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The views expressed in this report are thad the authors and are not necessarily supported by the
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Executive Summary

e sy

Summary

Introduction .

TheBike Plamprogram was developed and is
administered by the New South Wales (NSW) Roads
and Traffic Authority (RTA). The aim of this program
to assist councils to integrate bicycle facilities into the
community.

Evaluation team .

TraceyParnell and Rod Pop&harles Sturt
University(CSY

Aims and objectives .

To evaluate the processes, impacts and outcomes of
the development ofBike Plandyy local councils of the
South West Region of NSW.

Ethics .

Approval obtained from the Charles Studniversity,
School of Community Health Ethics in Human Reseal
Committee

Participants J

Included ouncil staff of local councilsRoad Safety
Officers (RSOs), community representatives and seni
RTA staff.

Method .

This evaluation involved predominanglqualitative
methodologyand included a call for submissions from
all councils in the target region and seratructured
interviews with participants from purposefully
sampled councils.

Response rates .

Approximately 60% of councilie the target region
responded to the initial call for submissiond5
councilswere purposefully sampled for thesemi
structured interviews.

Key findings .

Councils trialled a range of strategies to involve
communities in theBike Plarplanning process;
Varying responses by communities regarding
involvement inBike Plardevelopment were reported;
Varying levels of knowledge abolike Plansamongst
community members was noted;

There appeared to be a lack of formal community
feedback regardin@ike Plans

Generally, positive informal community feedback to
completed workwas reported,;

Resistance of some communities to initial plans was
noted during discussions;

There was a variation in the amount of funding
received by councils including funding from RTA and
other sources;
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Some councils reported difficulties matching RTA
funding;

Other funding opportunities were explored and
utilised by some of the council® complement Bike
Plan funding

The timing of notification of funding from RTA
impacted on some countia Q RS @St 2 LIYS
actioning of plans;

A few participants were concerned thaike Plan
funding will cease;

A number of councils reported difficulties related to
the availability of staff to develop and action thBike
Plan

There were differences in thexperiences of councils
who used external consultants to develop the Bike
Plan

Variations in the role of the RSO Bike Plan
development were noted;

There was recognition of the importance of council
support inBike Plandevelopment and follow up;
Thereg SNB @I NAF GA2ya Ay LI
Bike Plarguidelines; issues related to usability of
guidelines were outlined by some participants;
General sense that Bike Plan guidelines were clearer,
than guidelines for the Pedestrian Access and Mobilit
Plan program;

Plans were generally responsive to RTA objectives
although variations between plans were noted;

The importance of effective communication with RTA
and the perceived impact oBike Plandevelopment
and actioning was discussed;

There were issuegelated to the integration of various
plans within councils (including th8ike Plarn and the
effect this can have on a coordinated approach to
service delivery to the community;

The importance of reviewing plans was outlined by a
number of respondents inkiding RTA Staff;
Suggestions to improve the format and process of
submissions to make the process less labour intensivi
were made by some participants;

Maintenance ofbike pathsnot being funded by the
Bike Plarprogram was raised as an issue by some
courcils;

Indications from some participants thaBike Plan
guidelines were not specifically relevant to
rural/remote areas and were perhaps better suited to
more metropolitan areas;

Many bike paths are being used as shared pathways
shared between pedestans and cyclists).
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Benefits *

Anticipated benefits includedimproving the safety of
cyclists, increasing social interaction of the communit;
reduction in bicycle accidents, reduction of traffic
conflict, and facilitating a healthy and active
community;

Arange of other benefits were noted during the
evaluation including: increased number of cyclists anc
pedestrians in the community, positive impact on
tourism and attraction of new residents, passive
community surveillance, potential environmental
impact, and increased social and networking
opportunities.

Concluding comments .

TheBike Plamprogram has been of great benefit to a
number of local government areas included in this
study; the benefits of the outcomes dBike Planave
been shown to be broad afar reaching.

It would be beneficial to consider funding and
promoting the multi-functional aspects of bike paths.
There is evidence to suggest that thgike Plan
program is less accessible and useful to some of the
communities in the target area for aange of reasons.
Consideration regarding how to improve the equity of
this program is required in order to ensure the
intended benefits can be achieved by all communities

Recommendations .

More succinct guidelines and proformas for plan
development and sbmissions;

Improve equity of access to the Bike Plan program;
Provision of more education to councils by the RTA
regarding the Bike Plan program;

Consider ways to increase community involvement;
Explore the possibility of combining the Bike plan
program wih the Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plar
program;

Lighting is an important part of planning bike path
infrastructure and thus consideration should be given
to including this as part of the Bike Plan program;
Improve promotion of the Bike Plan program arttle
completed works within communities;

Councils need to consider other funding options to
support RTA funding;

Consider electronic submissions to RTA,

we! G2 ALISYR Y2NB GAYS A
councils to develop and action Bike Plans;

RTA, counils and RSOs to work together to provide
opportunities to share information and experiences
relating to Bike Plan program;

Councils to obtain further empirical data to support
claims regarding the benefits of the Bike Plan prograr
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1. Introduction

In its roadest context, the environment encompasses physical, social, cultural and institutional
factors, and has the potential to impact, both positively and negatively, on the engagement of
individuals in a community (Townsend & Polatajko, 2007). The phgsicabnment includes both

natural and builtconstituents Well planned, thoughtful design of the built environment creates
opportunities for people to engage icommunity lifethrough the provision of safe and equitable

access to, and participation in, laroad range of occupationgOccupationis defined here as
GXSOSNBUKAYT LIS2L)XS R2 G2 200dzLl (GKSyaSt@gSa A
fAFSIXFYR O2yGNROdziAy3a G2 GKS az20Al ¢ YR S02y?2
Polatajko, 2007pg 369). The importance of planning and developing community environments

that facilitate access, safety, health, environmental awareness and a sense of belonging within the
community is recognised by many reseandand practiioners (Imrie & Hall, R01; Letts, Rigby &

Stewart, 2003).

The Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) of New South Wales (NSW), Australia has responsibility for a
range of issues including the promotion of safety and access for cyclists in community contexts.

/] @ 0f Ay 3 A& I 20X KORIEfGIZK SYPANBYYSY (Gl ffe TFadbySyRE e 7
the NSW Government (RTA, 2003, pg B). this end, the RTA has developed glims for use by

local councils ithe development oEommunityBike Plans.

The RTA is committieto ensuring safe, accessible bike facilities within communities and to this end
initiated the Bike Plan program in 200Zhe key reasons for developing a Bike Plan are outlined in
Appendix 16.1. Through this programthe RTA supports councils on a dolfor dollar basis to

develop and construct local cycleway networks. Tias
development and implementation of Bike Plans assisuncils
to integrate bicycle facilities into the communityus improving
0KS aXxSldades KSIFfGK I yR pgHK
of that community. The ongoing commitment of the RTA to t
development of a bike path infrastructure throughout NSW
evident in its Annual Report, 2007. This reports outlines t

GKSNB A& y2¢ aXodnn 1Af2YS I @ XF 2N
cyd Aata FYyR LISRSAGNAIyazé 6 no Ay
its commitment, during 2006 "N nTX GKS w¢!

YAt EAZ2Y Fdzy RAYy3 &dzLIL2 NI G 2 R2f € NJ

(RTA, 2007, pg 60as part of the Bike Plan program th
assisting concils to continue the development of bike paths.

In line with its commitment to contributing to the health, welfare and safety of Australian
communities, Charles Sturt University (CSU) and its Centre for Inland Health and School of
Community Health agreetd completean evaluationof the Bike Plan program, as applied by local
councils in the SouthVest region of NSWor the RTA.

August 2008 Page6



Evaluation ofBike Plan Programz Report prepared for RTA

This evaluation was conducted concurrently with an evaluation ofwthie ! P@destrian Access and
Mobility Plan(PAMP)program. Information was collected from respondents about both programs
during both the call for submissieand the interviews.A number ofissues were raised during the
course of these evahtions which impact on the linkages between these programs and, where
relevant, these are noted

2. Evaluation Team

The evaluation teamvas comprised of researchers from Charles Sturt University. The project was
led by Tracey Parnell, Occupational Therapist within School of Community Health, with support from
Rod Pope, SenidResearch Fellow and Director of the Centre for Inland Health. The program was
further supported by research assistants who assisted with interviews, data collecti@h
transcription.

3. Aims and objectives of evaluation

A. Aim:

To evaluate the processes, iagis and outcomes of the development of Bike Plans by local councils
of the South West Region of NSW.

B. Objectives:

1. To document the experiences of councils and other stakeholders in the various phases of the
Bike Plardevelopmentprocess, the issues and ceshey faced in the process, and how they
addressed those issues or funded those costs, or why they did not;

2. To assess the extent to which the developed Bike Aghieve the RTroposed reasons
for Bike Plans;

3. To determine the level of satisfaction ok stakeholders with developed Bike Faand
points of difference;

4. To determine the actions that have been taken by any party in response to the Bilee Plan
actions that have not yet been taken, and reasons for which actions have and have not been
taken;

5. To determine the level of satisfaction of key stakeholders with the actions resulting from the
Bike Planto date of interview, and points of difference;

6. To determine the extent to which the Bike Pdaremain current andare being used,
reviewed and updat where required;
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7. To determine the amount of funding for new works that has been sechyembuncis based
on the Bike Plan, its source(s) and its application.

4. Ethics

The activities in this evaluation were deemed to be associated mitlimal risk under he National
Health andMedical ResearchCouncil (NHMRCQpuidelines. Ethics approval was obtairfed the
project from the Charles Sturt Universjt$school of Community Health Ethics in Human Research
Committee.

5. Participants

The subjectapproachedor this evaluation included:

e Council stafbf local councils in the designated regjgarticularly engineering or other staff
who had been intimately involved in Bike Plan processes;

¢ Road Safety Officers (R$@ the target region;

e Consumer group represeniaes involved in the Bike Plan processes identified by Bike
Plans, councils or RSOs;

e Senior RTA staff

6. Method

This project principally involved qualitative evaluation methods. Participant information sheets,
consent forms, interview scheduleand keycriteria for document analyses were designed by the
evaluation team in consultation with the RTA Project Manager and in order to meet the evaluation
objectives.

Information was initiallygeneratedfrom a call for submissions forwarded to all counait&l Road

Safety Officers (RSOSs) in the identified region (that is, the South West Region of NSW). This call for
submissions included details about the project and provided a number of guiding points for
respondents to addres®\ll the information obtainedfrom the calls for submission®oth written

and verbalwasthematicallyanalysed by the evaluation team akdythemes identified.

Semistructured interviews, using thé&ey themes identified in the responses to the calls for
submissions, were conduatewith council staff, RSOs and/or consumer representatives from a
purposeful sample of 16f the 32 councils in the target regiohe evaluation team endeavoured
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to sample a mix of councils in terms of geographical size, population and stage of devaiagme
Bike Plans; a number of councils declined involvement inetdduation, potentially impacting on

the range of views obtainedn four of the councilghe interviews were conducted fade-face and

were accompanied by observation of the bike istracture and facilities within the community. All
other interviews were conducted by telephone. Detailed document analysis on a purposeful sample
of six Bike Plans was also conducted.

To further enhance the depth of data collected telephone intervievese also conductedvith two
purposefully sampledeniorRTA staff membersvith responsibilities for the Bike Plan prograithe
perspectives reflected in interview responsesibmissions, observations within communitiesd
Bike Plan documentwere triangilated in the analysis phase, during thematic analysis, to identify,
clarify and validate key themes and issues.

7. Response rates

Following the call for submissions, 17 responses, representing 19 councils were received (Note:
some RS&cover more than oneauncil and responded to theall forsubmissios for the different
councils they work within, thus the discrepancy in figures).  The South West region of NSW is
comprised of 32 councils and thus the response rate was just under 60%. Approximatelyrédne th
of the responses received were compldtby RS®and the remainder byauncil staff involved in

the Bike Plans.

8. Key findings from the Bike Plan data

8.1 Summary of key findings from the Bike Plan data

Key theme Subfindings

Community consulation and feedback e Arange of strategies weréialled by councils to
involve communities in planning procestghese
efforts resulted in varying responses from
communities regarding their involvement in the
development of the Bike Plan;

e There was arying kvels of knowledge abouthe
RTABike Plarprogramamongst community
members

e There was adck of formal community feedback
regardingBike Plansowever there was positive,
informal community feedback to the work funded
and completed under the Bike Plan pgram;

e Resistance of some communities to initial platts
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develop bike pathsvas reported by some
participants.

Funding .

There was a ariation in the amount of funding
received by councils including funding from RTA ai
other sourceswith some councils otlining their
difficulty in matching RTA funding;

Other funding opportunitieswere explored and
utilised by some councils in order to complement
Bike Plan funding;

Concerns were raised in relation to th#éming of
notification of funding from RTAand the mpact this
had on planning and completion of works;

There was someancern thatRTA Bike Plafunding
will cease

Resources .

A number of councils reporteditficulties related to
the availability of staffto develop and action the
Bike Plan;

There were diferences in the experiences of
councils who used external consultants to develop
the Bike Plan, with some reported positive
experiences and other less successful outcomes;
Variations in the role of the RSO Bike Plan
developmentwere noted;

There was ecognition of the importance of council
support inBike Plardevelopment and follow up

RTA guidelines, support and feedback .

There were ariationsing NI A OA LI y (& ¢
Bike Planguidelines;Plans generally responsive to
RTA objectives although viations between plans
noted;

The importance of effective @ammunication with
RTA and perceived impact on Bike Plan
development and actioningvas discussed.

Processes and planning .

There were $sues related to theritegration of
various planswithin councils (including the Bike
Plan) and the effect this can have on a coordinatec
approach to service deliverio the community;

The mportance of eviewing planswas outlined by
a number of respondents including RTA staff;
Suggestions to improve theofmat and process of
submissiongo make the process less labour
intensivewere made by some participants.

Rurality .

There were mdications from some participants that
Bike Plan program guidelines were not specifically
relevant to rural/remote areas and were perhaps

August 2008
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better suited to more metropolitan areas

e The constraintof smaller budgets orthe ability to
fully utilise Bike Plan progranfunding was raised by,
some councils.

Pedestrians as users of bike paths e Alarge number of bike paths being effectively usec
as stared pathways.

8.2. Community consultation and feedback

Most of the councils and RSOs who responded to the calls for submission or who were interviewed
indicated that attempts at community consultation had been made prior to development ditte

Plan Various strategies were used by counciltheir representatives to include local communities

in the planning phase; these strategies included newspaper advertisements, public meetings and
focus groups, observations within the community, surveys, direct approaches to relevant persons
and groups, ad making draft plans available for public comment. Some councils alsdagséd

Access Committeds.number of councils have an Access Committee that is compromised of a group
of residents and other interested parties with an interest in access andysiafates within the
community) Landare GroupsndBicycleUser Groups (BUGS) to obtain relevant community
perspectives to aid the planning process.

Attempts at involving the community had varying degrees of success; some councils indicated that

they fdt they had adequate community involvement and others indicated that the response was

limited andwasat times frustratinggd X @ 2dz OF ff | YSS{iAy3 FyR GKNBS LI
the cup of tea, one thought it was a meeting about something el$®¢ ani KS G KANR 2y S RA
gKIFEG @2dz ¢SNBE (I f Poing 8 thé coandids indicgted dhatéalthéugh they had
attempted to facilitate community consultation the amount of input had been minimaX A ¥ L KIF R |
stab in the dark, | probably doubt weould have had much community involvement except maybe

LISNK I LJa | O2dzLX S 2 7F & OK@ne ta@nki? stff memi2e olztlifed the2 ¥ LIS
O2YYdzyAlieQa AYyAGALIT F'YoA @It SyparSandia® genéril JackRoS @St 2 L.
understanding about dw it might benefit the communityg X G KSNB g ay Qi (22 YdzOK
Fa ¢KIFIG 61 & YySSRSR | a4 Tih anbtherdcounckK Be iratial jc@nmunigd O & ¢
response was particularly negative with community members outlining that the counciéynmuld

be better spent elsewheregd X 1 KSNBXQa | o0AG 2F NBaradglyOoS FTNRY ¢
0K2a$sS (KA yhisexgeyencelivds Srfildr dévarying degrees in some of the other councils

who participated in the interviews.Feedbackirom some community members in relation to the

planned bike path indicated that although they could see the benefits of a bike path, they did not

want it constructed adjacent to where they lived due to concerns about activities it might attract (for
exampe, underage drinking, theft).
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Interviews with community representatives revealed varying levels of knowledge about the
development phase of thdBike Plan with much of the feedback from this group relating to
satisfaction with the work completed as a rétswf the Bike Plan In general, community
representatives had a relatively good understanding of the goals for developing the Bike Plan
K26S@OSN) G6KSe SOK2SR az2yYy$S 2F (GKS O2dzyOméany aidl ¥F
community members couldot initially grasp the benefits of the Bike Plan program and thus may

have been resistant to the proposalne participant indicated that the process of plan development

and community involvementt Xy SSRa (G2 06S Y2NB {iAdthérchdndyy & | YR
representative reflected that X O2 YYdzy Aleé Ay @2t @SYSy (i ySShRad G2 o685
should be extended beyond just the initial planning stagésio of the community representatives

were involved in community based groups (for example targl and outlined thatthrough the
consultation processj KS& KIFIR 6SSy |o6fS G2 STFFSOA@Ste AydsS
Plan and that this had been a rewarding experience and had greatly benefited the community.

With regard to community feedick about theBike Planand actions taken as a result of, imost
councils and RSOs were able to outline feedback, both positive and negative, that had been
received. Most of this feedback was in response to works completed or future works that
communitymembers felt needed to be given a higher priority. Very few, if any, of the councils had
sought formal feedback from the community in response to Bilee Plaror the works completed as

a result of the plang X 204 2 F  duniarohndl and tding to geSpebalthiough one
respondent reported that she regularly received letters and emails from community members
regarding the Bike Plan and the related developments.

Although much of the community feedback about the work completed as a resthedike Plans

was positivefor exampled X KIF Sy Qi KSFNR Iy IROSNAS OZ¥YSyi
as previously notedhere was also some evidence of resistance and negativity within communities
particularlyin response to thenitial discussins and plans Some councils and RS@ported that

until works were actually completed arigking utilised, the communitgeemed to be reluctant to
embrace the proposed changesAs previously noted, some community members felt that the
money allocated tdhe Bike Plan program by both the RTA and the council could be better used for
other purposegfor example road maintenance and upgrading)

8.3 Funding

There wassomediscussionpredominantly positivearound the issue of funding in réilan to Bike

Plans In general, councils were appreciative of the funding received through the RTA in order to
enhance and extend bike infrastructure.Most consideredthat the 50/50 funding for the
development and implementation oBike Planswas of gre& benefit to their council and the
community. Most of the community representatives interviewed were unaware that half of the
funding for the Bike Plan program had been received from the RTA.

During 20072008, the RTA allocated more than $3.8 millionhe Bike Plan program in NSW; this
NEBLINBASYGSR pnkpn O2yiNRodziAz2ya (2 aXdo THe2 OFf 6.
amount of funding securedpoth from the RTA and other sources, to complement council funding
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allocated to develop and &on the Bike Plans, varied significantly between councils. The amount of
detail provided by council staff and RSOs in response to this line of enquiry absb gigeatly with

some giving broad responses suchéaX I £ £ Fdzy RAy 3 NEBIj dzS&ahEdtheskKl & 06 S°¢
providing detailed accounts of the money spent during the development and construction phases of
the Bike PlanDetailed responses to the call for submissions, indicated that the amount of funding
secured by council® date through the RT#or the Bike Plan program varied from around $5,@00
$500,000; it is expected that some councils will have etk less than this (indeed, there are
councils who have not accessed Bike Plan funding at 8thme responses also detailed funding
receivedthrough other sources to complement PAMP funding for example, one council outlined
having received $35,500 through the RF8afety Around Schools program and another council, an
unspecified amount from a successful grant through the state Departme®poift and Recreation.

Some of the councils, particularly the smaller and more rural/remote courstdsed they had

difficulty in matching the funding fromthe RT&A G Qa y2d tA1S ¢S 3ISG AG F2I
R2y Qi KI @S (GKS YRBRESBUKSNIOHARATE &2 NITelayidist ofa 0 A f f
funding available within a council for tiikike Plarseemed to depend somewhat on the priority that

was placed on this program lifie council executive. Some councils had not pursBédce Pla

funding or had only done so in a restricted capacity due to limited funds available within the council

to develop and/or action a planOne respondent was disappointed that maintenance or upgrading

of existing bike pathéconstructed prior to the initiaon of the RTA prograngould not be funded

under the Bike Plan program. @i KS&@ QNB 2dzad y2d4 3A2Ay3 G2 YI 1S Y2
path.® eand at the potential impact thismay have on the development of their bike path
infrastructure.

A nunber of councils and RSOs discussed other funding opportunities they have ac@eibked

varying degrees of success) order to supplement both the council and RTA funding. These
includedfunding throughthe NSWDepartment ofthe Arts, Sporand Recreatio andthe Australian
GovernmentDepartment of Health and Agein@ther council staff and RSOs indicated that although

they were aware of the availability of other funding opportunities, they did not have the time and
resources to research and access thepportunities,d X g A G K | I NR dzLJ 2dzNJ AT ST ¢
aAld R2¢Yy | yR RUAsiaf tdemdhstratédriSaiaréness of the funding difficulties faced

by councils and actively promoted the use of other funding opportunities to supplement the RTA

and council funding in order to achieve the goals of the councils in rel&iomproving and

extending bike pathways.

A number of council staff and RS@ticisedthe timing of notification of funding from the RTA.
Theyreported that notification fromthe RTAwas oftenreceived after council budgets have been
establishegdmeaning thatdt X 6 S R2y QU |t gt eéa 1y2¢ o6KIFIG Fdzy RAy3
0dzRISGa KI @S | Odzk f t &OboicuSyythislhizihe pofeMi® tzhdve eOndanry OA f ®
impact on the work that a council is, or is not, able to undertake within a financial year but also
reinforces the importance of having a detailed and accuratelsted Bike Plan and associated

schedule of works

There was some concern expressed by a nuntbeouncil staff and RSOs that the RTA funding for
Bike Plansnight ceasewith somebelieving thatthe current evaluation projecvasoriented to that
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end. Councils who have successfully accesdigd Plarfunding and who have a current working
Bike Pan overwhelmingly indicated that they would like the program and associated funding to
continue and if possible, to increase }ou can always use more fundiig

8.4. Resources

A range of resource issues were identified as having impacted on the development and/or
implementation of theBike Plans These issues included staffing, the use of external consultants,
the availability of an RSO, funding (as previously discussedllevels of generatouncil support.

The availability of staff to develop, revieand manitor the Bike Plan
appeared to beproblematicfor a number of councils; this appeared
to be more apparent in councils vdh did not have an RSO. Some of
the councils highlighted the impact of staff turnover and ongoing
difficulties with recruitment andetention of appropriate staff on the
Bike Plarprocess. Some of the more remote councils indicated that
they are continually under staffed and thus work has to be prioritised
accordingly. Staffing difficulties were also raised in relation to the
completon of Bike Plarwork (that is construction workwith some
councils not having the manual labour workforce required to
complete the work and in some instances, being unable to secure
suitable contract staff to complete the work for them.

Afew councils erployed external consultants to undertake the initial stages ofBilee Plarprocess

(including community analysis and consultation, observation, and initial plan development); in these
instances the funding for the consultant was split between the coamdlthe RTA. Most indicated

the reasons for using a consultant as being related to staffing and 6imeo SO dzA& S o6 aA Ol f f ¢
2dzal dzy RSNJ NB&a2dz2NOSR a2 ¢S 2dzad KFR G2Thera S (KS
was mixed feedback regding the success of using external consultants. Some of the councils and

RSOs reported that this was an effective and efficient way of gettindike Plarprocess started

and a detailed plan completed. Other councils and RSOs indicated that if theytoveise an

external consultant again, they would approach it differently and work more closely with the
consultant ¢ XO02dzy OAf a KI @S 320 G2XKI @S | 3J22R 221 |
O2yadzZ GlFryda 02YS dzl) g6A0KXODWA detK SINY il KILIgz(i  dZ&YiI T KDY

The views on using an external consultant from outside the coamea also varied with some

saying it was good to haveda.fresh set of eye® @ssessing the situatiphoweverothers indicaed

that the consulants lacked an awareness of the local issues and thus the recommendations were
y2G Ftgréa NBIfTAZAGAO YR I OKASGOIof So ¢KS AaadzS
in relation to the use of external consultants. Masiuncik that had secued an external consultant

did not believe ownership of the plan was an issue although at least one council reflected that
engaging an external consultant had probably impacted on the uptake and follow through of the

Bike Plarby council staff.
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As previouly noted, a number of the councithat responded to the calls for submission or were

involved in interviews had an RSO. The roles played by the RSO in the development, monitoring,
reviewing and actioning of theBike Plarseemed to vary between councildn some councik, the

responsibility of theBike Plarrested largely with the RS@ XL RAR Fff GKS g2NJ] X
LJt | yTii<tis in stark contrast to an RSO in another council who statéd dziT L NBIFff& KI
Fye Ay@d2t gymssfvho had/an RIDeither on a full time or part time basis commented

on the benefits of this and most of the councils without an RSO indicated they would find such a
position valuable but were unable to afford thad difficulty recruiting to the positioandor had

difficulty negotiating a shared position with other nearby councils.

Some of the interviewees, including community representatives, felt that the support oBitkes
Planprogram by council had an impact on its success. A number of RSO amul staff talked

about needing to continually justify the plan and associated expenditure despite receiving equal
funding fromthe RTAA X1 KS LINROf SY gAGK 2dz2NJ O2y GNAROdziA2Yy A&
Y2y Se& AThé @mpetingbgrioritiesor some councils also seemed to be an issue in terms of
allocating time and resources Bike Plansda X N2 | Ra ' NB | @GSNE KA IK LINRK 2 NX
KFE@S |t NHBSereNdk fhumbeNdS dounéiisat appeared to place a relativehigh

priority on the Bike Planprogram and could see the benefits to the community as a result of
undertaking the work

8.5. RTAguidelines, support and feedback

Given that theBike Plarprogramwas initiated and is jointly funded by the RTA, there was discussion
both in the responses to the calls for submission and the indgrsiregarding the RTA. This included
comments about the RTA in relation to tBée Plamguidelines, support, communication, and
processes in general.

Most of the council staff and RSOs recalled having read theBREAPIarguidelines,and had clear

thoughts on what these guidelingéscluded. Most respondents felt that the plans developed in their

councils addressed #se guidelines and objectives Although wne of the community
representativeshad read the Bike Plaguidelinesthey had a general sensef the aims of the

program Some council staff and RSfalt that the guidelines wereax.®ery city centredd and

aXy2id 3ISIFNBR T2 N NHzNISdmeresgoRdemissoivigatedthelclbiidy/lofihe Bike | f £ ¢
Plan guidelines witlthe guidelinesdeveloped for the Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan (PAMP)
program and felt that the Bike Plan guidelines were easier to follow and were clearer in terms of

what would and would not be funded under this program.

Review of Bike Plans developed by six cilarrevealed that in general, they addressed thé S @
NBI a2y a T2 Nitlihed in thg BTA Bikel PYas guidelif®TA, 2002, pg 6). A number of
respondents reported that they found the Bike Plan program guidelines to be relatively
straightforwardto follow and this was reflected in the plans revieweAd. variation in the level of
detail included was noted during review of the plans
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Most council staff and RSOs were positive about their interactions with the RTA in relation to the

Bike Plarprogram,d X1 KS w¢! gSNBy Qi (22 o6FR Y2ad Af@v G§KS GA
respondents commented on the importance of having a good relationship with the RTA including

open communication channels and an awareness of the requirements in terms ofmdatation

and timelines. There was also a sense that changes in staff at the RTA impacted on the effectiveness

2F O2dzyOAft aQ AYUSNIOGAZ2Y &AlKBkaiMaBsa WOR YV ¢zRA QIKEA A
breakdown because of changes in personel.

The time between submitting requests ameceving feedback regarding the allocation of funding

from the RTA was felt by some respondents to be too lengthy and impacted on their ability to
AyOf dzZRS g2NJ a Ay GXdayKSA twacQ  Idd@yiddltd getdatd I SAaAt € R2 Yy
KFEgS I Of dzS 6 KS i KS NJ Sofednsicaie@ that tiek@ount &f yi@lkereqairdd to/ 2 G d €
obtain the funding was sometimes disproportionate to the funding received,6 S R2 KI @S G2
through hoops quite a Bi®&However, @ LINB@A2dzaf e YSydAz2ySR Ay
respondents were appreciative of the funding provided by the RTA to plan and impleBilent

Plans

8.6 Processes and planning

The processes and planning involved in Bilke Plarprogram vwere addressed to some degree by all
respondentsincluding community representativésit particularly by RTA staff. Feedback from
community representatives in relation to planning and processes related largely to community
consultation and how this was sought and whether or metas ongoing. Some community
representatives also commesd on how the Bike Plararticulatedwith the plans of some of the
community based groups (for example Community Access Groups) and the importance of ensuring
council plansBike Plansand other community plans comgshented each other. There was also
somediscussion about the need to coordinate community priorities with council plans and funding
opportunities

The RTA staffinterviewed frequently emphasisedthe importance of thorough and detaileBike
Plansand the need for these to be reviewed regularyterms of priorities and costing$hey also
discussed the importance of considering Bike Plans in conjunction with the PAMP developed for the
council.

' 4 RA&A0Odza&aSR Ay GKS aGCdzyRAy3Ie &aSO0GA2Yy GKS UGAYAYS:S
impact on the planning process for some of the councils. Some councils did not feel this was a
significant issue as they were able to plan their budget based on the schedule of works and costings

they had developed in relation to thgike Pland.®ve basD | f £ @ 2dza i NJegpite behg G KS LI
able to do this, there were still some issues with this strategy as the funding from the RTA was not
confirmed until some time after the submission of applicatichsX 6 SQ@S 3JI2d €t (GKAA
theresllBS 61 AGAY3I (2 R2 (0PIK2N] 63@DSFbdg 2696 &1 @2 4
2FGSy GKS LXlya KFEI@S (G2 06S OKIFy3aSR 2N O2dzy OAt

A
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In councils where both council staff and RSO were interviatweds evident that the integration of

the various council department plans was not alwaysnpletedin a seamless manner. Some
respondentsconsideredthat the Bike Plarwas not always taken into consideration when other
works and developments within theouncil were being plannetiowever this was not the case in all
councils. A number of respondentsrceivedthe planning and development of thgike Plaras an
opportunity to review thebike pathinfrastructure, to record this in a formal way, and to bego
develop a vision for the future of it. It appeared to enable councils an opportunity to assess the
strengths and weaknesses of their currdrike pathnetwork or to develop a bike path network in
Local Government Areas whitlad not previously initited bike paths Consideration of the make

up of theLocal Government Aréaa LJ2 LJdzf F G A2y X 02 (K nfifpartahtfdcior Ay (0 KS
raised by some council staff and RSOs in relation to developing and revigkenglans

Some of the council sttind RSOs felt that the success of thgike Plarhad been due to effective

planning at the outset and regular reviews ofthe pléA G Qa | 20 2F $2N)] AYAGA
A G Q aif youplarSthe work and work the plan, it seems to be attygood philosophg £ne of

the respondents discussed the effectiveness of identifying clear stages within the plan and using
these to guide worksl F Ay 3 | RSljdz2r 4S &adFrFF (2 dzyRSBile 1S (K:
Planwas an issue for some ofdlcouncilsg X6 SO dza S 2 To @Ak SNB yA3a YWGia diSyae o
thatcould.®G I 1S GKIF G 2y 02 NRcatng fundifg3o alaNiBsobtirike Plah Y S o ¢
was also an issue for some of the coundil$ Gt KS& @i KS O2 dpgrd fifeeh iougadi | T F 2
R2ff I NA 2y X3SaGaAay3a | a youadifothers/ ihe rdvigw aif BBkRRlanA G 3|
was not seen as a priority task in terms of resource allocation. Despite this, most council staff and

RSOs were aware of the impance of reviewingind updatingplans.

A final issue in relation to planning and processes was to do with the format and process of
submitting plans and applying for funding. A number of respondents felt that provision of a
standard format in which to subit the plan would simplify the process of plan development for
councils. Review of a number of tBé&ke Plardocuments revealed notable differences in the way
the documents were structured and the level of detail included both in the planning documednt an
the schedule of works. Some council staff indicated that the amount of paperwork required was too
labour intensive and that the RTA should consider electronic submission of documentation to further
expedite the process.

8.7. Rurality

As noted in some of the previous sections, issues of rurality were raisednimber of the

submissions and interviews. These issues related to a range of factors including the RTA guidelines

for Bike Plansthe integration of the program into council plans and infrastructure, funding, and

factors specific to rural/remote areadidt needed to be considered Bike Plans Issues regarding

the Bike Planguidelines in relation to rural/remote areas have been discussed in the preceding

section and will not be repeated here. Funding issues have also previously been adtidsseg

be most aptly captured by a comment from one of the smaller, rural councitsX & YI £ £ SNJ (2 &
KI Sy Qi 320G GKS fdzEdzNE 2F LizidAy3a GKFEG YdzOK F &AF
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Some of the issues raised in regard to ruralj
related to the distances that bikepaths were
required to cover in order to effectively lin "
community facilities, services and developments.
number of the council areas visiteduring the
course of the evaluatiomcluded two or three smallfs
townships; this raised some issues in relatiorthe
allocation of funding for bike paths and the coung
being seen to be equitable in their approach. eT
presence of more than one town within kocal
Government Area also raised the issue of
consideration of a bike path to link the townships ané #imount of funding this would require; at
least one council had addressed this in their Bllkan however others saw it as being unachievable.

Some respondents expressed that they felt rural people tended to rely more on cars due to the
distances they my need to travel and thus may be more reluctant than their metropolitan
counterparts to embrace a Bike Plan and to utilise the resource once developed. One RSO explained
that the development of bike paths needed to be accompanied by effective promotichaa
strategic education progranin order to change habits.

8.8. Pedestrians as users of bike paths

This evaluation took place concurrently with an evaluationthef Pedestrian Access and Mobility
Plan program. It was evident in many of the interviews and
responses to the call for submissions that a large number of bike
paths are being used as shared pathways (that is, shared between
pedestrians and cyclists). In some councils, it was reported that
pedestrians are the biggest users of the bike pathsX (i @ quite
honest about it, the use of bikes on the paths is minimal. Calling it a
bike path gets the funding from the RTA but it is of most benefit to
the walkers As a result of this, there were a number of common
threads and issues noted when discussimg problems and benefits

of both programs being evaluated. Responses indicated that
pedestrians used the bike paths for a variety of reasons including for
exercise, as a place to socialise and, as a means of transport.
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9. Benefits

Theme Key outcones

Expected benefits e Improved safety of cyclists
e Increased social interaction within the community
o Reduced number of bicycle accidents
e Reduced trafficcongestion;
e Facilitation of a healthy and active community

Unexpected benefits e Increased number beyclistsand pedestrians using

the bike pathways

e Positive impact on tourism and attraction of new
residents

e Passive communitgurveillance;

e Potential positive impact on the environment

e Improved equity of access for community members
including those wih impaired mobility;

e Increased social and networking opportunities
within the community.

Discussion outlining the benefits of bike pleemd associated works was overwhelmingly positive
and formed a large component of interviews with people in relation to this prograrbroad and

far reaching rangef benefits wa outlined by all respondents in relation to thgike Plarprogram.
Someof these benefits weranticipated however others have been a pleasant surprise to those
involved. The RTBike Plarguidelines indicate the expected benefits of developing anibaittg a

Bike Plarinclude improving the safety of cyclists, increasing social interaction, reduction in bicycle
accidents, reduction of traffic congestion and, facilitating a healthy and active community.
Interviews with RTA staff further supported thgroposed benefits as outlined in the official
guidelines.

A number of council staff and RSOs reportiealt, over time they have noticed more peoplesing

the bike pathnetwork since improvements funded by thRTA Bike Plaprogram had been
implemented. None were able to provide empirical evidence to support thisdluvere relatively
confident in their views Many respondents commented that in addition to bike users, large
numbers of pedestriandncluding people using mobility aidaere also usinghe bike paths or
shared pathways for a variety of reasons including leisure, fitness, rehabilitatidnas aneans of
commuting Three of the councils reported that the shared pathways were well uséth the
number of people walkingnd ridingin the towns increasing over time; again this evidence was
anecdotal.
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A frequently raised benefit of the Bike Plan program related to the safety of cycllsts and in one
council, a reduction in the number ¢f.®06 A O& Ot S NB &
At least three respondest discussed the significant benefits ¢
relocating cyclists, particularly children, from the road onto bif
paths, ¢ XIS GGAYI GKSY | 618 a Baia)
environment for them.£ and XA 1 Q& 3AINBI G (2}
NE I RXNR RAY 3 {IK &diithdh to thelsafétySof aydlists
it was felt that the provision of bike paths ensured increased saffs
for the users of electric scooters or gopher§, X 6 S Q@ §
AYONBIFaAy3d ydzYoSNAR 27F LIS2LX S
be safer it they were sy’ 3 G KS & K| N Widthdf thefT

peopleusingmobility aidsd X O0S&da Aa GJSNE
the little gophers which they know they can use on the bike path®

The healthbenefits of developing bike path networkserve also addressed by a number of
respondents. Again, although there was no empirical evidence provided by participants, there were
numerous stories provided about the use of the bike path or shared pathwapgmvabmmunities

and how this might contribute to the healtand wellbeing of the communityd XL QY O2y FARSY
aleAy3a aAyoOoS GKS 06A1S LI GKa& Ofelregpdndehiwérs soXayas tog S Q NB
postulate that the pathway had resulted improved mental health in the communityAs previously

noted, the bike paths were reported to be used by some community memfmgrexerciseto
improvefitness, rehabilitation, pleasure and/or weight loss/maintenaniceleed two councils have

been requestd to &..mark the distances on the cycle wdy4o aid in these pursuits. One
respondent outlined how some health professionals within the town prescribed exelased on

use of the bike pathto aid rehabilitation programs.Provision of a safe andceessiblebike path

network hasthe potential toincrease the opportunities for more people within communities to be

able to make choices ragling health sustaining anghromotingactivities.

Two of the councils represented in the evaluation discussedpthsitive impact the bike path

network has had on tourismand attraction of new residents to the areaAs previously noted, in

some instances the development of the bike path network has been linked with other developments

within towns includingcreek beaitification programs and streetscape developments (which have

attracted funding from other sources). Strategic development of the bike path network in these
councils has provided residenfsoth new and existing) YR @A &AG2NAR AGK | Wi 23
includes sections alongside creeks/rivers and that connects popular tourist and community facilities
togetherd X4 KS Y2G4Sta GKIFIG NS tft2y3 GKSNB are AdQa |
One respondent discussed how local real estatenggyase the bike pathas a selling point when

attempting to attract new residents to the regiod X2y S 2F (KS (KAy3a ¢S g
around town and show them the bike tracks

Another benefit of theBike Plarprogram reported by a number of regpdents was to do with the
increased number of peopkeyclists ancpedestriang using thebike pathy S g2 NJ | yR G KS a&
O2YYdzy Alé AdNBSAtElyOSe GKFG KFLILISYSR Fa | NBadzf
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increased feedback from theommunity, the local Crime Prevention Committee had undertaken a
review of the relevant lightindurther improving safety fobike path users

A few respondentsalluded to the potential environmental impact of safe and accesdiite path

networks. Soméelt that over time, some members of the community may ab® tocycle and/or

walk more frequently thus reducing the use of cars witlind betweerthe towns. One respondent

indicated that although manyike path users at present appeared to be undertakiteisure

activities, this may change in the future addX g K2 {1y 264 LISGNBE LINAOSa YA
LIS2LX S 2dzi GKSNBHE

There were numerous comments about the opportunity to connect communities that a well planned
bike path offers andndicatingthat pathwayswhich effectively link
relevant community resources, facilities and services enable people
0 d XSELISNA Sy OS (The® wasal¥oYoimydsiors abaut

BIKERIDE the social and networking opportunities that well planned pathways

bk e provide. Tworespondens, a council staff member and a community
R L representative in one councitalked in detail about thedx KS | £ A y 3
B Poncion s ST T $6 bike path had had on the communignd how it had

bike paths

self paced riding assisted the community in overcoming a series of, what were

bl perceived as negative, ents and changes within that community
GXKSNBTZ (GKS o6A1S LIGK A&X LQR Kl
a0 dSYSYdXAaidQa LI NI 2F GKS Odz G dzNB3
2F GKS O2YYdzyA il e oé

The general consensus of responderftem councils who had successfiyl developed and
implemented aBike Planwas that well plannedike pathnetworks had the potential to offer a
range of benefits to communities including safety, equitable access, health, and the ability to
experience and connect with the community.

10. Concluding comments

The findings discussed above, in relation to the engagement with the Bike Plan program of local
councils, RSO and communities, suggest that the program is often perceived with some lack of
interest by communig members until benefits are realised, but that once this occurs, the Bike Plans
and resulting infrastructure are very well received and appreciated. Of note is the facbikeat

paths are often utilised by community members for walking or for mobilitthioge with a disability,

as well as for cycling. In this senbie pathshave multiple purposes, and benefit a wide range of
community members. They are perceived as particularly valuable for providing a safe\aagdss
children on bicycles, awayadim traffic. They can also provide the stimulus for town and waterway
beautification and restoration, which are perceived to have flmw benefits for tourism and
attraction of new residents.
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It would appear that it may be beneficial for the RTA to promitte benefits of bike paths to
communities, in support of the Bike Plan program, and also for the RTA to explicitly recognise and
fund the paths as mukliunctional. It would also appear that smaller, more dispersed, more remote
and less wealthy or resourdecommunities have greater difficulty in accessing and benefiting from
the Bike Plan program. It would be valuable for the RTA to consider how it might address this equity
issue, in pursuit of the programs objectives for smaller rural and remote commsipitiSW.

A range of recommendations arising from this evaluation of the RTA Bike Plan program are
presented below, for consideration by the RTA.

11. Recommendations

A range of recommendations arising from the evaluation are presented below, for considdrgtion
the RTA.

¢ A number of councils indicated thatearer, more succinct guidelinesre required for the
Bike Plans. It was also suggested by one council #dtiNE ¥ 2 NJY | afd séhadleslaft | vy a
workswould be useful for councils.

e The RTA should consat electronic submissions of documentatidaa further expedite the
process.

e The RTA should consider how it might enhance dfaity of the Bike Plan progranand
ensure that small, dispersed and poergsourced communities have equal opportunity to
accessrteceive, and achieve the intended benefits of the program.

e Feedback from some councils indicated that they would benefit froore education
regarding development and management of Bike Plag®ne council suggested that the
RTA could conduct regular waittops specifically related to Bike Plaparticularly for new
staff taking over the coordination/management of the plans. This view was supported by
one of the senior representatives t¢iie RTAwho felt that further education could also
address issuesfdnow to access the funding moeffectively.

¢ It may be useful for th&RTA to specifically address the issue of community involvenien
the Bike Plan program in further developments and council education initiatives related to
this program. Some of the eammunity representatives interviewed felt that the process
YySSRa G2 0SS Y2NBE & i NI ¢taheJdoddBeyel AlthoygR mang Ki&v 2 0 JA 2
about the pathways they did not know a lot about the plans that had preceded the building
of the pathways andome were not sure about the level of community consultation leading
up to the development of the plans.

e One council suggested that thBike Plan and Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan
programs should be combined and the funding from the RTA pooled twnf the
Gt SRSaAUGNRI Yy | §iBm. This W&ild appdanfaibé a us® consideration, given
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12.

the tendency forbike paths to be used by pedestrians and people with special needs, in
addition to cyclists. Multpurpose facilities and infrastructure mdye more costeffective
than two separate types, particularly in rural and remote communities, where populations
are more dispersed and resources often more scarce.

Gouncils and the RTA indicated the need for filans, including completed works, to be
better promoted within the community indeed during discussions with the RifAvas
suggested that councils might be able to make maps of their bike paths available through
the RTA websiteThe RTA may be able to work with councils to facilitate this outcome

To address shortfalls in funding, it was felt by a number of councils and the RTcAuhatls
should consideother funding options should be consideredSome councils reported that
applying for extra funding is often a time consuming task that de¢slways reap rewards.

It may bevaluable for the RTA and other relevant funding bodies to review the paperwork
required by applicants and to ensure that the burden of information and paperwork is
appropriate for the levels and chances of securing fundimgght by local councils.

At least two of the councils represented in the interview phase of the evaluation discussed
the importance of lighting in ensuring that bike path networks are safe for all users. It was
felt that lighting should be included by auncils in the planning phase of bike path
networks and that perhaps it might also be included as part of the Bike Plan program and
thus funded as part of this program.

RTA staffshouldspend more time in the fiel@¢onsulting with councils and RSOs to stsisi
plan development and review

It would be beneficialfor the RTA,councils and RS0 plan opportunities and forums
through which they carshare their experienceof Bike Plandevelopment and actioningin
order to inspire further action in this areanable sharing of ideas and solutions to
challenges, and facilitate RTA and iateuncil support in this area.

It would be beneficial for councils who have successfully developed and implemented a Bike
Plan, toobtain further empirical datato support their claims regarding the benefits of this
program.

Limitations of evaluation

There were a number of limitations on the current evaluation, and these may have impacted upon
the findings of the evaluation:

It was difficult to identify community representaes who were knowledgeable about the
plans and who were willing to participate this is consistent with some council suggestions
that community consultation in relation to Bike Plans was, at times, limited.
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¢ Some councils did not have an RSO, and s&8@ perspective could not be sought.

e Changes in staff meant that sometimes the researchers were speaking with a person who
had just picked up the program and had varying levels of familiarity with it.

e In some instances, staff involved in the developmentBike Plans were sometimes on
extended leave and so inaccessible.

e A number of councils declined involvement in this project, potentially impacting on the
range of views obtained in particular, views of those for whom the Bike Plan program was
consideredto be of limited benefit are likely to be missing, and so the findings are likely to
be biased towards those communities who had positive interactions with the program.

e At the time of the evaluation, the end of the financial year was looming and some
participants had limited time to engage in the evaluation.
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A. Key reasons for a Bike Plan

GySe NBlFazya F2NJ I . A1S tftly AyOfdzRSY

e Cyclists are vulnerable, legitimate road users who should be able to use thiebicyc
for transport and leisure without risking their personal safety or health

¢ Bicycle facilities are important community assets that make a positive contribution
to urban amenity and the use of public space

¢ Increase level of cycling add to the social int#i@n within communities

e ! 4gStf RSOSt2LI I LIIINBIFOK (G2 Oeo0fAy3da RSY2ya
902t 23A0It {dAaGlIAYylFIofS 5SSt 2LISyildé

(RTA, 2002, pg 6)
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B. Information statement

Evaluation of Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans and Cycle Plans in the
South West Region of NSW

The principal investigator in this project is:

Tracey Parnell i School of Community Health, CSU i Phone 02 6051 6954
The co-investigator for this project is:

Rod Pope i Centre for Inland Health, CSU i Phone 02 6933 2877

Two of the programs that the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA)has include the promotion of
safety and access for pedestrians and cyclists in community contexts. To this end, the RTA has
developed guides for use by local councils in developing Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans
(PAMP) and Bike Plans. The aim of this evaluation project is to evaluate the PAMP and Bike Plan
programs in the South West Region of NSW. In line with its commitment to contributing to the health,
welfare and safety of Australian communities, Charles Sturt University (CSU) and its Centre for Inland
Health and School of Community Health have agreed to undertake this evaluation for the RTA.

You are invited to participate in this evaluation project. The project will endeavour to document and
explore your experiences and those of others in the initiation, development and/or actioning of PAMPs
and/or Bike Plans. It will include discussion about your satisfaction and that of others with the
development process, the resulting plan/s (if developed) and the actions taken as a result of the
developed plan/s. The project team will also consider the degree to which developed plans meet the
RTA guiding objectives and the broader outcomes of interest to stakeholders.

The information you may choose to provide will be collected by the researchers via a general call for
written submissions and/or via one interview with you which may be conducted by telephone or face-
to face. Interviews, if conducted, are expected to take between 30 and 90 minutes to complete,
depending on what you wish to discuss. The research team will contact you to invite your participation
in one or both of these.

The information you provide will be handled in strict confidence by the research team. Detailed
personal information and affiliations will not be required for the purposes of this evaluation and any
personal details that are collected in the course of an interview or that are provided in a written
submission will be kept confidential. No personal details will be published or provided to the RTA or
any other party without your written permission, and so your comments and discussion points will not
be linked to you or to your local community in reports to the RTA or other parties unless you provide
written permission for this to occur. While no distress is anticipated to arise from your involvement,
the investigators will have information about support and counselling services available to you, should
you require it. You do not have to discuss issues that are sensitive or private and you can refuse to
answer any of the questions that may cause you distress.
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All interviews will be digitally audio-recorded if you give permission for this to occur. The recording of
the discussion will be transcribed by the research team and your information will be collated with that
from other discussions and sites in order to meet the project objectives. The research team will seek
out common themes, and also different/unusual experiences, in order to provide recommendations
and feedback to the RTA regarding the value of the PAMPs and Bike Plans processes and outcomes.
In order to maintain confidentiality, your identity and location, and that of participating organisations
will be disguised in any publication of the results.

You are under no obligation to participate in this project and can withdraw from the project at any
time. You can also withdraw any information you have provided, at any time until the draft evaluation
report is compiled and submitted to the RTA. There is no penalty associated with non-participation or
withdrawal from this project.

If you agree to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. Any questions you may have
prior to participating in any aspect of this project can be discussed with the principal investigator,
whose details are at the top of this page.

NOTE: The Charles Sturt University, School Of Community Health Ethics in Human Research
Committee has approved this project. If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical
conduct of this project, you may contact the Committee through the Secretary:

Andree Pender

Secretary

School of Community Health Ethics in Human Research Committee
Charles Sturt University

PO Box 789

Albury 2640

Ph: 02 6051 6820

Fax: 02 6051 6772

Email: apender@csu.edu.au

Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and investigated fully and you will be informed of
the outcome.
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C. Consent form

Evaluation of Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans and Cycle Plans in the South
West Region of NSW

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this evaluation of the Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans and Cycle
Plans in the South West Region of NSW. It is being conducted by Tracey Parnell (tparnell@csu.edu.au, 02
6051 6954) and Dr Rod Pope (rpope@csu.edu.au, 02 6933 2877), both of Charles Sturt University. The results
of the evaluation will be written up in the form of a report to the Roads and Traffic Authority and may also be
presented as journal articles and at conferences.

Please read the following statements and sign and return the form, if you agree to participate.

| give my informed consent to participate in this evaluation.

| understand that | am free to withdraw my participation in the evaluation at any time, and that if | do | will not be
subjected to any penalty or discriminatory treatment.

The purpose of the evaluation has been explained to me, including the (potential) risks/discomforts associated
with the evaluation and | have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the evaluation and received
satisfactory answers.

| understand that any information or personal details gathered in the course of this evaluation about me are
confidential and that neither my name nor any other identifying information will be used or published without my
written permission. | am happy for my words to be quoted as long as it is anonymous. | understand that any
interviews | participate in will be recorded using a digital recording device.

I understand that Charles Sturt Universityb6s, Schoo
has approved this study. | also understand that if | have any complaints or concerns about this research | can
contact:

Andree Pender

Secretary

School of Community Health Ethics in Human Research Committee
Charles Sturt University

PO Box 789

Albury NSW 2640

Phone: (02) 6051 6820

Fax:(02) 6051 6772

Email: apender@csu.edu.au
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D. Initial call for submission guiding statements

Evaluation of Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans and Bike Plans in the South West
Region of NSW

Below are a number of guiding questions and comments to assist you in providing preliminary feedback
regarding your involvement in the initiation, development, and actioning of Pedestrian Access and Mobi
Plans and Bike Plans. Please feel freadd further comments of relevance that may not be covered by th
points below. Your responses to the above areas (and any other relevant comments you may wish to m
do not need to be entered on this form; a separate document (numbered accordinglyldvib@uappropriate.
Submissions, including the signed consent form, should be returned in the postage paid envelbfih by
April 2008 .

1. Describe your experience in the following stages of the Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plan
and/or Bike Plan processes; where possible include details about issues and/or costs faced
during the processes.

-Initiation of the process leading to the approval of funding to develop the plan/s.
-The development process including consultation, the identification of attractors and
generators, prioritised strategic routes and works to deliver the strategic plan.

2. For actions that have been undertaken in response to the developed plan/s, outline the work
undertaken and discuss your level of satisfaction with the actions. (If not recommended actions
have been undertaken, please outline the reason/s for this).

3. Please outline any funding you are aware of that has been secured for the community as a result
of the plan/s and recommended actions (including works in these plans funded in association with
other projects and from various stakeholders).

4. Discuss the ongoing use, review and updating of the developed plan/s to ensure the plan/s
represent Council déds current strategic priori

5. To what degree do yo believe the developed plan/s meet the RTA Guiding Objectives
(considering T reduced reliance on cars; accessibility; safety; links with other transport; strategic

provision of appropriate facilities; integration with other planning instruments; ecological
sustainable development; promote health through active transport)?

6. To what degree do the plans meet the objectives of other stakeholders?

7. Discuss your level of satisfaction with the developed plan/s. Note any areas where, upon

ity

t

reflection, you believe the plans/s or process could be enhanced.
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E. Summary of themes from call for submissions

Evaluation of Pedestrian Access and Mobility Plans and Bike Plans in the South West
Region of NSW

Summary of themes from calls for submissions

1. Usability of RTA guidelines/information
Design of programs/plans
Issues to do with rural/remote areas; large versus small councils (geographic and population)
Priority of this program, developed plans and works in comparison to other council
obligations/priorities
Availability of training and support

2. Availability of resources to participate in PAMPs and Bike Plan programs.
Staffing (including staff turnover)
Staff knowledge (eg of geographical area, community needs)
Availability and access to RTA funding
Council having funds to match RTA funding
Access to other funding opportunities
Use of external contractors

3. Response of community to these programs
Involvement in process
To plan development
To works completed

4. RTA guiding objectives
Responsiveness of developed plan and completed work to these
Problems/barriers to achieving these objectives
Congruence with the needs of the community

5. Unexpected/unanticipated benefits from the plans and associated works for council
and/or community
Environmental
Health
Particular groups
Financial

6. Other factors that complicated plan development or completion of works

7. Suggestions/strategies to further improve these programs
Funding
Improving responsiveness to rural/regional council needs
Information and training
Guidelines
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F. Map of current status of Bike Plans in South West Region of NSW
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