
OF REFERENCE

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Cleansing & Solid Waste Policy Coordinator
Manager Cleansing and Solid Waste
Director City Amenity

1. Report Purpose

1.1. The purpose of this report is to obtain approval for the Term of
Reference of the McRobies Gully Good Neighbour Agreement Working
Group.

2. Report Summary

2.1. The City entered into a Good Neighbour Agreement between the
McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre and the South Hobart
Community (in the vicinity of the facility) in March 2017.

2.2. The Agreement was implemented to increase the provision of
information and advice in relation to the operations and future
developments of the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre.

2.3. A Good Neighbour Working Group was subsequently set up, including
members from the community, community groups and City Officers.

2.4. At the commencement of the Agreement, there was no formal process
on how new or replacement members would be enlisted to the working

group.

2.5. Itis subsequently proposed to formalise and adopt a Terms of
Reference for the Good Neighbour Agreement Working Group, marked
as Attachment A.

3. Recommendation

That the Draft Terms of Reference for the McRobies Gully Waste
Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Working Group, dated
November 2020 and marked as Attachment A to the report, be approved.

4. Background

4.1. The McRobies Gully Landfill Good Neighbour Agreement was
developed in March 2017 to improve the dissemination of information
both to and from the Community in relation to the landfill, in particular
those residents in close proximity to the site. The Agreement is included
as Attachment B.
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The City committed to developing the Agreement following the
approvals process to extend the McRobies Gully Landfill area in 2016.
During the public comment process it was detailed that some residents
perceived a lack of information was being provided on the operations of
the landfill, and the future developments and plans for the site.

The Good Neighbour Agreement incorporates a set of Actions, in the
areas of environmental management, pollution prevention, traffic and
noise, and access to information.

The principles of the Agreement are to encourage open communication
around the operations of the McRobies Gully Waste Management
Centre, mitigation of impacts, and responding to issues raised.

It is also reliant on the community being supportive of the City’s goals,

and provide two-way feedback both to the City, and back to the
community.

A Working Group was initiated to progress the Agreement and to meet
and discuss issues relating to the landfill.

Meetings are held on a 6-monthly frequency, and regularly involve a
tour of the Waste Management Centre, and a first hand in-person
outline of operations and improvements made on site.

There is currently one vacancy on the Working Group.

The Working Group comprises City Officers and members of the South
Hobart Community. The Working Group membership is as follows:

4.7.1. City Officers
Jeff Holmes, Cleansing & Waste Policy Coordinator and
Sophia Newman, Waste Education Officer

4.7.2. South Hobart Progress Association
Christine Ludford (formerly Pru Bonham)

4.7.3. South Hobart Sustainable Communities
Ben Clarke, President

4.7.4. Port Arthur Historic Association (Cascades Female Factory)
Greta MacDonald

4.7.5. Community Member — Maria Clippendale

4.7.6. Community Member — vacant.
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It is proposed to formalise and adopt a Terms of Reference for the
Good Neighbour Agreement Working Group (Attachment A).

The Terms of Reference outline a range of parameters, including
e Principles
e Membership (& criteria for membership)
e Selection of Members
¢ Meetings
e Reporting

The proposed Terms of Reference also provide a formal process to
allow recruitment of replacement members to the Working Group in the
event of resignations.

Appointment of public representative members, when vacancies exist,
will be made by the General Manager, following a nomination and
selection process. The City’s Manager Cleansing and Waste will assist
the General Manager in assessment of nominations.

All current members of the Working Group have reviewed the Terms of
Reference and endorse the document.

Proposal and Implementation

It is proposed that the Draft Terms of Reference for the McRobies Gully
Waste Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Working
Group, marked as Attachment A to the report, be approved.

Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

The implementation of the Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030 is
identified in the City’s Strategic Plan (3.2.5).

The actions contained within this report focus upon the key focus area
of Education and Engagement actions (Section 4.3.3) of the Waste
Management Strategy 2015-2030
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7. Financial Implications

7.1. Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result
7.1.1. Not applicable.

7.2. Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result
7.2.1. Not applicable.

7.3. Asset Related Implications
7.3.1. Not applicable.

8. Social and Customer Considerations

8.1. The Good Neighbour Agreement Working Group comprises several
community members and organisations, enabling participation and
knowledge of the City’s operations and plans.

8.2.  Community participants are encouraged to use their networks and
organisations to relay information further throughout the South Hobart
community.

8.3. As a component of the Good Neighbour Agreement, the City’s Waste
Officers have attended community events and forums, such as the
AFLOAT festival, and a waste and landfill specific community meeting
at the South Hobart Living Arts Centre.

9. Community and Stakeholder Engagement

9.1. Extensive community and stakeholder engagement was undertaken
during the planning and legislative processes for the landfill area
extension. This engagement led to the City developing the Good
Neighbour Agreement.

9.2. The Terms of Reference has been reviewed by all existing members of

the Working Group, and endorsed.
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10. Delegation

10.1. This matter is delegated to the Council.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Jeff Holmes David Beard
CLEANSING & SOLID WASTE POLICY MANAGER CLEANSING AND SOLID

COORDINATOR WASTE

Glenn Doyle

DIRECTOR CITY AMENITY

Date: 20 November 2020

File Reference: F20/120203; 44-1-1/11

Attachment A: Working Group - Draft Terms of Reference

Attachment B: Good Neighbour Agreement - March 2017 4
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McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre

. :
q S Good Ne1ghpour Agreement
Working Group
Cityof HOBART DRAFT Terms of Reference

November 2020

Introduction

The McRobies Gully Good Neigbour Agreement was developed as a result of the
City's commitment to zero waste to landfill by 2030 through the implementation of
the Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030.

The City acknowledges that there are impacts on the community from the operation
of the centre, such as traffic and noise, and the City commits to undertake measures
to minimise local impacts, keep the local community informed and up to date, and
respond to issues raised.

The agreement has been set up to foster open and transparent communication
between the City and key representatives of the community.

Principles

The Good Neighbour Agreement incorporates a series of Actions, in the areas of:
¢ Environmental management and pollution prevention
¢ Traffic and noise management
¢ Community consultation and access to information
¢ The South Hobart community’s commitment

The principles of the agreement are to encourage open communication around the
operations of the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre, mitigation of impacts,
and responding to issues raised. |t is also reliant on the community being supportive
of the City's goals, and provide two-way feedback both to the City, and the
community.

Membership & Meetings

MEMBERSHIP The Good Neighbour Agreement Working Group will consist of
the following membership structure”

o City of Hobart Representatives (x2)

¢ South Hobart Progress Association

s South Hobart Sustainable Community

¢ Cascades Female Factory (Port Arthur Historic Site)

¢  Community members (x2)

Page1of 3



Item No. 6.4

Agenda (Open Portion) Page 155
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting - 25/11/2020 ATTACHMENT A

McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre

,:_ Good Neighbour Agreement
Cityof HOBART DRAFT

November 2020

CRITERIA FOR The Working Group public representative positions will be
MEMBERSHIP open to any permanent resident of the South Hobart
community.

Membership criteria includes:
¢ Capacity to commit to regular meetings (6 monthly)

* An ability to constructively participate in a fair and open
manner

s A good knowledge of local issues relevant to the
community

¢ An ability to represent community views and provide
information and advice to the City on items related to
the scope of the Agreement.

¢ An awareness of the needs of the broader community
and residents of the City of Hobart

SELECTION OF | Standing members include:

MEMBERS ¢ President of the South Hobart Progress Association (or

their delegated representative)

e President of the South Hobart Sustainable Community
(or their delegated Representative)

¢ Manager of the Cascade Female Factory (or their
delegated representative)

¢ City of Hobart Staff

Selection of public representative members, when vacancies
exists, shall comply with the following:

¢ Nominations will be sought to fill vacant community
representative positions when they arise

¢ A call for nominations will be advertised in local media
and on Council's website

¢« Nominations will be required to submit a nomination
form

+« Nominations will be assessed against the Criteria for
membership

¢ Appointment to the working group will be made by the
General Manager, City of Hobart

Page 2 of 3
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CONVENER

The Manager Cleansing & Waste or their designated
representative shall be the convener of the Working Group.

The convener is responsible for:

*» Conduct of meetings, ensuring fairness, equity, and
open-ness of discussions.

* Coordination of agendas, minutes and other
documentation as required

Subject matter experts may also be invited by the convener to
attend meetings from time to time, if required for particular
projects or issues.

MEETINGS

¢ Meetings are to be held on a 6 monthly basis

¢ Meetings may be combined with or replaced by the
City's attendance at a local South Hobart event at a
minimum once per year, as agreed by the Working
Group.

* Under special circumstances meetings may be
cancelled or re-scheduled

¢ The nominated venue for meetings is the McRobies
Gully Waste Management Centre. This may be
amended at times to cater for member attendance.

REPORTING

¢ Agendas and Minutes will be prepared by the City

e A ‘Good Neighbour Agreement Report Card’ will be
prepared on an annual basis following the close of the
financial year.

e The Report will be tabled at a Working Group meeting,
and made available on the City's website.

Page 3 of 3
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McRobies Gully
Waste Management Centre
Good Neighbour Agreement
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1 Principles

The Hobart City Council {the Council) has made a commitment to achieving zero waste
to landfill by the year 2030 through the City of Hobart Waste Management Strategy
2015-30(the strategy). The strategy outlines over 90 actions, each targeting a reduction
in waste to landfill, with specific actions pertaining to organics, litter, illegal dumping and
education. The council acknowledges that there are ongoing impacts from the operation
of the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre, including associated traffic, noise
and local pollution. The Council undertakes measures to minimise the impacts of
operations on the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre and continues to be
committed to reducing the local impacts.

This Good Neighbour Agreement outlines the City of Hobart's commitment to the
community of South Hobart and acknowledges the unique historical location of
McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre, near the world heritage listed Cascades
Female Factory and the Hobart Rivulet. The City is committed to maintaining and
improving those heritage values while operating a functional Waste Management Centre
for community benefit, with regards to management and minimisation of those impacts.

2 Background

* The area covered by this Good Neighbour Agreement is South Hobart, more
specifically the immediate neighbours of the waste management centre and the
roads surrounding, which are used by residents and City waste vehicles. This includes
Macquarie Street down to the Southern Outlet, Darcy Street and Cascade Road
inclusive.

¢ The Good Neighbour Agreement is complemented by the City's commitment to
reduce waste to landfill, especially organic waste as specifically outlined in the
strategy.

¢ The Good Neighbour Agreement has been designed to foster open and transparent
communication between the stakeholders associated with McRobies Gully Waste
Management Centre.

* To this end, the City will establish a Good Neighbour Working Group made up of key
stakeholder representatives and the public. It is expected the working group will
meet three or four times per year, or as required. The City will appoint a chairperson
to facilitate the meetings.

* The key spokespeople for the community will be the president of the South Hobart
Progress Association or nominee, the manager of the Cascades Female Factory and
a representative of the South Hobart Sustainability Community.

¢ All members of the community are invited to attend the Good Neighbour Working
Group.

* Waste to the McRobies Gully landfill has steadily declined over the past decade to
around 25000 tonnes per annum. These reductions are mainly attributed to:

- improved waste classification, data management and reporting

McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Page 1
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- increased recycling programs such as kerbside recycling, organic waste and
inert waste

- increased competition and waste management centre and landfill availability
within the region.

The City is committed to further reducing waste to landfill through a number of
strategic initiatives as outlined in the strategy. These include:

- increasing the capacity of the Resource Recovery Centre to divert waste from
landfill through technological improvements

- increasing the diversion of food and garden organics from landfill

- advocating to the state government for strategic change, such as a waste levy
to drive therecycling industry in Tasmania.

3 Actions

3.1 Environmental Management and Pollution Prevention

The City of Hobart will ...

ensure every reasonable measure is taken in order to mitigate any negative impacts
that may occur as a result of the operation of the McRobies Gully Waste
Management Centre site

adhere to all regulations imposed by the regulator and report on aspects of the
operation as required, including regulations around water testing and the
management of litter, noise and odour

strive for best practice waste management centre management techniques

further promote current initiatives to reduce, reuse and recycle and thereby reduce
the pressure on the waste management centre site

maintain site tidiness and amenity ensuring a regular street cleaning program for
McRobies Road and immediate surrounds as well as minimising visual pollution from
site lighting

undertake all reasonable measures to mitigate the effect of wind-blown litter

3.2 Traffic and Noise Management

The City of Hobart will ...

avoid any unnecessary traffic movements in and out of the facility

undertake all reasonable measures to reduce the total number of City vehicles
servicing the McRobies Waste Management Centre by always utilising the City's
trucks to full capacity, restricting the total number of daily runs, and delivering to
alternative facilities where appropriate

not obstruct local laneways and parking access which are used by residents and
emergency vehicles

engage in a noise reduction program and investigate, where possible, employment
of noise dampening strategies (like soil mounds), so that the site helps shield sound

McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Page 2
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from the community

* review and improve traffic-control plans and signage in the locality of the McRobies
Gully Waste Management Centre site and work with customers to reduce unsecured
waste leaving vehicles on route to the centre

» implement the Waste Management Strategy 2015-30

* commit to establishing service levels for the maintenance of the roads surrounding
the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre with the aim of minimising noise and
other associated impacts

* continue to work with the community on any traffic related issues that result from the

operation of the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre,

3.3 Community Consultation and Access to Information

The City of Hobart will ...

¢ keep the community informed and engaged by promoting open communication and
transparency in its management and operation of the McRobies Gully Waste
Management Centre site

» make quarterly environmental testing reports for McRobies Gully Waste
Management Centre available online

* meet with the representatives of the Good Neighbour Working Group to review
implementation of this document and any other strategic issues

 invite the working group to tour the waste management centre once a year to
encourage community engagement and accountability

» provide one point of contact for community members to raise any urgent concerns
relating to the waste management centre site

* provide a response to any formally issued concerns/complaints within five working
days

» provide regular updates of events and services through the City's website and
Facebook page, (such as free entry weekends)

» provide assistance to the South Hobart Community (as with other parts of Hobart), to
explore waste education and community engagement pilot projects such as food
waste trials, waste assessments, demolition recycling trials, organics recycling, waste
apps and similar projects

» provide annual reporting on efforts to reduce waste

¢ provide annual data on the vehicle movements to the landfill, transfer station, and
composting areas

» provide relevant traffic data captured for the area.

3.4 The South Hobart Community’s Commitment
The South Hobart Community through its representatives intends to and is willing to ...
» engage openly and actively with the City about any concerns or queries

relevant to the operation of McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre site

* be proactive and willing to identify potential solutions to the issues raised and share

McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Page 3
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information with the City

¢ alert the City promptly to any serious issues or concerns they believe may be
associated with the operation of the McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre

» make an active effort to reduce, reuse and recycle to reduce household waste and
the resulting pressure on the waste management centre site

» support the Waste Management Strategy 2015-30 implementation

* Dparticipate in an active feedback process to inform the City how well it is progressing
against the commitments set out in this Good Neighbour Agreement

e communicate with the designated point of contact for the City on matters relating to
thisagreement. This person will be the nominated City officer to the Good
Neighbour Working Group. At the time of writing this is the City's Manager
Cleansing & Solid Waste. The officer has primary responsibility for representing
council on the working group, for providing feedback into City programs and services
and ensuring that new City initiatives are discussed at the working group

* meet with the relevant City representatives to review implementation of this
document.

4 Next Steps

» The City of Hobart will provide all relevant staff a copy of this Good Neighbour
Agreement, which will require Hobart City Council approval before coming into
effect.

¢ The City of Hobart will meet with the Good Neighbour Working Group on site to
explain current operations of the waste management centre,

e The City of Hobart will commit to reporting water quality statistics on its website.

o The City of Hobart will prepare a template report and set of minutes which will be
regularly updated at each meeting of the working group. Meetings will occur at the
waste management centre offices and in the local community.

McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre Good Neighbour Agreement Page 4
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Customer Service Centre Hobart Town Hall
16 Elizabeth Street Hobart 50 Macquarie Street, Hobart

Office Hours: Mon—Fri, 8.15 am - 5.15 pm
T 036238 2711
E coh@hobartcity.com.au

T03 62382711
E coh@hobartcity.com.au
Whobartcity.com.au
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File Ref: F20/112546; S44-01-001

Report of the Cleansing & Solid Waste Policy Coordinator, the Manager
Cleansing and Solid Waste and the Director City Amenity of
20 November 2020 and attachment.

Delegation: Committee
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REPORT TITLE: WASTE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 2015-2030 -

YEAR 4 PROGRESS REPORT

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Cleansing & Solid Waste Policy Coordinator

Manager Cleansing and Solid Waste
Director City Amenity

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

The purpose of this report is to present progress on Year 4 of the
implementation of the City of Hobart Waste Management Strategy
2015-2030: a strategy to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2030

Report Summary

At its meeting of 9 May 2016 the Council resolved that:

“The City of Hobart Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030, be
endorsed”

At the conclusion of the fourth year, implementation of the actions has
resulted in 76 of the 91 actions detailed in the strategy having been
completed or progressed.

52 actions have been adequately addressed (some finalised but will
remain ongoing), and a further 24 actions nearing completion, as
follows:

. 31 Actions are complete with no further significant works required.

. 21 Actions have been addressed and remain ongoing for the term
of the strategy.

. 24 Actions progressing towards completion.

. 15 Actions are yet to have significant works undertaken (reduced
from 21 the previous year)

As at the end of Year 4 (2019-20) the City recorded a waste diversion
rate at McRobies Gully Waste Management Centre of 44% of material
diverted from landfill through re-use and recycling programs. 2019-20
again resulted in less than 20,000 tonnes being disposed of to Landfill.

Major achievements included the implementation of the FOGO service,
and the finalisation of the Single use plastics by-law.
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3. Recommendation
That:

1. The report outlining the City’s progress in the implementation of
the ‘City of Hobart Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030: a
strategy to achieve zero waste to landfill by 2030’ be received and
noted.

2. A mediarelease be issued at the appropriate time.

4. Background

4.1. The Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030 (the Strategy) was
approved by Council on 9 May 2016.

4.2. In 2019-20, a total of 19,997 tonnes of waste was buried at the
McRobies Gully Landfill.

4.3. The waste diversion rate at McRobies Gully Landfill for 2018-19 was
44%.

This waste diversion rate is calculated based on the total of all material
handled through kerbside services, at the waste transfer station, and
direct to landfill (a total of just over 41,000 tonnes) then identifying how
much material avoided being landfilled through varying recycling and
reduction programs.

4.4. Some kerbside waste is delivered to the Southern Waste Solutions
facility in Derwent Park.

While this material did not go into the City’s landfill, the material needs
to be included as ‘waste’ when reporting waste diversion rates, as it
was generated from Hobart households.

45. The breakdown of all materials was as follows:

e Landfilled (total) 23,197 t (56%)
(both McRobies and Southern Waste Solutions sites)

o Recycled 10,190 t (25%)

o Composted 7,866 t (19%)
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2019/20 - Material landfilled,
recycled, composted

24%

20%

= Landfilled Composted Recycled

4.6. 2019-20 saw a slight increase in external waste delivered to the site of
around 400 tonnes (or 2% of waste to landfill).

This is considered to be partly due to the impacts of COVID.

4.7. Commercial green waste deliveries declined slightly, however was
offset by an increase in the kerbside organics collected under the
FOGO service.

The City’s various recyclable streams continue to contribute to reducing
waste from landfill, in particular:

. Concrete 1054 tonnes
o Steel 430 tonnes
o Paint 31 tonnes

. Recycled wheelie bins 20 tonnes

. Recycling unit at Town Hall 4 tonnes

° Tyres 11 tonnes

4.8. There have been 76 actions worked on during the first 4 years the of
the Strategy’s implementation.

Actions have been undertaken across all of the 8 Key Focus Areas, a
list of all Actions progressed is included as Attachment A.

4.9. For Year 4 of the Strategy, there were 12 Council Reports, and 27
memo’s delivered to the Elected Members in the waste field.
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Key works undertaken in 2019-20 included the implementation of the
kerbside FOGO service in November 2019.

As at end June 2020, there were 14,874 FOGO services being provided
(up 2,430 from commencement in May 2016).

The FOGO service saw an increase in the numbers of services being
provided, with 474 opt-ins since the FOGO service was announced in
October 2019.

3,537 tonnes were collected through the FOGO service in 2019-20, an
increase of 20% from the previous 3 year average of the service.

Given the FOGO service only operated for 7 %2 months of the year, this
is a very positive outcome.

The kerbside garden waste service has always maintained set trends
due to seasonal factors, and lower plant growth.

As can be seen from the following chart, the introduction of food to the
service has resulted in months where tonnages are fairly consistently
middle range (around 200 tonnes) raise significantly.

kerbside green waste per month
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e F1G1T il 2017118 201819 enbem?018/20 e fiwe month

2019-20 also saw the finalisation of the Single Use Plastic By-law.

The waste team collaborated with the City’s Environmental Health team
see this become a reality, initially developing the regulatory resources
such as the by-law and regulatory impact statement, and has since
been working on education and communications including the
publication of a detailed range of resources for businesses.
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The City has signed up to a Memorandum of Understanding to work
together on waste with all 12 Southern Councils.

The Local Government Association of Tasmania has been engaged to
provide direction and secretariat support to this group, and has been
given a clear direction on the priority actions affecting the region.

The first significant body of work to be coordinated by LGAT under this
MoU is the completion of a Southern Tasmanian Recycling Analysis, in
particular to provide advice and directions on what the next regional
recycling processing contract should look like and what we should be
asking of the market.

This will be undertaken by a specialised consultancy, has received
funding from the state government, and Hobart is represented on the
project management team to ensure adequate outcomes.

In the interim before a new regional recycling tender is let, the City has
taken a lead role in dealing with the kerbside recycling processing
contract variations, including the changeover from the former provider
to Cleanaway, and short term contract negotiations.

Improvements have been made at the Waste Transfer Station to
increase resource recovery, and these will continue to be refined and
further developed in 2020-21.

4.17.1. In particular the changes involve providing users with a clearer,
tidier experience through new signage and better storage
facilities for recyclable products.

The improvements also create efficiencies for the operation of
the site, both in resourcing and financial terms.

4.17.2. The changes have included reconfiguring the cardboard
recycling program, consolidating cardboard storage into a
custom built shipping container with public access, which is
then transported direct to the recycler by the City.

This replaces the former system of engaging a contractor to
collect multiple smaller bins, paying for both collection costs
and disposal fees.

The new bulk arrangement avoids collection fees, and has
resulted in a lower gate fee for the clean cardboard delivered to
the recycler.

4.17.3. Scrap steel is now being managed more efficiently, with weekly
loading of containers and more frequent removal from the site,
to avoid risks associated with large scale stockpiling of metals
and to keep revenue coming in on a regular basis.
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5. Proposal and Implementation

5.1. Implementation of the Strategy is undertaken through the development
of an annual plan that identifies priority actions to undertake each year.
Action areas for the 2019-2020 implementation plan (Year 4) included:
e Implementation of the FOGO service.
e Implementation of the 3 year drinking water program.
e Involvement and education of businesses in readiness for the single

use plastics by-law.

e Tyre recycling programs and litter prevention.
e Further development and refinement of internal waste minimisation
e A regional tender for recycling processing services.
e Aregional tender for a long term organics treatment facility.
e Continuing to build the “Towards Zero Waste’ brand.
In 2019-20 work was undertaken on all of these prioritise actions.
Mattresses were an item listed for action but no viable processing and
recycling systems were able to be identified.

5.2. Priorities for the 2020-21 year of the strategy include

o Building participation in the FOGO service, in particular options
for the commercial sector such as increased collection
frequency.

. Improvements at the Waste Management Centre to increase

recycling capacity.

o Improving the quality of recycled products such as concrete and
glass, for use within Council projects and supply to external
businesses.

o Continuing discussions with businesses on the single use plastic
by-law.

o Monitoring and working with the state government on the

implementation of their waste action plan, in particular a waste
levy, and container deposit system.
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J Pursuing new recycling programs for items like textiles,
mattresses, polystyrene and construction and demolition waste.

The Strategy is due for review in 2021.

When it is reviewed, City Officers will consider emerging issues such as
the circular economy for inclusion in the revised strategy.

The measurement systems used to track performance will also be
reviewed at that stage.

Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

The implementation of the Waste Management Strategy 2015-2030 is
identified in the City’s Strategic Plan.

Financial Implications

Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result

7.1.1. A budget of $140,000 has been allocated for the delivery of
actions within the Waste Management Strategy within the
Cleansing and Waste Unit, for 2020-21.

Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result

7.2.1. Future financial implications will be formalised during the annual
budget estimates processes each year.

Environmental Considerations

The Strategy is delivering environmental benefits across the region from
reduced waste to landfill, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, reduced
use of natural resources, and informing the community on the
importance of waste avoidance and patronage of reuse and recycling
programs.

Marketing and Media

There has been significant marketing and media associated with many
of the programs implemented as a result of the Waste Management
strategy 2015-2030 and its aim of zero waste to landfill by 2030.

This is expected to continue in 2020-21.
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10. Delegation
10.1. This matter is delegated to the Committee to receive and note.
As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local

Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Jeff Holmes David Beard
CLEANSING & SOLID WASTE POLICY MANAGER CLEANSING AND SOLID

COORDINATOR WASTE

Glenn Doyle

DIRECTOR CITY AMENITY

Date: 20 November 2020

File Reference: F20/112546; S44-01-001

Attachment A: Waste Strategy Progress Year 4 §
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WASTE STRATEGY ACTION - PROGRESS UPDATE YEAR 4 (2019/20)

ID |WASTE STRATEGY ACTION STATUS

1.1 Advocate to the State Government for a state based waste levy COMPLETE

1.5 Advocate to State Government to support a state wide Container Deposit System COMPLETE

1.6 Support the establishment of, and be represented on an adequately resourced Regional Waste Authority COMPLETE

1.9 Evaluate the costs and benefits of joining existing or new Waste Authorities COMPLETE

1.10  |Optimise the use of the Derwent Park site, for regional waste infrastructure provision COMPLETE

1.11 Advocate to the State Government for the establishment of state waste reduction targets, COMPLETE

1.13 Develop a regional waste managers network with representatives from government and industry COMPLETE
Adequately Plan and fund post closure requirements, and work in accordance with the Landfill Sustainability

1.16 (Guidelines, the sites Environmental Management Plan. Ensure all reasonable efforts are made to protect the COMPLETE
ecology of the area surrounding the landfill

22 Condu_(l a full cost accounting study of the lan-df'lll to review the pricing for current operations and long-term COMPLETE
financial liabilities, including post closure requirements

2.4 Investigate the use of external facilities for landfilling operations COMPLETE

2.5 [Conduct a review into the pricing and the business model for green waste processing at the landfill COMPLETE

31 Implement mandatory recycling and waste diversion requirements on all City coordinated events COMPLETE

3.4 Appoint a Waste Education Officer COMPLETE

311 Progressively report to Council to seek funds to implement the strategy COMPLETE

312 Develop a Good Nelghbour Agreement with the South Hobart Community COMPLETE
Undertake community engagement and education on the closure of McRobies Gully Landfill, and the

3.13 . N COMPLETE
potential post closure uses for the site
Implem. fi | i llecti T ropr n hire

41 plement a fortnightly garden waste kerbside collection service, to appropriate tenements (funded through COMPLETE
rates)
Implement a food waste kerbside collection service, after the successful introduction of the garden waste

4.2 kerbside collection service and appropriate receival infrastructure & facilities identified (funded through COMPLETE
rates)

4.4 Investigate commercial food organics diversion, alnld identify alternative sites and technologies for organics COMPLETE
processing (either regional or stand alone City facility)

4.6 Review the costs and benefits of providing home composting kits and education COMPLETE

53 Funlln\ile to refine the public bll:l pm_slarn, including locations, sizes, and collection frequencies, and COMBLETE
increasing the number of recycling bins

6.3 Implement programs to increase concrete recycling COMPLETE

71 Secure approvals to operate a general waste landfill to 2030 COMPLETE

7.5 Investigate disposal to alternative facilities for City generated wastes COMPLETE

1.6 Implement office recycling programs in all City work areas COMPLETE

8.16 Review the frequency of the free entry weekends program COMPLETE

8.17 Rev_iew e-waste recycling options and continue to implement the most environmental and econamic program COMPLETE
available

8.19 [Continue to separate steel from the waste stream for recycling COMPLETE
Review opening days & hours of the Waste Management Centre to suit the needs of the community & site

8.21 ) COMPLETE
loperations

822 Improve tyre recycling programs and work to identify viable recycling options. COMPLETE

25 Identify and _prnv'\de viable .recycling svste.ms for difficult w.a.sfes such as ?DNS(VIEI‘IE, batterie.s, oils, COMPLETE
fluorescent light globes, paint, and effectively promote facilities and services to the community

1.12 Provide assistance and advice to others looking to establish transfer stations and resource recovery facilities COMPLETE - ONGOING
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31 Set fees & charges (annually) to encourage waste avoidance and investment in commercial recycling COMPLETE - ONGOING
programs
36 Make available to residents an App ”.Iat. provides a range of information on Council services and facilities for COMPLETE - ONGOING
recyclable products, & upgrade the City's internet pages
3.16 [Conduct regular contamination audits of kerbside recycling COMPLE TE - ONGOING
8.1 Implement effective cardboard and paper recycling programs at the Waste Management Centre COMPLETE - ONGOING
8.2 Cnmlnu‘e to provide kerbside recycling services and explore additional materials for inclusion when COMPLETE - ONGOING
lecanomically viable
8.3 Provide an annual Waste Reduction Grants Program, to fund public waste reduction initiatives and projects COMPLE TE - ONGOING
.. Identify solutions and costs for resldentla_l services for ll:lE drop off and recycling of household hazardous COMPLETE - OVEOm
waste, including olls, grease, paints, pesticides and medicines
8.12 RESI?B[EII. Identify & commission feasability studies into Alternative Waste Treatment and Energy from Waste COMPLETE - ONGOING
facilities
8.13 Support regional, state, and national waste reduction and education programs such as the garage sale trail COMPLE TE - ONGOING
8.20 (Conduct regular audits of waste to landfill, and kerbside waste and recycling compostion COMPLE TE - ONGOING
8.23  |investigate and conduct cost modelling for alternative treatment options for timber waste, such as pyrolysis COMPLETE - ONGOING
Promote existing take back schemes (tyres, ewaste, flourescent globes) & lobby for the development of
1.18 COMPLETE - ONGOING
further schemes (mattresses, pallets, plastics)
3.15 Promote acheivements in relation to waste minimisation programs implemented COMPLETE - ONGOING
317 Ensure open and transparent communication with industry and residents through ongoing education and COMPLETE - ONGOING
engagement programs
3.18 Provide details on the end markets for recyclables to the community COMPLETE - ONGOING
3.7 Encourage and support School recycling and waste diversion programs and projects COMPLETE - ONGOING
3B Promote and suppart community reuse programs such as the Art From Trash Annual exhibition COMPLETE - ONGOING
4.3 Encourage and support existing and new community gardens and at home composting programs COMPLETE - ONGOING
5.6 Monitor the quality and appearance of waterways through regular testing and litter reduction measures COMPLETE - ONGOING
8.7 Improve signage at McRobies Gully to ensure diversion of waste to the Resource Recovery Centre COMPLETE - ONGOING
Increase the capacity of the Resource Recovery Centre to divert waste from landfill. Provide assistance,
. " " . ; . i PROGRESSING TOWARD
1.3 facilities, and work together with the site operator to recover as much material as possible, including C&D COMPLETION
'wastes
1.4 Investigate the use of planning processes to improve source separation and recycling programs PROGRESSING TOWARD
. B P BP P P: yCling prog COMPLETION
. N PROGRESSING TOWARD
1.8 (Work with the EPA and other facilities to establish comman definitions for waste COMPLETION
1.14 Monitor National Policy movements such as National Packaging Covenant developments and advocate for PROGRESSING TOWARD
) ichange when required COMPLETION (ONGOING)
. " . ' N N N PROGRESSING TOWARD
3.9 (Work to develop a regional kerbside recycling contamination reduction education program COMPLETION (ONGOING)
" fe " " PROGRESSING TOWARD
3.14 Implement branding accross the City's waste services & infrastructure COMPLETION (ONGOING)
5.5 Refine public waste & recycling bin infrastructure, with bin level sensors, solar powered compaction units and | PROGRESSING TOWARD
) route optimisation COMPLETION
7.2 Improve source separation of City generated waste PROGRESSING TOWARD
: prove source separati e COMPLETION
74 (Conduct an audit of all City generated waste, and develop a waste minimisation plan with programs to PROGRESSING TOWARD
’ increase recycling and reduce waste generation COMPLETION (ONGOING)
" N . Lo " . PROGRESSING TOWARD
8.4 Establish a regional long-term solution for glass recycling, including market options COMPLETION
: FROGRESSING TOWARD
8.10 Increase the use of recycled products within City projects COMPLETION
N . PROGRESSING TOWARD
8.11 Implement effective plastics recycling programs at the Waste Management Centre COMPLETION
. " PROGRESSING TOWARD
8.14 Establish a mattress recycling program, locally or regionally GOMPLETION
N - . . . FROGRESSING TOWARD
8.15 Review collection fleet to ensure optimum compaciton, capacity, configuration and functionality COMPLETION (ONGOING)
117 (Work with other facilities to rationalise regional waste infrastructure, and investigate shared infrastructure PROGRESSING TOWARD
) and services COMPLETION (ONGOING)
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33 ‘Work with others towards joint procurement and purchasing, resulting in savings from greater economics of PROGRESSING TOWARD
: scale. COMPLETION (ONGOING)
" . . PROGRESSING TOWARD
3.2 Support the development of regional recycling education strategies and programs COMPLETION (ONGOING)
Support and encourage organisers to implement recycling and waste diversion programs for events, including PROGRESSING TOWARD
3.3
food waste COMPLETION
a4 - " - PROGRESSING TOWARD
8.24 Develop imp d for multi it waste and recycling services GOMPLETION
. N N PROGRESSING TOWARD
4.5 (Work with others to establish a regional organics quantity analysis and processing plan COMPLETION
PROGRESSING TOWARD
5.4 work with other councils and industry on joint litter and illegal dumping prevention and monitoring programs COMPLETION
77 Incorporate recycled products into City design processes, such as glass into concrete applications, and PROGRESSING TOWARD
’ recycled plastic street furniture, bollards, and interpretation panels COMPLETION
. Implement internal procurement policies that favour recycled products and waste diversion including PROGRESSING TOWARD
) engagement of social enterprises in the waste area COMPLETION
. . PROGRESSING TOWARD
7.3 Implement a disposal strategy/policy for city assets that incorporates reuse and recycling COMPLETION
Lobby for additional duct st dsh to b larl I ted th h the Nati I wast
17 ol i y for additional product stewardship programs to be regularly implemented through the National Waste NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
Policy
1.15 Engage with agencies that make recycling a mandatory component of contracts NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
3.10 Develop campaigns to promote the use of sustainable materials and recycled products NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
4.7 Review the kerbside waste service frequency of callecti?n and bin capacity following the introduction of other NG SIGNIFICANT ACTION
services such as kerbside garden and food waste collection
51 Implement extended producer responsibility programs to address localised litter generation and removal NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
{ il | i issui f fi {
53 Pevelcp strategies to prevent illegal dumping within Hobart and review processes for the issuing of fines for N SIGMIFICANT ASTION
litter related offences
61 (Work with government & industry to establish regional C&D sorting facilities, and develop and promote C&D NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
recycled materials markets
6.2 Investig:ate long term facilities for the sorting, storage, & recycling of inert waste, at McRobies gully or NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
alternative locations
6.4 (Work with C&D recyclers to establish take back systems and back loading of recyclable materials NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
8.5 Seek grant funding opportunities (for the City and the community) NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
8.8 [Consider implementing a "waste reduction levy' to fund recycling programs for materials delivered to the NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
'waste management centre (in absence of s state based levy)
8.9 Develop recycling options for building materials such as plasterboard and masonry items NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
B.18 Support and expand the flexible plastics recycling programs currently undertaken by the retail industry NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
825  |Implement a textiles recycling program NO SIGNIFIGANT ACTION
8.26 Support the retail industry to introduce waste avoidance and recycling strategies and programs NO SIGNIFICANT ACTION
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6.6 City of Hobart Flood Mapping - Proposal to Publish on the City's
Website
File Ref: F20/109571

Report of the Program Leader Stormwater Assets, the Manager
Stormwater and the Director City Amenity of 20 November 2020 and
attachment.

Delegation: Committee
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REPORT TITLE: CITY OF HOBART FLOOD MAPPING - PROPOSAL TO

PUBLISH ON THE CITY'S WEBSITE

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Program Leader Stormwater Assets

Manager Stormwater
Director City Amenity

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1

1.2.

2.1

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

The purpose of this report is to present a proposal to publish the
recently completed flood modelling of the City’s urban area on the City’s
website along supporting information.

The publication of flood risk maps and supporting information will
empower the community to understand the potential flood risk of their
properties.

Report Summary

The City has recently completed ‘1 in 100 year’ flood modelling of all its
urban catchments including modelling of the impact of overland flow
during high rainfall events.

2.1.1. Previous modelling has only included it major rivulets (New
Town, Sandy Bay and Hobart Rivulets).

‘Flood Maps’ have been developed across the City’s urban footprint,
indicating potential flood water encroachment onto properties during a
1% AEP (Annual Exceedance Probability) Flood Event, more commonly
known as a ‘1 in 100 year’ flood event.

The level of detail of the modelling has not previously been available,
and now provides a clearer understanding of the potential flood
inundation on properties, both as flood waters channel into existing
rivulets (overland flow), and the impact of those rivulets subsequently
flooding themselves.

The modelling is high level and is designed to highlight areas with the
potential risk of flooding in extreme events, with the City to continue to
upgrade and improve the flood models over time.

Flood modelling is used

2.5.1. By prospective property purchasers as part of their due
diligence when seeking to purchase new properties (via
application to the City for a ‘337 Certificate’ under the Local
Government Act 1993).

2.5.2. By property owners and developers during the design phase of
property developments.
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2.5.3. By the City during the assessment phase of development
applications with related stormwater impacts.

2.5.4. By the City in the planning and construction of stormwater
system maintenance, upgrade or new works.

The Flood Maps will also form a ‘hazard overlay’ in the new Tasmanian
Planning Scheme when that comes into effect.

It is proposed that the new Flood Modelling be made more readily to the
community via having the information available on the City’s website,
and shared at local area community meetings, either upon request or as
part of the City’s wider ‘community meetings’ program, as those are
scheduled in the future.

The publication of this information will be beneficial to the community by
improving knowledge of risk and therefore improving resilience to risk.

Recommendation

That the City’s new flood modelling, and related supporting information,
of its urban stormwater catchments that indicate potential flood water
encroachment onto properties during a 1% AEP (Annual Exceedance
Probability) Flood Event (commonly known as a ‘1 in 100 year’ flood
event) be noted.

(i)

(i)

4.1.

The information be made readily accessible to the community via
having the information available on the City’s website.

The modelling information be promoted and shared at local area
community meetings (either upon request) or as part of the City’s
wider ‘community meetings’ program, as those are scheduled in
the future.

Background

The City has made available for several years, flood modelling of its
major rivulets on its website via the below link, that provides a scalable
map to provide an indication of the risk of flooding, down to individual
properties:

Flood Zones for Hobart, New Town and Sandy Bay rivulets.
https://data-1-hobartcc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/1100-aep-

cc?geometry=147.246%2C-42.897%2C147.409%2C-42.875



https://data-1-hobartcc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/1100-aep-cc?geometry=147.246%2C-42.897%2C147.409%2C-42.875
https://data-1-hobartcc.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/1100-aep-cc?geometry=147.246%2C-42.897%2C147.409%2C-42.875
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Hobart

*sample screen shot

4.2. This modelling however related to the Sandy Bay, Hobart and New
Town Rivulets, and limited to the impact of those rivulet flooding and
encroaching back onto properties.

4.3. ‘Flood Maps’ have now been updated and developed across all of the
City’s urban footprint, indicating potential flood water encroachment
onto properties during a 1% AEP (Annual Exceedance Probability)
Flood Event, more commonly known as a ‘1 in 100 year’ flood event.

4.4. The new modelling includes all the City’s urban catchments (listed
below) and includes both ‘rivulet flooding’ and the risk of flooding
caused by rainfall as it channels down into the rivulets (known as
Overland Flow).

e Ashfield e Lambert e Red Chapel

e Browns River e Lipscombe Rivulet e Ross

e Brushy Creek e Manning e St Canice

e Cartwright Creek e Maypole Rivulet e Sullivans Cove

e Cornelian Bay e McRobies Creek e University

e Featherstone Creek e Myrtle Gully e Waimea

e Folder Creek e New Town Rivulet o Warwick

e Golden Gully e Pottery Creek e Wayne Rivulet

e Goulburn e Proctors e Wellington (Sandy Bay)

e Guy Fawkes Rivulet e Providence Gully

e Hobart Rivulet
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4.5. The below images indicate the geographic extent of the modelling, and
the potential encroachment of overland flow and rivulet flooding in the
case of ‘1 in 100 year’ event.

*Northern areas

*southern areas

4.6. Once on the City’s website, a scalable map function will be available to
allow users to ‘drill down’ to property level detail.

4.7. Supporting information, including the attached ‘Information Fact Sheet’
has been prepared to further inform the community
(refer Attachment A).
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4.8. Flood modelling is used
4.8.1. By prospective property purchasers as part of their due
diligence process when seeking to purchase new properties
(via application to the City for a ‘337 Certificate’ under the Local
Government Act 1993).
4.8.2. By property owners and developers during the design phase of
property developments.
4.8.3. By the City during the assessment phase of development
applications with related stormwater impacts.
4.8.4. By the City in the planning and construction of stormwater
system maintenance, upgrade or new works.
4.9. The Flood Maps will also form a ‘hazard overlay’ in the new Tasmanian
Planning Scheme when that comes into effect.
5. Proposal and Implementation
5.1. Itis proposed that the City’s new flood modelling be made readily
accessible to the community via having the information available on the
City’s website.
5.2. Itis proposed that the modelling also be promoted and shared at local

area community meetings (either upon request) or as part of the City’s
wider ‘community meetings’ program, as those are scheduled in the
future.

5.2.1. The City recently held an information session in South Hobart,
in relation to the McRobies Gully catchment that was well
received.

Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

5.3. This report relates to City of Hobart Strategic Plan 2019-2029 Strategic

Outcome 6.4: Hobart is responsive and resilient to climate change
and natural disasters, specifically

Strategy 6.4.7: Map, monitor and manage flood risks and impacts.

5.4. A key component of resilience to natural disasters is understanding risk.

5.5.  Aninformed community is able to make appropriate decisions regarding
their private protection measures, emergency preparations, and
insurance.

6. Financial Implications

Not applicable.
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7. Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

7.1. The provision of flood modelling is required pursuant to the Urban
Drainage Act 2013 to determine ‘the level of risk from flooding for each
urban stormwater catchment’.

7.2. The City of Hobart has previously published the results of its flood
studies for the major rivulets on its website.

7.3. It has been confirmed that flood risk information will be included in
implementation and publication of the new Tasmanian Planning
Scheme in 2021.

8. Social and Customer Considerations

8.1. There is likely to be a mixed response from the community following the
publication of the new flood mapping.

8.1.1. Supporting information has been prepared (refer Attachment
A) to assist property owners and residents in understanding the
new modelling

9. Delegation
9.1. This is a matter delegated to the Committee to determine.
As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local

Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Jennifer Flanagan Aaron Smith
PROGRAM LEADER STORMWATER MANAGER STORMWATER
ASSETS

~—

Glenn Doyle

DIRECTOR CITY AMENITY
Date: 20 November 2020
File Reference: F20/109571

Attachment A: Fact Sheet §
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FLOOD FACT SHEET

Why is Council identifying flood-affected
(inundation at risk) properties?

Flooding can cause significant damage to property
and risk to life. All councils in Tasmania are required
by law to work towards identifying areas which have
the potential to be affected by flooding. This helps
councils to guide urban development so that when
floods occur they can pass safely through the city
with minimal impact to people and property.

How was the inundation zone area worked out?

Flood zones were calculated using computer
modelling based on design rainfall events in
accordance with industry guidelines.

How do | know what the inundation risk at my
property is?

The City of Hobart is working with the Tasmanian
Planning Commission to reflect the latest inundation
maps in the proposed Tasmanian Planning Scheme.
Once this scheme is made publicly available

council will be working with the Tasmanian Planning
Commission to inform the community.

What are the inundation maps and what do
they tell us?

The flood modelling data has been used to produce
a set of inundation maps showing the predicted
extent of flooding for a 1 per cent AEP event. This
information is used by council to help protect the
community by targeting infrastructure upgrades and
managing urban development to limit risk to people
and property. This information can help guide the
planning on requirements such as development
controls or minimum floor levels.

What does a 1 per cent and 5 per cent AEP
event mean?

AEP stands for Annual Exceedance Probability.

This is a term used to describe the intensity of a
storm event, and the associated flood that is caused.
The AEP is the probability or likelihood for a storm
event occurring in a given year. It does not mean that
once a flood event has occurred that there will be a
defined period until it happens again. The probability
exists every year independent of past events.

A1 per cent AEP event means that this event has a 1
per cent chance of occurring in a single year. A

5 per cent AEP event is one with a 5 per cent

chance of occurring in a single year. The lower the
percentage (%) the more intense the storm event and
thus the increased associated flood risk. For context,
the flood event of May 2018 was close to a 1 per
cent AEP event.

If my house is in an inundation zone is there
anything | can do now? What will Council do
about it?

We recommend that you contact your insurer to
make sure that you have adequate flood insurance

for your property.

You can prepare your home by maintaining your own
private drainage infrastructure such as keeping the
gutters on your house clear of leaves and debris,
cleaning out drainage pits within your property, and
ensuring your driveway crossover is cleared to enable
the free flow of water in the kerb across the face of
your property.

Advice on developing a Home Emergency Plan is
available on the SES website: www.ses.tas.gov.au.

0
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Council is working to identity and prioritise the
upgrade of stormwater infrastructure to minimize
the extent of flood. Unfortunately no mitigation
works can fully prevent flooding. Every year the
council invests extensive resources seeking to
mitigate the impact.

If my house is in an inundation zone, will this
impact my ability to develop my property?

One of the key strategies in managing flood risk in an
urban environment is keeping unobstructed pathways
for flood waters to travel through. Council may
impose restrictions on developments that impede or
block overland flow paths.

Australian Building Regulations require that the floor
level of any new habitable room (such as bedrooms

or living areas) must be at least 300 mm higher than

the predicted flood level.

Has Climate Change been considered?

The City of Hobart has formally acknowledged the
evidence and impact of Climate Change. Based

on this position Council has incorporated potential
climate impacts up to the year 2100 in all our public
information and inundation maps.

I have been living in my house for many years and
it has never flooded. Why is Council now saying
that my property is subject to inundation?
Floods do not occur in a reqular pattern. It may
be possible to have long periods with no flooding
followed by several flood events in a short period
of time, such as what occurred during 2018.
Furthermore, increased rainfall data, improved
computer modelling and a better understanding
of climate change, are constantly increasing our
knowledge of flood risk.

Living in @ mapped inundation area does not mean
that you will necessarily experience flooding. It just
means that a risk of flooding to your property has
been identified and should be considered in the
management of your property.

Should | take out flood insurance?

You should discuss any issues around insurance for
your property directly with your insurer.

Will the stormwater system that runs through my
property protect me from flooding?

Council’s piped stormwater infrastructure is
designed to carry runoff during a severe but not an
extreme flood.

I have concerns about the stormwater drains near
my house.

Question or concerns can be raised to the
Council Customer Service Centre team on
coh@hobartcity.com.au or 6238 2711.

Agenda (Open Portion)
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting - 25/11/2020

It is noted that all drains serving a single property are
the responsibility of the property owner. This includes
pipework within the property to the connection point,
and driveway kerb cross overs. If you think there is

an issue with any of your private assets you should
contact a licensed plumber to investigate.

For extreme storm events the flow of water will
exceed the capacity of the piped infrastructure
resulting in overland flows. Council designs its roads
system to convey some of this flow, however if the
low point of the land runs through private property,
then excess flood waters will follow these paths.

What is Council’s role in managing flood risk?

Council has many different roles in relation to flood
management, including but are not limited to

* Development and implementation of Stormwater
Systern Management Plans and Stormwater Asset
Management Plans.

* Incorporation of inundation maps into the relevant
planning scheme for application in land use and
development.

* |mplementing and maintaining a flood warning
and response system.

* Maintaining the existing stormwater infrastructure.

If my house floods who do I call for help?

If you need assistance during a flood event, call your
local State Emergency Services (SES) on 13 2500 or
000 for life-threatening situations.
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The stormwater network operating as designed: in
small to moderate rainfall events, runoff is contained
within kerbs and the piped system. In extreme
events, runoff will follow overland flow paths.
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6.7 H-TRAMS Request to Store Historic Tram - Queens Domain Quarry
File Ref: F20/119098; 19/46

Report of the Manager Projects & Support Services and the Director City
Amenity of 20 November 2020.

Delegation:  Council
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REPORT TITLE: H-TRAMS REQUEST TO STORE HISTORIC TRAM -
QUEENS DOMAIN QUARRY

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Manager Projects & Support Services
Director City Amenity

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1. The purpose of this report is to consider a request from Hobart Tram
Restoration and Museum Society Inc. (H-TRAMS) to store an additional
heritage tram at the City’s Queens Domain depot.

2. Report Summary

2.1. An approach has been received by the not-for-profit group Hobart Tram
Restoration and Museum Society Inc. (H-TRAMS) requesting approval
to store a heritage tram at the City’s Queens Domain depot, at no cost.

2.1.1. H-TRAMS currently store another derelict heritage tram (Tram
Number 116) awaiting restoration at the City’s Queens Domain
depot, following the Council’'s approval in May 2014.

2.2. Space is available at the Depot and it is recommended that the request
be approved subject to implementing a formal agreement that
addresses the City’s risks associated with this proposal.

2.3. Itis proposed that in accordance with the Council Policy Grants and
Benefits Disclosure, the benefit attributed to H-TRAMS by the provision
of free storage of its trams at the City’s deport (estimated at $1,200 per
annum each) be disclosed in the City’s Annual Report.

2.4. The report proposes that the General Manager be delegated authority
to finalise arrangements and determine any future storage matters
relating to H-TRAMS.

3. Recommendation

That:

1. Approval be given to H-TRAMS to store a heritage tram at the City’s
Queens Domain Depot subject to the following conditions:

(i) All costs associated with the transportation of the tram to the
Queens Domain Depot be at the tram owners cost;

(i) Ongoing access to the tram by the owners, when stored in the
depot, are to be arranged by contacting the relevant City of
Hobart staff;



Item No. 6.7

Agenda (Open Portion) Page 187
City Infrastructure Committee Meeting
25/11/2020

(iii) Should the City require use of the depot space occupied by
the tram, the owners must relocated the heritage tram to an
alternative location at no cost to the City upon receiving at
least 3 months’ notice;

(iv) The tram owners shall insure the tram or indemnify the City
against any future claim ;

(v) Thetram owners are to provide evidence of public liability
insurance;

(vi) The City accepts no responsibility or liability for any damage
to the tram; and

(vii) An agreement be put in place between the City and the tram
owner confirming the above requirements.

In accordance with the Council Policy Grants and Benefits
Disclosure, the benefit attributed to H-TRAMS by the provision of
free storage of its trams at the City’s deport (estimated at $1,200
per annum each) be disclosed in the City’s Annual Report.

The General Manager be delegated authority to finalise
arrangements and determine any future storage matters relating to
H-TRAMS.

4. Background

4.1.

The City has been approached by H-TRAMS advising it has acquired
another rare Hobart heritage tram.

4.1.1. H-TRAMS was formed and registered as an incorporated not-
for-profit association in 2014 and who purchase and restore old
Hobart trams.

4.1.2. Its website states that a key goal of H-TRAMS is the restoration
of heritage tram 116, to full operating condition.

4.1.3. City stores one of its historic trams (Tram Number 116) at the
City’s Queens Domain Depot.

=

AOSSRSECE o
Tram Number 116 — Stored at the Queens Domain Depot
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4.1.4. H-TRAMS also intend to restore other heritage trams available
to them, including the older tram 120 (built in 1936) and tram
136 (built in 1949).

4.2. The intention of H-TRAMS is either restore the tram or use its parts to
aid the restoration on other trams.

Tram proposed to be relocated to the Queens Domain Depot

4.3. The request to store an additional tram at the Queens Domain Depot
has been assessed, as the following:

4.3.1. ltis possible to make room for the storage of this tram and store
it adjacent to Tram Number 116;

4.3.2. If the City was required to insure the tram, it would require in
the order of $400 per annum, including officer time to arrange
the insurance. The excess to make a claim is $10,000. The
cost to replace the tram would be less than this excess.

4.3.2.1. ltis considered that H-TRAMS should arrange their
own insurance for the tram, or accept that the tram
will not be insured and indemnify the City from any
future claim.
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4.3.3. Access to the trams would need to be provided by contacting
staff who would then provide entry into the depot when
required. A permanent security card would not be provided due
to the safety concerns and security risks associated at the
depot.

4.3.4. The tram owner would need to provide evidence they are
covered for public liability insurance. This is coverage should
they cause damage to our property or injury in the course of
placing the tram into our depot or during storage at the depot.

4.3.5. Whilst there is room at the depot at present, it may be that this
space would need to be used by the City in the future for other
purposes.

As such, the tram would need to be relocated at the owners
expense should the City give them reasonable notice (at least 3
months).

4.3.6. These arrangements can be clarified within an agreement
between H-TRAMS and the City.

5. Proposal and Implementation

5.1.

It is proposed that approval be given to provide space at the Queens
Domain Depot to house H-TRAMS heritage tram on the following
conditions:

5.1.1. All costs associated with the relocation of the tram to the depot
be met by the owners of the tram;

5.1.2. The tram owners insure the tram or indemnity the City against
any future claim;

5.1.3. The owners of the tram agree that the City accepts no
responsibility or liability for any damage to the tram;

5.1.4. The owners provide evidence of having public liability insurance
associated with the tram;

5.1.5. Access to the tram is to be arranged through the relevant City
of Hobart staff when required;

5.1.6. Should the City have an alternative use for the space proposed
to be occupied by the tram, the owners of the tram are to
relocate the tram after receiving 3 months’ notice from the City.
All relocation expenses are not to be at the City’s cost; and

5.1.7. An agreement be implemented that reflects the above.
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5.2. ltis proposed the General Manager be delegated authority to finalise
arrangements and determine any future storage matters relating to H-
TRAMS.

6. Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

6.1. The storage of the heritage tram supports Strategy 7.2.1 “Promote
contemporary heritage conservation practices and support adaptive
reuse of heritage assets”.

7. Financial Implications
7.1. Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result

7.1.1. The value of the storage (estimated at $1,200 per tram per
annum), be reported in the City’s Annual Report.

7.2. Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result
7.2.1. No impact.
7.3. Asset Related Implications
7.3.1. No impact.
8. Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

8.1. The implementation of an agreement between the City and H-TRAMS,
which addresses issues such as insurance, indemnities and liabilities
will mitigate the risks associated with this proposal.

9. Delegation
9.1. The matter is delegated to the Council.
As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local

Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

74

Geoff Lang Glenn Doyle
MANAGER PROJECTS & SUPPORT DIRECTOR CITY AMENITY
SERVICES

Date: 20 November 2020
File Reference: F20/119098; 19/46
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7. COMMITTEE ACTION STATUS REPORT

7.1

Committee Actions - Status Report

A report indicating the status of current decisions is attached for the
information of Elected Members.

RECOMMENDATION

That the information be received and noted.

Delegation: Committee

Attachment A: Committee Action Status Report
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Ref Title Report / Action AC'FIOH Comments
Officer
1 221A LENAH VALLEY ROAD, That the Council undertake an urgent Director The draft Transport Strategy addressed
2-16 CREEK ROAD, LENAH review of the Lenah Valley Traffic City this matter and was presented to 9 July
VALLEY - SUBDIVISION (86 Management Plan with particular Planning 2018 Council meeting.

RESIDENTIAL LOTS, 8 ROAD reference to the management of traffic in
LOTS, 7 PUBLIC OPEN SPACE | Augusta, Creek, Alwyn and Chaucer
LOTS) — PLN-14-00584-01 Roads and Monash Ave.

The Draft Transport Strategy was subject
to community engagement in July/August
2018 and a report detailing the results of
Council 22/9/2014, item 9.2 the community engagement was presented
to 8 October 2018 Council meeting.

At this meeting the Council adopted the 9
themes and position statements in the draft
strategy.

The Council also resolved that the actions
contained in the draft strategy be reviewed
in light of the feedback received and a
further report be provided.

As an action of the Hobart Transport
Strategy 2030, Council proposes to
engage with the Lenah Valley Community
Feb-April 2021 where the traffic issues can
be considered in a strategic transport plan
for the catchment mobility.

2 | IMPROVEMENTS TO A report be prepared looking at other Director Consideration has been given to
PEDESTRIAN CROSSINGS opportunities for improvements to City pedestrian crossings in the Local Retail
Council 13/4/2015. item 10 pedestrian crossings on key pedestrian Planning Precincts Plan, the Salamanca upgrade
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Officer
routes in the City, including consideration and in the development of the Transport
of zebra crossings. Strategy.

The draft Transport Strategy addressed
this matter and was presented to 9 July
2018 Council meeting.

A key action of the strategy is the
development of a walking (pedestrian) plan
for the City of Hobart.

The Draft Transport Strategy was subject
to community engagement in July/August
2018 and a report detailing the results of
the community engagement was presented
to 8 October 2018 Council meeting.

At this meeting the Council adopted the 9
themes and position statements in the draft
strategy.

The Council also resolved that the actions
contained in the draft strategy be reviewed
in light of the feedback received and a
further report be provided.

As an action of the Hobart Transport
Strategy 2030, Council proposes to
engage with the Lenah Valley Community
Feb-April 2021 where the traffic issues can
be considered in a strategic transport plan
for the catchment mobility.

Zebra crossings have been installed as
part of the Salamanca project and a
wombat crossing trial (Zebra crossing on a
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Officer
speed hump) is in place in West Hobart
(Hill Street)

3 SANDY BAY RETAIL The speed limit on Sandy Bay Road Director That the item be deferred to enable
PRECINCT - STREETSCAPE between Osborne Street and Ashfield City Council Officers to seek further information
REVITALISATION Street, Sandy Bay, be reviewed following Planning from the State Government in relation to a
Council 7/9/2015. item 10 completion of the works and the Lord possible policy decision in regards to

' Mayor be requested to write to the speed limits.

Open CIC 26/2/2020, Item 6.5 Mlmmeé for St:tlg (I_‘;rol‘\:rth reg?rdlphg any. As per Council decision 6 July 2020, an
p?n.re spe? |n;| cdané:;esRor de main application for the reduction of speed limits
retall precinct on sandy Bay Road. in Hobart's retail Precincts is proposed.

An application to the Commissioner for
Transport has been lodged for the CBD
speed limit changes..

Retail precinct speed limit changes will be
made progressively as funding, resourcing
and implementation issues are resolved.

4 |ICAP - HOBART CENTRAL 1. A further report be provided on the Director Complete
BUS INTERCHANGE issues and design implications of City
PLANNING PROJECT — pursuing an alternative option for the Planning
ELIZABETH STREET BUS Elizabeth Street Bus Mall
MALL IMPROVEMENT Improvement Project.

PROJECT — DISCUSSIONS 2. The Council give in principle support

WITH METRO TASMANIA AND

ONE-WAY BUS MALL to the further development of a one-

T way Elizabeth Street Bus Mall, with

Council 12/10/2015, item 12 displaced bus stops relocated to

Collins Street (Option 3).

ICAP — HOBART CENTRAL 3. ;I'he (ze::lteLal Manager_tbe authorisedt

BUS INTERCHANGE 0 undertake community engagemen

for Option 3 once the substantial
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Report / Action

Action
Officer

Comments

PLANNING PROJECT -
ELIZABETH STREET BUS
MALL IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT — ALTERNATIVE
OPTION TO CURRENT
ARRANGEMENT

Council 21/12/2015, item 16

HOBART CENTRAL BUS
INTERCHANGE PLANNING
PROJECT - ELIZABETH
STREET BUS MALL
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

Council 9/4/2018, item 13

ELIZABETH STREET BUS
INTERCHANGE SHELTER
UPGRADE

Council 3/12/2018, item 14

concerns of Metro Tasmania and the
Department of State Growth have
been appropriately addressed, with
the results of the engagement to be
the subject of a further report prior to
any final decision on the improvement
project.

A detailed design, cost estimate with
identified funding sources be
developed for the relocation of the
Campbell Street bus stop (opposite
City Hall) into Macquarie Street, which
would be the subject of a future report.

A further report be provided on the
implications, operation, cost and
funding possibilities for an intrastate
bus departure facility incorporating the
underutilised area within the Franklin
Square amenities building.

That the Council and State
Government undertake discussions at
the conclusion of the hotel
construction in relation to the
permanent configuration of the bus
mall.

That the upgrading of the bus
passenger waiting facilities on the
GPO side of the Elizabeth Street Bus
Mall as detailed in the concept plans
marked as Attachment F to item 6.5 of
the Open City Infrastructure
Committee agenda of 21 November

Page 4 of 29
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Officer

2018 be approved for construction,
subject to the necessary statutory
approvals being obtained.

5 PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND 1. Following the development and Director Work to implement the Council’s resolution
SAFETY ON HOBART implementation of a suitable City with regard to the reconstructed sections of
STREETS engagement strategy, the current Planning Liverpool Street, Morrison Street,

Council 12/10/2015, item 14 Highways By—law (3 of 2008) be_ Salam_anca F’Iace and Sandy Bay
enforced with particular emphasis on shopping centre is complete.

the Elizabeth Mall, Wellington Court
and Salamanca Square (including
Woobys Lane and Kennedy Lane).

Planning is underway for implementing the
other elements.

A further report addressing clause 3 will be
presented to an upcoming Committee
meeting.

2. The General Manager be authorised
to modify the management of
commercial furniture and infrastructure
on public footpaths towards a best
practice model approach, where such
furniture and signage is only permitted
if it does not interfere with the safe
and equitable movement of
pedestrians along that public footpath.

3. Afurther report be prepared that
identifies how the Council may
achieve a clear building line with
minimum footpath widths in the future,
in order to best satisfy the provision of
an accessible path as required by the
Disability Discrimination Act 1992.

4. During the review and renewal of the
current Highways By-law, appropriate
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Title

Report / Action

Action
Officer

Comments

CYCLING LINK — MARIEVILLE
ESPLANADE

CIC 9/12/2015, item 14

amendments be made to ensure that
signboards are prohibited from being
placed immediately adjacent to
buildings.

5. As part of the review of signage,
alternative options to sandwich
boards, such as sign posts be
investigated.

6. Officer hold discussions with relevant

stakeholders in relation to the hazards
potentially created through application
of the Disability Discrimination Act
1992 with regard to the setbacks
required from building frontages.

The options for a cycling link on Marieville
Esplanade be reviewed when the future of
the Battery Point foreshore walk is
determined.

Director
City
Planning

Complete

ESTABLISHMENT OF AN
ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF A
SULLIVANS COVE
WATERFRONT PRECINCT
PLAN

Council 6/6/2016, item 13

1. A Waterfront Precinct Plan be
developed as part of the Hobart
Transport Strategy and an Advisory
Committee be established to assist in
the development of the plan.

2. The Sullivans Cove Tripartite Steering

Committee and the Waterfront
Business Community to consider
increasing their membership in order
to increase communication.

Director
City
Planning

The draft Transport Strategy addressed
this matter and was presented to 9 July
2018 Council meeting.

The Draft Transport Strategy was subject
to community engagement in July/August
2018 and a report detailing the results of
the community engagement was presented
to 8 October 2018 Council meeting.

At this meeting the Council adopted the 9
themes and position statements in the draft
strategy.
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The Council also resolved that the actions
contained in the draft strategy be reviewed
in light of the feedback received and a
further report be provided.
A report is now scheduled to be provided in
2020.
The Sullivans Cove Tripartite Steering
Committee invited representatives of the
Waterfront Business Community to attend
future meetings.

8 |[CITY OF HOBART The report of the Manager Traffic Director At this meeting the Council adopted the 9
TRANSPORT STRATEGY - Engineering and the Director City City themes and position statements in the draft
ENGAGEMENT REPORT Infrastructure titled Draft Transport Planning strategy.

Council 8/8/2016, item 14 fﬁg ":‘Iiee%ya's'i’;gnf%efgf:h’:eopggn City The Council also resolved that the actions
: . T contained in the draft strategy be reviewed
Council 8/10/2018, item 14 lsnfrE}EStruthurzeo?gn;m'ttee.agjnd% of 19 in light of the feedback received and a
nc?tzjm er € received an further report be provided.
The Council adopt the 9 themes and éor;port is now scheduled to be provided in
position statements in the draft '
strategy.
The actions contained in the draft
strategy be reviewed in light of the
feedback received and a further report
be provided.

9 | AP14 SALAMANCA Subject to detailed design and Director Stage 2A of the works are complete.
PEDESTRIAN WORKS - planning approval, the next stage of City .

UPDATED CONCEPT DESIGN the Salamanca Pedestrian Works, Planning | Sonstruction on the 2020 component
; (Stage 2B) is underway.
generally as shown on the figure
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Council 10/10/20186, item 11 ‘Concept Plan — Final (7/6/2018)" in These works have been accelerated to
. . Attachment C and the figure ‘Concept take advantage of reduced traffic
Councfl 9/4/2018, Ttem T Plan — Materials (7/6/2018) in movements within the precinct.
Council 9/7/2018, item 15 Attachment D to item 6.3 of the Open

A memorandum was provided to Elected
Members on Friday 16 October detailing

the current status of the project, including
artist renders of the completed works.

City Infrastructure Committee agenda
of 20 June 2018, be constructed at an
estimated cost of $3.5M, with $1M to
be allocated in the 2018 / 2019 Capital
Works Program and the remaining
$2.5M funded over the 2019 / 2020
and 2020 / 2021 financial years.

2. The General Manager ensure that
Aldermen are updated on any
significant changes to the concept
design that may occur through the
detailed design and construction

process.

10 [ICAP AP14 - SALAMANCA 1. Consideration of the future Director 1. The consultation necessary to report to
PLACE BETWEEN KENNEDY management of the section of the City the Committee has been held back so
LANE AND WOOBYS LANE - Salamanca Place southern footpath Planning as not to complicate the consultation
FOOTPATH REVIEW between Kennedy Lane and Woobys occurring for the wider Salamanca
Council 3/4/2017, item 26 Lane, occur once the ‘Stage 1’ Pedestrian works that occurred in 2018.

footpath widening works have been

completed and in operation for a It is expected that consultation will occur

minimum of six months. in 2020 with reporting to Committee to
2. The General Manager develop and follow.

implement a suitable guide for the 2. A Style Guide for outdoor dining barriers

style and placement of outdoor dining and umbrellas is being developed.

barriers and umbrellas to be utilised Funding currently being sought.

gr;r:;lamanca Place and Hunter 3. The provision of a footpath using

temporary materials has been
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Officer
3. A concept design addressing the undertaken successfully during the
pedestrian issue occurring on the Taste and Dark Mofo events. A detailed
northern side of Salamanca Place design will now be prepared.

during periods when the footpaths on
Castray Esplanade are inaccessible
due to special events be developed
and included for consideration in
future budget preparations.

11 | PARKLET POLICY That the matter be deferred to a Director A report addressing this matter is being
Council 24/10/2016. item 10 subsequent City Infrastructure Committee City finalised and will be presented to an
' meeting to enable further public Planning upcoming Committee meeting.
Council 5/6/2017, item 13 consultation.

This will be informed by the current work of
Committee 21/6/2017, item 6.4 the City of Hobart to support business
operators as they move along the
Roadmap for a COVID-safe Tasmania,
including complying with the physical
distancing requirements and occupation
limits.

This has included allowing operators can
apply to amend their existing permits or
apply for a new permit to occupy a public
space within the Hobart municipal area,
where possible, to give them more space
to trade.

Staff are working to plan, design and install
four dining decks in Elizabeth Street,
between Melville and Brisbane Streets.

This project is specifically responding to
the Tasmanian Government ‘Ready for
Business’ initiative, a 12-month pilot
program that will see the Government
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provide support to the City of Hobart to trial
temporary dining decks to increase the
outdoor dining capacity of local hospitality
businesses.

A memorandum to Elected Members on 12
November provided a detailed update on
the status of this project.

Given ongoing consultation associated with

12 | GREENHOUSE GAS 1. A further report be provided in 12 Director the Sustainable Hobart Action Plan it is
EMISSIONS AND ENERGY months on the City’'s corporate City .
USE - 2017-2018 ANNUAL greenhouse gas emissions and Innovation mte.nd_ed that the Greenhouse Gas
REPORT energy use. Emissions and Energy Use Annual .
Reports: 2018/19 and 2019/20, along with
Committee 26/10/2016, item 6.5 | 2. Opportunities for positive media about the finalisation of the 2010 — 2020
Council 2/10/2017, item 17 the City’s achievements in regard to reduction targets: Emissions 17% and
greenhouse gas emissions and Energy 35%; be reported to the November
Committee 19/9/2018, item 6.2 energy use be sought. CIC meeting with recommendations to

consider the development of further
emissions and energy targets.

It is intended that these will inform and
align to the draft SHAP and Smart Cities
Action Plan and further opportunities to
continue to realise cost-savings across the
Council's assets and services.

Media opportunities will also be sought.

Officers propose to postpone the
presentation of the Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Energy Use report until
early in 2020, since there are actions
associated with it that will be affected by
whether the Climate Change Framework
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Officer

and Action Plan is accepted by the City
Planning.C . | C -

13 | SANDY BAY ROAD WALKING | That the matter be deferred to a Director Officers are progressing the matter.
AND CYCLING PROJECT - subsequent City Infrastructure Committee City
REQUEST TO MODIFY DESIGN | meeting for the purpose of attaining Planning
TO REMOVE PEDESTRIAN costings for the survey to be undertaken
CROSSING of the local community in relation to the
Council 3/4/2017, item 29 installation of a pedestrian facility.
Committee 21/11/2018, item 6.4
14 | COLLINS COURT 1. The Council endorse the design Director A report detailing the proposed design for
REDEVELOPMENT - STAGE shown on Attachment A to item 6.1 of City Stage 2 of Collins Court is included on this
TWO the Open City Infrastructure Planning meeting agenda.

- - Committee agenda of the 21 June
Council 3/7/2017, item 17 2017 for the purpose of stakeholder
and wider public engagement.
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2. The outcomes of the stakeholder and
wider public engagement in 1 above
be the subject of a further report to the

Council.
15 | CITY TO COVE CONNECTIONS | 1. That widening the footpaths in Director This project needs to be considered in light
Council 3/7/2017, item 18 El|zabeth Street, from Coll_lns Street, Clt){ of the recent State Government _
to Franklin Wharf be considered as an Planning announcement concerning the major
integral component of the Elizabeth upgrade of the bus mall and the Council’s
Street Bus Mall Improvement project. recent resolution concerning the

consideration of a master plan for the
blocks bordered by Murray, Macquarie,
Campbell and Davey Streets.

2. That community engagement be
conducted on the proposed Brooke
Street to Franklin Square link.

City officers and the State Government

have met to discuss its planning of its

vision for the Elizabeth Street Transit

Centre.

3. The outcomes of the community
consultation in 2 above be the subject
of a further report to the Council.

The State Government has appointed a

consultant to investigate the feasibility of
an underground Elizabeth Street Transit
Centre.

City officers have met with the consultant
and provided a range of information to
assist with their report.

16 | PETITION - SANDY BAY 1. The General Manager proceed with Director 1. Complete — change occurred from
SHOPPING PRECINCT the implementation of the Council City 1 November 2017.
FOOTPATHS - OPPOSING resolution of 12 October 2015, by Planning | 5 ina th tt
CHANGE TO OUTDOOR progressing the relocation of - Hieers are progressing fhe mater.
DINING AREAS AND BUS occupation licence areas and 2(i) A report addressing this matter will be
STOP LOCATIONS provided.
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to the commencement of the
2018 school year;

(b) Work with the Department of
State Growth to review and
revise the operating times of the
variable 40 km/h school zone
signage to ensure that it is

Ref Title Report / Action Officer Comments
Council 7/8/2017, item 10 signboards away from the building line
Council 4/9/2017, item 14 in the Sandy Bay Shopping Precinct.
The Council develop a new formal
policy, building on the Council
resolution of 12 October 2015, which
provides guidance on the placement
of outdoor dining in Hobart streets,
taking into consideration the width of
footpaths and traffic speed suitable for
outdoor dining.
(i) Further options such as parklets,
be explored for outdoor dining in
narrow footpath areas.
17 | PETITION - UPGRADE OF THE The following recommendations to Director 1(a) Complete
SCHOOL CROSSING IN furjther ”,nprove .the .SafEty of the Clty 1(b)(c) Officers are progressing the other
FORSTER STREET. NEW children’s crossing in Forster Street at Planning o -
’ New T Bri School b matters in liaison with the
TOWN ew Town Frimary school be Department of State Growth.
. , endorsed:
Councll 21/8/2017, ftem 6 (a) The Department of State Growth 2. Offer extended to New Town
Council 18/12/2017, item 6.2 be re u‘;sted to ensure that the Primary School by Bicycle
renev?al of the line marking in Network to participate in an Active
Forster Street, New Town be Routes to School workshop.
prioritised to be completed prior 3. Complete.
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consistent with the start and
finish times of the school; and

(¢) Continue to work with the
Department of State Growth’s
Road Safety Branch to improve
the conspicuousness of the
children’s crossing through either
improved signage or the trialling
the use of flashing lights as an
alternative to the flags.

2. An offer be made to New Town
Primary School giving them the option
of participating in an Active Routes to
School workshop.

3. The organiser of the petition be
advised of the Council’s decision.

18 | NEW TOWN RETAIL 1. The streetscape upgrade be Director Construction on Stage 1 of the New Town
PRECINCT - PROPOSED implemented, based on the concept City Retail Precinct is complete.
STREETSCAPE CONCEPT design proposal, ywth detailed design Planning Road surface overlay works are complete.
Council 18/12/2017, item 6.1 to be undertaken in 2018 and . .

’ ' construction to commence in early The intersection at Roope Street and New
Council 4/6/2018, item 11 2019. Town Road has been reinstated.
2. Inthe event the consultation process Given the financial impact of COVID-19,
results in an increase in costs, the this project can now only proceed in full if
details be advised to the Council. external funding can be secured.

External funding has been sought.
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19 | 99 STEPS, WEST HOBART 1. Works be undertaken to improve the Director Draft plan developed and community
. : amenity and safety of the small set of City consultation in relation to the proposed
COUFIC” 8!10!20187 ftem 12 steps at the top of 99 Steps, West Amenity improvement works are scheduled.
Council 6/5/2019, item 14 Hobart including the installation of a

seat and fence, along with a ramp and
new steps on the opposite side of
Liverpool Street at an estimated cost
of $25,000 in 2019-2020 to be funded
from the City Laneways Access and
Lighting Upgrades budget allocation.

2. Stormwater works including extension
of a stormwater main along Liverpool
Street and installation of drainage pits
be constructed in 2020-2021 as part of
a road and stormwater upgrade
project to address flooding issues,
subject to funding approval in the
2020-2021 budget.

3. Works to fully upgrade the 99 Steps
walkway to full compliance with
engineering standards and installation
of bicycle channel be considered in
the development of a City Laneways
Strategy and Action Plan.

20 |71 LETITIA STREET, NORTH The City Infrastructure Committee be Director The Council decision is being actioned.
HOBART - PARTIAL requested to address on-street parking in City
DEMOLITION, SUBDIVISION the area of the development. Planning

(ONE ADDITIONAL LOT) AND
ALTERATIONS TO CAR
PARKING
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Open Council 17/6/2019, item
21 | ELIZABETH STREET 1. That a draft concept design for the Director 1, 2, 3 complete
MIDTOWN RETAIL PRECINCT Elizabeth Street Precinct upgrade be City
UPGRADE developed with consideration of the Planning
. . Project Action Team's principles, A memorandum to Elected Members on 12
Open Council 8/7/2019, item 12 desired outcomes and November provided a detailed update on
recommendations, as outlined in the status of this project.

Attachment A to item 6.1 of the Open
City Infrastructure Committee agenda
of 19 June 2019.

2. The draft concept design for the
Elizabeth Street Precinct upgrade be
communicated to Elected Members by
way of a briefing, prior to further
targeted consultation with key
stakeholders, landlords and property
owners.

3. A further report be provided to the
Council following key stakeholder
engagement and prior to broader
community consultation on the draft
concept design.

4. A detailed report addressing the
potential loss of car parking within the
Elizabeth Street Precinct be referred
to the Finance and Governance
Committee at the appropriate time.

ELIZABETH STREET
MIDTOWN RETAIL PRECINCT
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UPGRADE - RESULTS OF KEY
STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT

Open Council 12/10/2020 -
item 15

That the Council receive and note the

feedback provided by key stakeholders in
regard to the draft concept design for the
Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct upgrade.

Broader community consultation now be
undertaken on the draft concept design for
the Elizabeth Street Retail Precinct
upgrade, followed by a further report to
include a summary of all feedback
received, officer responses to the
feedback and a revised draft concept
including any proposed changes in
response to feedback received.

A detailed report addressing the potential
loss of car parking within the Elizabeth
Street Precinct be referred to the Finance
and Governance Committee, at the
appropriate time.

22

REQUEST FOR SPEED LIMIT
REDUCTION IN DEGRAVES
STREET AND APSLEY
STREET, SOUTH HOBART

Open Council 5/8/2019, item 11

1. That the Council write to the Transport
Commissioner requesting a change to
the speed limit on Degraves Street
and Apsley Street, South Hobart from
the current default urban speed limit of
50 km/h to 40 km/h.

(i) The submission to include a
report detailing the
characteristics of the road (as
per the requirements of the
Transport Commissioner).

Director
City
Planning

Complete
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Comments

2. Consideration of wider area speed
limit reductions in residential areas be
included as an action in the City of
Hobart Transport Strategy Action
Plan.

3. The management and staff of Child's
Play Early Learning Centre
communicate to all parents and carers
who are responsible for the drop-off
and pick-up of children attending the
Centre, that dedicated parking spaces
for this purpose are available and
accessible via Syme Street, South
Hobart.

23

CAMPBELL STREET
(BETWEEN LIVERPOOL
STREET AND COLLINS
STREET) - TRIAL TRAFFIC
MANAGEMENT
ARRANGEMENTS FOR ROYAL
HOBART HOSPITAL K-BLOCK

Council 9/9/19, item 15

That a trial of the traffic and parking
arrangements for Campbell Street
between Liverpool Street and Collins
Street be approved for an initial period of
at least 12 months from the opening of the
Royal Hobart Hospital K Block.

A report on the operation of the traffic
management and parking arrangement be
provided following the 12 month trial to
enable Council to consider a more
permanent arrangement in Campbell
Street.

The Council authorise the General
Manager to negotiate with the Royal
Hobart Hospital administration for a
contribution towards upgrading the
reinstated footpath (in Campbell Street

Director
City
Planning

The installation of traffic and parking
arrangements for Campbell Street between
Liverpool Street and Collins Street has
been completed.

Trial assessment scheduled to commence
May 2021.
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. . Action

Ref Title Report / Action Officer Comments

adjacent to the Royal Hobart Hospital)
from asphalt to unit paver materials.

24 | INSTALLATION OF TRAFFIC That the installation of traffic signals at the Director Detail design under preparation.
SIGNALS - INTERSECTION OF | intersection of Molle Street and Collins City
COLLINS STREET AND Street to improve the safety and amenity Planning tﬁggrt:aar;sﬁghagmzf::g;?f; g::r?:? ?or
MOLLE STREET of pedestrians and cyclists be supported. the area required to signalise the junction
Council 9/9/2019, item 17 (i) Subject to the proposed bulbing in Funding has been secured through

Molle Stre;ttbelnfg :tiduﬁd in length to Australian Government programs for the
accommodate a furtner two car majority of the project costs.
parking spaces.

The General Manager be authorised to

negotiate with the landowner of 40 50

Molle Street for the incorporation of the

existing driveway and associated ‘right of

way’ utilised by pedestrians and cyclists

into the proposed traffic signals, including

the transfer of any land necessary to

facilitate that installation.

A further report be provided on the

possible use of different surface

treatments to highlight the pedestrian

crossings.

25 | LIVERPOOL STREET, Remediation works of the flood damaged Director The flood remediation works have been
HOBART - EMBANKMENT section of 367-377 Liverpool Street, City delayed due to hold up with the TasWater
REMEDIATION Hobart retaining the existing Liverpool Amenity approval process.

Open Council 7/10/2019, item 11 Str?Et roa_d geometry, addr_gss!ng Revised project plan is currently being
drainage issues and rehabilitating the developed and further advice will be
road pavement, at an estimated cost of provided on the anticipated
$370,000, be approved. commencement date.
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Funding of $92,000 be allocated from the
City’s Roads Strategy and Projects
Budget Function in the 2019-20 Annual
Plan to augment the funds to be provided
by the Federal Government Natural
Disaster Relief arrangement.

26 | 454-462 CHURCHILL AVENUE, | 1. The report titled ‘454-462 Churchill Director The majority of the civil works are
SANDY BAY - SHARED Avenue, Sandy Bay - Shared Access’ City completed with the slip resistance
ACCESS be received and noted. Amenity treatment to be applied subject to weather.

Open Council 4/11/2019, item 11 | 2. The following works be implemented
on the shared access servicing 454 to
462 Churchill Avenue, Sandy Bay:

(i) Installation of a skid/slip resistant
surface on the shared access;

(i) Construction of a small (~16m?)
area of concrete hardstand
within the road reservation
opposite the driveways to 454
and 456 Churchill Avenue to
provide extra
turning/manoeuvring area for
vehicles at the top of the shared
access;

(i) Removal of steps leading into
456 Churchill Avenue located
within the highway reservation;

(iv) Installation of traffic markers
(flexible bollards) near the
driveway entrance to 454
Churchill Avenue to assist

Page 20 of 29



Item No. 7.1

Ref

Title

Agenda (Open Portion)

City Infrastructure Committee Meeting - 25/11/2020

Report / Action

Action
Officer

Comments

Page 212
ATTACHMENT A

drivers when manoeuvring in and
out of this driveway; and

(v) Installation of a small 200mm
high retaining structure at the
edge of driveway and minor
regrading of the driveway
entrance to 454 Churchill
Avenue to provide some
improvement to the cross fall of
the driveway.

Further detailed design to be carried
out for construction documentation.

The General Manager be delegated
authority to negotiate an occupation
licence to allow for a fence and gate at
the rear of 462 Churchill Avenue, in a
location that does not impact on the
turning manoeuvring of vehicles in the
road reservation.

The General Manager be delegated
authority to negotiate the relocation of
the rear driveway of 462 Churchill
Avenue, subject to the provision of a
suitable area adjacent to the driveway
entrance of 462 Churchill Avenue for
placement of wheelie bins for 454,
456, and 458 — 460 Churchill Avenue.

The costs associated with the
proposal, estimated at $90,000 be
funded from the City's Road Strategy
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and Projects Budget Function within
the 2019-20 Annual Plan.

7. The owners of 454, 456, 458-460, and
462 Churchill Avenue, Sandy Bay to
be notified of Council resolution.

27 | HUON ROAD - UPHILL 1. The General Manager be authorised Director Construction underway.
BICYCLE PASSING to sign and attach the common seal of City
OPPORTUNITY PROJECT the City of Hobart to the grant deed Planning
Open Council 16/12/2019 when received for the provision of
ltem 12 ’ passing opportunities for vehicle

drivers to safely pass uphill bicycle
riders on Huon Road.

2. On completion of part 1 of the
recommendation, the City of Hobart
proceed to procurement of the
proposed works for the provision of
passing opportunities for vehicle
drivers to safely pass uphill bicycle
riders on Huon Road between
Stephenson Place and 432 Huon
Road, as detailed in the concept
design drawings provided as
Attachment A to item 6.3 of the Open
City Infrastructure Committee agenda
of 11 December 2019.

28 | CAMPBELL STREET AND 1. The initial concept design for bicycle Director Community engagement with key
ARGYLE STREET BICYCLE facilities on Argyle Street, Campbell City stakeholders and property
CONNECTIONS Street, Liverpool Street and Bathurst Planning owners/operators has commenced along

Street, including sections of separated the route of the proposed trial extension of

cycleways is provided as Attachment
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Open Council 16/12/2019, A to item 6.4 of the Open City the inner city cycling network (Campbell,
ltem 13 Infrastructure Committee agenda of 11 Argyle, Liverpool and Bathurst Streets).

December 2019 be used as the basis
to commence public engagement with
key stakeholders in early 2020.

Detail design and traffic modelling under
finalisation with funding pending
discussions with Department of State
(i) That consultation occur with Growth.
relevant stakeholders, in
particular, property owners, land
owners, residents and lease
holders of the affected streets.

(i) The facilities be trialled for a one
year period.

2. A further report detailing the proposal
be provided to the Council following
the public engagement with key
stakeholders.

3. Areport be provided on the feasibility
of introducing priority car pool and bus
lanes on Campbell and Argyle Streets.

29 | BROOKE / DESPARD 1. Approval be given to implement a Director The Council decision is being actioned.
STREETS - CONGESTION three-month trial congestion reducing City
REDUCING INITIATIVE - initiative that would: Planning
THREE-MONTH TRIAL (i) Close Brooke Street at Morrison Deputy
Open Council 10/3/2020, item 16 Street to taxi and rideshare General
vehicles on Friday and Saturday Manager
evenings from 11.00 pm to 5.00
am;

(i) Create a taxi holding area in the
CSIRO car park in Castray
Esplanade on Friday and
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Comments

Saturday evenings between 11.00
pm and 5.00 am;

(iii) Create a nominated waiting
location for ride share vehicles in
Salamanca Place between Davey
Street and Gladstone Street; and

(iv) Create four pick-up locations for
ride share passengers across the
waterfront precinct.

2. The Lord Mayor write to the State
Treasurer seeking co-funding of the
trial congestion reducing initiative and
potential ongoing funding should the
trial be successful.

3. Funding of $17,483 to implement the
three-month trial will be allocated to
the Special Events Traffic
Management budget allocation in the
Traffic Strategy and Projects function
area of the 2019-20 annual plan.

30

NETWORK OPERATING PLAN
(NOP) — BRIEFING

Open CIC 24/6/2020, item 6.1

That that the briefing be received and
noted.

A further report on the progress of the
inner Hobart Network Operation Plan
(NOP) be provided at the appropriate
time.

Director
City
Planning

The Council decision is being actioned.
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31 | REQUEST FOR SPEED LIMIT That: 1. The Council endorse the Director The Council decision is being actioned.
REDUCTION IN HOBART engagement with key City
CENTRAL BUSINESS stakeholders and the preparation Planning

DISTRICT AND RETAIL
PRECINCTS

Open Council 6/7/2020, item 10

of supporting documentation to
allow a submission to the
Transport Commissioner
requesting the following speed
limit changes in Hobart's Central
Business District indicatively
proposed as:

a) Elizabeth Street between
Melville and Morrison Streets
(excluding the Elizabeth
Street Mall and Macquarie
and Davey Street crossing
points) from 50 km/hour to
40km/hour. (Note: Elizabeth
Street between Collins and
Davey Streets is currently
30km/hr).

b) Collins and Liverpool Streets
between Murray and Argyle
from 50 km/hour to
40km/hour (Note: Criterion
Lane and Liverpool St
between Elizabeth Street
and Murray Street is
currently 30km/hr).

c) Melville and Bathurst Streets
between Harrington and
Campbell Streets from 50
km/hour to 40km/ hour.
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d)

e)

f)

Harrington, Murray, Argyle
and Campbell Streets
between Melville and Davey
Streets (excluding the Davey
and Macquarie Street
crossings), from 50 km/hour
to 40km/hour.

Liverpool and Collins Streets
between Harrington and
Murray Streets, and between
Argyle and Campbell Streets
from 50 km/hour to
40km/hour. (Note: Collins
Street from Argyle to
Elizabeth Street is currently
30 km/hour)

Market Place, Kemp Street,
Trafalgar Place, Purdys Mart,
Wellington Court, Harrington
Lane, Watchorn Street,
Victoria Street, Bidencopes
Lane from 50 km/hour to
40km/hour.

2. The Council endorse
engagement with key
stakeholders and the preparation
of supporting documentation to
allow a submission to the
Transport Commissioner for the
following speed limit changes in
the Suburban Retail Precincts
between the hours of 7:00am
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until 7:00pm Monday to
Thursday and 7:00am until
10:00pm Friday to Sunday
indicatively proposed as:

a)

b)

c)

d)

North Hobart between
Burnett Street and Tasma
Street from 50km/hour to
40km/ hour (Note: Extending
the existing 40km/hour zone
between Federal Street and
Burnett Street).

Lenah Valley between Giblin
Street and Greenway
Avenue from 50km/hour to
40km/ hour.

South Hobart from Excell
Lane and the Southern
Qutlet Junction from
50km/hour to 40km/ hour.

Sandy Bay along Sandy Bay
Road from Osborne Street
and Russell Crescent, and
including King Street
between Grosvenor Street
and Princes Street, Gregory
Street between Grosvenor
and Sandy Bay Road,
Princes Street between King
Street and Sandy Bay Road,
and Russell Crescent
between Sandy Bay Road
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and King Street from
50km/hour to 40km/ hour.

e) New Town: New Town Road
from Marsh Street to the
Pirie Street intersection, and
Risdon Road between New
Town Road and Swanston
Street from 50km/hour to
40km/ hour.

32 | THE NORTH HOBART RETAIL | That Director A report will be submitted to a Special
AND ENTERTAINMENT City Meeting of All Council Committees on
PRECINCT PLACE VISION Planning Monday 23 November.

AND ACCESS AND PARKING Hobart Retail and Entertainment

PLAN PROJECT Precinct Place Vision and Access and
Open Council 6/7/2020, item 13 Parking Plan Project by consultants
Village Well and MRCagney.

2. The consultant’s report be publicly
released on-line for public information
only and noted as such.

1. The Council receive and note the
reports prepared as part of the North

3. Council Officers prepare a further
report which includes 10 questions to
be asked in the subsequent public
consultation process. These
questions to be considered and
approved by Council.

4. The results of the public consultation
be reported in four domains:

(i) North Hobart residents
(i) North Hobart traders
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(iii) Customers
(iv) Other

33 | HOBART RIVULET - Director Should a UTas Honour student seek to

That the enclosed sections of the Hobart

POTENTIAL AS A f : City undertake the proposed study project,

PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY AND | Vulet not be considered for use as a Amenity | Elected Members will be advised
public thoroughfare or commuter route, .

CYCLEWAY noting the significant workplace health accordingly.

Open Council 12/10/2020 — item | and safety controls required to mitigate Complete

14 the extreme risk associated with such a

stormwater facility, including the specialist
training and accreditation required by
those entering the enclosed sections.

As part of the City’'s Honour Student
Program with the Engineering Faculty of
the University of Tasmania, the City seek
an expression of interest from potential
students on the following project:

“Theoretical investigation into the viability
of retrofitting a cycle/pedestrian way into
the underground urban section of the
Hobart Rivulet’
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Regulation 29(3) Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015.
File Ref: 13-1-10

The General Manager reports:-

“In accordance with the procedures approved in respect to Questions Without
Notice, the following responses to questions taken on notice are provided to
the Committee for information.

The Committee is reminded that in accordance with Regulation 29(3) of the
Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015, the Chairman is
not to allow discussion or debate on either the question or the response.”

8.1 Speed Monitoring Surveys
File Ref: F20/32175; 13-1-10

Memorandum of the Director City Planning of 10 November 2020.

8.2 Large Vehicles in Urban Zones - Peak Hour
File Ref: F20/94465; 13-1-10

Memorandum of the Director City Planning of 19 November 2020.

8.3 Building Site Hoardings
File Ref: F20/104415; 13-1-10

Memorandum of the Director City Planning of 19 November 2020.

Delegation: Committee

That the information be received and noted.
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Cityof HOBART
Memorandum: Lord Mayor

Deputy Lord Mayor

Elected Members

Response to Question Without Notice
SPEED MONITORING SURVEYS

Meeting: City Infrastructure Committee Meeting date: 26 February 2020

Raised by: Lord Mayor Reynolds

Question:

Can the Director please circulate the findings of any speed monitoring surveys
undertaken in the last 5 years on Macquarie Street between Elizabeth and Campbell
Streets?

Response:
The City of Hobart has no such speed data available.
As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local

Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Neil Noye
DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING

Date: 10 November 2020
File Reference: F20/32175; 13-1-10
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Cityof HOBART

Memorandum: Lord Mayor
Deputy Lord Mayor
Elected Members

Response to Question Without Notice

LARGE VEHICLES IN URBAN ZONES - PEAK HOUR

Meeting: City Infrastructure Committee Meeting date: 26 August 2020
Raised by: Lord Mayor Reynolds

Question:

Is there a requirement from the City of Hobart or the State Government on large
vehicles to avoid travel in urban zones during peak traffic times and how common is
this traffic management tool in other States and in particular capital cities?

Response:

The National Heavy Vehicle Regulator (NHVR) administers one set of laws, the
Heavy Vehicle National Law (HVNL) for heavy vehicles over 4.5 tonnes gross vehicle
mass. Heavy vehicle access in Tasmania is regulated under the Heavy Vehicle
National Law (Tasmania) Act of 2013 and the Heavy Vehicle National Law
(Tasmania) Regulations of 2014.

These heavy vehicle laws and regulations are applied at a National level in all states
and territories except the Northern Territory and Western Australia. Each jurisdiction /
road authority is able to apply their own specific exemption notices.

Vehicles within certain dimensions / weights / axle load limits are able to travel free of
restrictions or need for approval. This includes the majority of heavy vehicles on
Hobart’s roads, including regular freight vehicles for supermarkets / shops / logistics,
single level flatbed trucks, waste collection vehicles etc.

Approval for vehicles exceeding these limits is either given under Notice, or with a
Permit.
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The types of vehicles covered under notice on pre-approved routes include:

e Class 1 load carrying vehicles within dimension/mass limits described in the notice
(dependent on truck, trailer and axle configuration).

e Some Special Purpose Vehicles (some mobile cranes, concrete pumps, drill rigs,
elevated work platforms and fire trucks).

e B-doubles and Higher mass limit vehicles.
e Truck and dog trailer combinations.

e 14.5m buses.

Vehicles requiring Permits include:

¢ Vehicles above on all other routes.

e Over size/over mass vehicles — typically large indivisible loads.

Matters that the road manager should consider include, but are not limited to, the
following:

a) the vehicle’s ability to interact with surrounding traffic;

b) the vehicle’s ability to interact with the infrastructure and road environment;

c) dimensions of the road such as its width and the length of stretches of the road;
d) location of infrastructure on or near the road pavement;

e) usual traffic conditions of the road — such as what types of vehicles use the
road,;

f)  the use of properties near the road — for example does the road pass a property
used by vulnerable road users such as children;

g) sight distances for other road users;

h)  clearance zones for the road;

i)  the results of road safety assessments and audits; and

j)  whether the road is suitable for the safe transport of dangerous goods.

When a permit is required for travel on the City of Hobart’s roads, the Program
Leader Road Services can apply conditions including time of travel. Typically, permits

include a ‘no peak hour travel’ condition, as well as a ‘no night travel’ condition if
night travel is avoidable.
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The City of Hobart is not involved if the travel is only on State managed roads, that is,
Macquarie Street, Davey Street, Southern Outlet, Brooker Highway and Tasman
Highway.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Neil Noye
DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING

Date: 19 November 2020
File Reference: F20/94465; 13-1-10
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Cityof HOBART

Memorandum: Lord Mayor
Deputy Lord Mayor
Elected Members

Response to Question Without Notice

BUILDING SITE HOARDINGS

Meeting: City Infrastructure Committee Meeting date: 23 September 2020

Raised by: Lord Mayor Reynolds

Question:

Could the Director please advise if the City has any standards for Building Site
Hoardings such as in other Capital Cities? If not, is it time for Hobart to consider
Hoarding Standards and requirements to avoid unsightly building sites with flimsy
transparent fencing impacting on the streetscape?

Response:

A report is being prepared for the consideration of the committee for the review of the
standards for building site hoardings taking into account standards employed in other
Australian cities with the aim of improving the safety and appearance of building sites
within the city. The report will be presented to the committee on or before the first
guarter of 2021.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

Neil Noye
DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING

Date: 19 November 2020
File Reference: F20/104415; 13-1-10
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

Section 29 of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015.
File Ref: 13-1-10

An Elected Member may ask a question without notice of the Chairman,
another Elected Member, the General Manager or the General Manager’s
representative, in line with the following procedures:

1. The Chairman will refuse to accept a question without notice if it does not
relate to the Terms of Reference of the Council committee at which it is
asked.

2. In putting a question without notice, an Elected Member must not:

(i) offer an argument or opinion; or
(i) draw any inferences or make any imputations — except so far as may
be necessary to explain the question.

3. The Chairman must not permit any debate of a question without notice or
its answer.

4.  The Chairman, Elected Members, General Manager or General
Manager’s representative who is asked a question may decline to answer
the question, if in the opinion of the respondent it is considered
inappropriate due to its being unclear, insulting or improper.

The Chairman may require a question to be put in writing.

Where a question without notice is asked and answered at a meeting,
both the question and the response will be recorded in the minutes of
that meeting.

7. Where a response is not able to be provided at the meeting, the question
will be taken on notice and

(i) the minutes of the meeting at which the question is asked will record
the question and the fact that it has been taken on notice.

(i) a written response will be provided to all Elected Members, at the
appropriate time.

(i) upon the answer to the question being circulated to Elected
Members, both the question and the answer will be listed on the
agenda for the next available ordinary meeting of the committee at
which it was asked, where it will be listed for noting purposes only.
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CLOSED PORTION OF THE MEETING

RECOMMENDATION

That the Committee resolve by majority that the meeting be closed to the public
pursuant to regulation 15(1) of the Local Government (Meeting Procedures)
Regulations 2015 because the items included on the closed agenda contain the
following matters:

e Acquisition of land; and
e Contract update.

The following items are listed for discussion:-

Item No. 1 Minutes of the last meeting of the Closed Portion of the
Committee Meeting

Item No. 2 Consideration of supplementary items to the agenda

Item No. 3 Indications of pecuniary and conflicts of interest

Item No. 4 Reports

Iltem No. 4.1  Boundary Realignment to Incorporate the City's Infrastructure

LG(MP)R 15(2)(f)

Item No. 4.2  Acceptance of Recyclable Materials - Contract Update
LG(MP)R 15(2)(d)

Item No. 5 Committee Action Status Report

Item No. 5.1  Committee Actions - Status Report
LG(MP)R 15(2)(9)

Item No. 6 Questions Without Notice
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