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Introduction  

The Planning Checklist for Cycling  provides a step by step 

assessment tool for  planning and developing new suburbs  

designed to ensure the minimum infrastructure requirements 

for cycling have been met . This is the first step in enabli ng and 

promoting active transport and healthier lifestyle s.  

A key measure of the public health of a suburb  is how many people are 

active by regularly walk ing and riding  their bikes . In suburbs where 

destinations are easil y accessible only by motor vehicle  the streets and 

public places are  dominated by cars  and few people walk or ride their 

bikes. The low levels of  physical activity and community interaction  are 

matched by  poor general well -being and public health.  

If, however,  daily destinations, such as schools, shops, friends  and family 

places , work places  and public transport  stations are easily accessible by 

foot and bike, then more people will walk and ride. In these suburbs streets 

and public spaces are populated with peopleõs faces rather than 

windsc reens. The levels of increase d  physical activity are  accompanied by 

an increased  sense of community  amongst residents and visitors . Public 

health outcomes improve as do  household  finances, the local economy 

and the environment.  

Currently, most outer subur bs of large cities have low rates of walking and 

cycling . In many cases less than 1% of trips to work are by bicycle.  

Providing places to ride enables trips within cycling range to be done by 

bike. A place to ride or a cycle route must suit all potential riders, including 

children . This means , critically, separation  from fast or busy motor vehicle 

traffic. A painted bike lane on a busy road provides only nominal 

separation and suits only the confident adult rider and not the wider 

community. The vast major ity of people require a physically separated 

bicycle path  away from traffic if they are going to ride. Widespread  riding 

for transport and recreation requires  a comprehensive network of these 

routes that connect directly to popular destinations.  

The faste r and busier the motor vehicle traffic the more separation  that is 

needed  for bike riders . Away from busy traffic, quiet local streets and off 

road paths through parks provide a comfortable environment that suits all 

riders. But as soon as traffic speeds e xceed 40km/h then some type of 

separate bicycle space is needed. For arterial roads this is usually a 

separated off -road path.  

 A comprehensive cycling network has a web of connected cross -town 

and local routes that cater  for all potential bike riders and  journeys . These 

might include adult cycling trips to work or public transport ; children riding 

to school or around the park ; and fami lies riding together . Arterial bicycle 

routes connect  across suburbs and to destinations in other locales. Local 

bicycle  routes connect  to local destinations within a suburb and also to 

arterial cycle routes.  



 

 

In outer suburbs, cycling connections to public transport stations are critical 

along with secure places for  people to leave their bikes for the day. These  

allow peop le to use their bikes to travel  to more distant destinations in other 

suburbs such as work or university/TAFE.  

Victoria, Australia  

The Planning Checklist for Cycling  was developed for initial 

application in  the growth area s of Melbourneõs outer suburbs. These 

òurban growth zones ó are a response to population growth and a 

need for affordable housing. A need was identified for cycling 

specific planning  guidelines in these areas to ensure suitable cycling 

infrastructure is provided from the outset and potent ial barriers to 

cycling minimised.  

Cycling rates for travel in outer suburbs are amongst the lowest in 

Melbourne  - in 2007 less than 1% of journeys  were  made  by bicycle  

(Victorian Integrated Survey of Travel and Activity, 2007) . This is despite most 

journ eys being a rideable distance of less than 5km. This low cycling rate 

reflects the relative lack of place s to ride that people feel  comfortable 

using and that connect to local destinations. This includes quiet  local roads;  

paths in parks; and bike lanes and paths separated from busy or fast 

moving traffic on main roads.   

The Victorian Cycling Strategy (2009) recognises the need to support 

cycling. One of its key directions is to òintegrate cycling needs with land use 

planning and the built envi ronmentó through òa built environment that 

encourages walking and cyclingó and òland use policies promoting shorter 

travel distancesó.  This Checklist responds to that goal.  

In Melbourne  the planned arterial bicycle  network  is generally provided by 

the Pr incipal Bicycle Network (PBN)  along roads and the Metropolitan Trail 

Network (MTN)  along waterways and greenways .  

The PBN mainly consists of bicycle routes  alongside roadways or other 

transport corridors, with many along arterial roads. Its  primary purpose is to 

serve cycling for transport needs . More recently, the PBN is being redefined 

to improve its quality and connectivity using a more appropriate mix of 

arterial roads, local roads and off -road paths. Approximately 1,200 km of 

the PBN ha ve been completed (Victorian Cycling Strategy, 2009).  

The MTN currently comprises 1200km+ of off -road recreational trails for use 

by cyclists, walkers and other types of trail users . These trails (or paths)  also 

provide important transport routes and conne ction s in particular areas. The 

MTN has been planned and im plemented as a key component of 

Melbourneõs regional open space development identified in the Linking 

People and Spaces 2002 strategy  (under review  in 2011).  

 



 

 

Aim  of the checklist  

 

The Planning Checklist for Cycling  aims ensure that people 

moving in to new suburban developments can choose cycling 

as a preferred mode of transport and  recreation. More 

cycling is not only vital  for ensuring a h ealthier and more 

active population but also for reducing the burden of hig h 

transport costs . (For latest research on built environmentõs 

influence on health see AIHW (2011) Cavill et al. (2009), 

Forsyth & Krizek (2010)). 

This Planning Checklist for Cyclin g  distils current research, planning 

laws and guidelines  for cycling into three key  areas of the planning 

process: regional, suburban and subdivision. The checklist aims to 

clarify the requirements for cycling in the complex planni ng process 1 

by providing  a series of step by step items for each of  the different 

stages of the planning process . Each checklist item includes 

objective, assessable criteria for  the critical requirements for cycling .  

 

                                                 
1  see Gawande, 2010  

Each le vel of the checklist focuses on  the connectivity, perm eability 

and quality of cycling  provision:    

 

The checklist is not a rating tool. It only outlines the basic 

requirements or òlife support systemó for cycling. A òhealthieró 

development would improve on these basic requirements. For 

instance, crossing of barriers every 200m is preferred to every 800m  

(see PSP Item 6). The checklist is not designed for assessing existing 

developments but the principles of connectivity, permeability and 

quali ty are applicable in all areas, both planned and existing.  

 

Connectivity  - can people ride to their destination and to the 
surrounding areas?  

Permeability - are people able to easily get to their 
destination?  This includes both directness  and  choice  of route .   

Quality/ appropriateness - does the design of the cycle routes 
suit potential riders and their purpose?  



 

 

Public  transport, w alking and other forms of active transport and 

unstructured recreation are also vital for healthy suburbs. But while 

the checklist covers the interaction between cycling, walking and 

public transport where relevant 2, these factors are not spec ifically 

covered in this checklist.    

The checklist focuses solely on the planning aspects of new suburbs. 

It does not address issues of education, encouragement and 

enforcement that are also crucial for cycling promotion as they are 

not covered in planni ng laws. It also does not address issues of 

housing density. While compact suburbs can contribute to rates of 

cycling and walking by reducing average trip lengths,  these 

elements of land use planning are beyond the scope of this 

checklist.  

As many other fa ctors influence the level of cycling, the checklist is 

not a guarantee of success. But it does help provide one of the 

basic preconditions for cycling - a supportive physical environment 

with places  for everyone  to ride.  

 

 

 

                                                 
2 See PSP Item 5 and 11  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

How the checklist works  

It is expected developers, council and government officers and 

planning professionals will use the checklist  when assessing suburban 

developments at three levels of planning ð regional, suburban and 

subdivision.  

 

These correlate to the current levels of planning in Victoria - Growth 

Corridor Plan (GC P), Precinct Structure Plan (PSP),  and Subdivision 

Planning Permit  (SPP). 

 

Moving down through the levels of planning the focus shifts from 

establishing Connectivity and Permeability to ensuring Quality and 

Appropriateness of cycling infrastructure. The GCP level focuses on 

establishing arterial cycling corridors and connections to major 

destinations. At PSP level all three criteria are assessed ð connectivity 

to local destinations; permeability through the suburb including 

crossing barriers and appropriateness of the infrastructure. At 

Subdivision stage the struct ure of the suburb has been decided and 

the assessment focuses on the quality  of the infrastructure.  

The checklist is designed to be used sequentially . The outcomes of 

each subsequent , more d etailed level rely and build upon the 

preceding levels. For instan ce, bicycle  connections to local activity 

centres rely upon a wider regional bicycle  and walking network that 

connect s to larger activity centres.  The PSP and SPP levels can be 

used alone  but must recognize  depend ence  on preceding level.  

The checklist facilitates a quick and clear assessment of whether the 

proposal  provides  the basic  requirements for cycling.  If the 

development meets all the checklist item requ irements then cycling 

will be a  viable  travel choice for destinations within cy cling distance.   

Much will still depend on the expertise of the Urban Pla nner, Urban 

Designer, Architect  and Landscape Architect involved in detailed 

planning and design decisions specific to each proposed 

development. However, the checklist provides a ba sis for making an 

assessment on whether the basic requirements have been met for 

cycling.  Enhancements and additions to these basic requirements 

as well as supportive measures are encouraged as they will make 

cycling more attractive rather than just possib le.  

Regional - multi 
suburbs  

One or more 
suburbs  

Subdivision  

Growth Corridor Plan 
(GCP) 

Precinct Structure 
Plan (PSP) 

Subdivision Planning 
Permit (SPP) 



 

Document map   

 Regional - 

Growth Corridor Plan (GCP)  

Suburban - 

Precinct Structure Plan (PSP)  

Subdivision  - 

Subdivision Permit  
 

C
o

n
n
e

c
tiv

ity
 

GCP Item 1 - Major corridor routes  

GCP Item 2  - Major destinations  

PSP Item 1 - Corridor routes  

PSP Item 2 - Local destinations  

PSP Item 3 - Residence connections  
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GCP Item 3  - Access to the network  

PSP Item 4 - Choice of route ð activity  centres  

PSP Item 5 - Choice of route ð separate paths  

PSP Item 6 - Barriers and crossings 

PSP Item 7 - Topography  
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PSP Item 8 ð Separation and volumes  

PSP Item 9 - Off -road paths  

PSP Item 10 - Bikes and public transport  

 

DP Item 1  - Consistent connections   

DP Item 2 -  Path alignments  

DP Item 3 -  Clearances  

DP Item 4  - Surfaces for cycling  

DP Item 5  - Obstacles within paths  

DP Item 6  - Road crossings  

DP Item 7  - Fences & barriers  

DP Item 8  - Signage & Navigation  

DP Item 9  - Lighting of paths  

DP Item10  - Intersections  

DP Item 11  - Crossing side roads  

DP Item 12  - Public Bike Parking  



 

Regional  - Growth Corridor Plan (GCP)  

 

Scope - region  

At the regional  or Growth Corridor Plan  level the checklist 

seeks to establish the arterial bicycle  network which links to 

external areas and major internal and external destinations.  

The focus is on regional connectivity and permeability.  

Usually only major corridors such as freeways, major arterial 

roads, and green corridors are indicated  at GCP level . There 

is usually no detailed design provided.  

 

Considerations  

¶ Involves input by councils, and departments of 

planning, infrastructure, sustainability and environment, 

transport, and Parks Victoria.  

¶ Includes consideration of  activity c entres including 

town centres; regional parks ; transport  and other m ajor 

infrastructure. Location of major communi ty facilities 

such as hospitals, education precincts and transport 

hubs (airports, logistic centres etc.).   

  



 

Regional -  Growth Corridor Plan  - Item 1 of 3  Connectivity  

 

Major corridor routes   
 Yes No Response  
 Are bicycle routes provided along major arterial roads (above 60km/h)?     

 Are bi cycle routes provided along other arterial roads (below 60km/h)?     

 Are bicycle routes provided along all Metropolitan Trail Network Paths?     

 Are separated, continuous paths provided alongside all freeways, 

railways and green corridors ? 

   

 

           

 The plan above only shows the arterial off road path network along rivers, 

creek and greenways ( , in Melbourne the MTN).  This leaves large 

gaps in the bicycle  network  and most activity areas with no access shown for 

bicycles . 

  This Growth Area Framework Plan shows good bicycle connectivity to most areas  via 

a bicycle network comprising routes along :  

¶ rivers, creeks and greenways ( Metropolitan Trail Network )  

¶ freeways reserves and alignments   

¶ major arterial roads (above 60km/h)   

¶ other arterial roads (60km/h or below)  ) 

Notes : 
¶ Show existing and proposed routes . The PBN shows only existing roads.  All 

planned new major roads should provide for cycling.  

¶ PBN routes are mostly for transport purposes along roads & freeways ; MTN 

paths are mostly for recreation  in natural setting s. 

Better :  

¶ Provision of paths on both sides of rivers, railways, freeways & major roads  

¶ Planned bicycle corridors with direct connection between major activity 

centres  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

 

Regional -  Growth Corridor Plan  - Item 2 of 3  Connectivity  
 

Major destinations   
 Yes No Response  
 Are activity centres and education facilities connected to the bicycle 

network?   

   

 Are transport nodes connected to the bicycle network?     

 Are major attractions connected to the bicycle network?     

 Are employment areas connected to the bicycle network?  

 

   

 Are major parks connected to the bicycle network?  

 

   

 

        

  Activity centres and train stations with inadequate access for bicycles are 

shown in red . Four of the train stations and associated activity areas lack 

bicycle access.  

   Provision of bicycle routes along the railway corridor ( ) provides bicycle 

connections to activity centres  and their associated train stations.  

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

Better : 

Direct connections to major destinations from four directions . This may not be 

able to be shown at this stage as some access may rely on connector streets.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

 

Regional -  Growth Corridor Plan  - Item 3 of 3  Permeability  
 

Access to the network  
 Yes No Response  
 Are all residential area s within 800m of an arterial bicycle route?  

 

   

 

               

Growth Corridor  Plan showing planned bicycle routes along Metropolitan 

Trail Network paths, paths along freeways, routes along arterial roads  

(including PBN routes) .  

The red  shaded areas show residential areas with poor access to arterial 

bicycle routes.  Addition of bicycle routes along railway corridors would 

improve access to arterial routes as well as crossing points where routes lie on 

the far side of railway line s.  

Providing cycling routes along the railway corridors ( ) ensures the shaded 

residential areas have access to arterial bicycle routes (areas 1 , 3 and 4). Areas 2 and 5 

require alternate provision via off road paths (Area 5 - ) or arterial bicycle  

routes on connector or local streets (Area 2).  

 

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ All areas within 800m i mplies a 1600m grid. Routes can be PBN, MTN 

or other marked bicycle  route corridor which provides connections 

to a major destinations inside and outside the area.  

Better :   

¶ All areas within 400m  of arterial bicycle network  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

 

Project Name:          Growth Corridor Plan (GCP) summary  

Assessment:  

Quick view  Yes No Response  

Item 1 - Major corridor 

routes  

 

 
  

Item 2  - Major destinations  
 

 
  

Item 3 ð Access to the 

network  

 

 
  

 

Other comments:  

 

 

Relevant planning :  

Vic. Dept. of Transport (2009, 2 010) Victorian Cycling Strategy  

Clause 18.01 - Integrated Transport; Clause 18.02- Movement Networks  

Clause 56.06 - Access and Mobility Management  

GAA (2009b), Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines Part 2, p42 -45 

Parks Victoria (2002) Linking People and Spaces (under review . 

References:  

AustRoa ds (2011) - Cycling Aspects of AustRoads Guides p 7 -8, 12, 18-19  

AustRoads (2010)  - Australian National Cycling Strategy 2011 -2016 p 5  

CROW (1994)   

Litman et al. (2006) suggests bicycle  grid of 500m or less in urban areas ð this 

comes at PSP level but arterial  

McNeil & Gallagher (2009)  

Pucher et al. (2010  

 

  



 

 

Precinct Structure Plan (PSP)  

 

Scope ð suburb  

At Precinct Structure Plan level the checklist seeks to establish 

a finer grained network that allo ws access to local 

destinations as well as connections to surrounding areas.  At 

PSP level there is an increased focus on the permeability and 

appropriateness of the bicycle  network routes . As more detail 

is shown of the road and parks network an assessment of 

access across potential barriers can be made. Detai l is also 

usually given on the type of bicycle facility proposed and this 

can be assessed against the checklist.  

Connector street s are usually shown  at this stage  and many 

key destinations such as schools  and community facilities will 

be located on these s treets.  

 

 

 

Considerations  

¶ Involves input by councils, and departments of 

planning, infrastructure, sustainability and environment, 

transport, and Parks Victoria. Also by  land developers, 

electricity, water and other service providers.  

¶ Location of s chools, sporting faciliti es, shops, 

community facilities, t rain stations and other public 

transport stops.  

¶ Municipal Strategic Statements and Planning Schemes  

¶ Municipal Bicycle Strategies.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 1  of 10  Connectivity   

 

Corridor routes  
 Yes No Response  

 Are separated, continuous paths provided alongside all freeways , railway reserves  

and other green corridors ? 

   

 Are bicycle routes provided a long major roads (Principal Bicycle Network routes 

and  other major roads) ? 

   

 Are bicycle routes provided along all Metropo litan Trail Network Paths (MTN)?     
 

                               

The Precinct Structure Plan above only provides cycling routes along the 

green transport corridor.  
 

The Precinct Structure Plan above shows bicycle routes (blue) along all major road 

corridors, rail corridors and Metropolitan Trail Network path corridors.  

 

A network of arterial routes ensures connections to surrounding areas and the wider 

bicycle network . 

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ The appropriateness of the cycle facility is assessed in Items 8,9,10.  

Better : 

¶ Bicycle routes along all  easements including other green corridors such as 

electricity easements  

¶ Bicycle paths along both sides of major roads, freeways, rivers and railways  

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 2 of 10  Connectivity   

 

Local destinations  
 Yes No Response  

 Are bicycle routes provided along all connector streets?  
 

   

 Are bicycle routes provided to parks, shops, schools and community services 

etc.?  

   

 

       

The Precinct Structure Plan above lack s bicycle connections to schools 

and some parks that do not lie along major roads; beside the railway or 

alongside the MTN paths on waterways.  

Addition of b icycle routes along connector streets provides a finer grained network 

with connections to local and major destinations such as schools , parks and local town 

centres. The routes along connector streets  also allow connection to arterial routes that 

connect across suburbs  to more distant destinations.  

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ The appropriateness of cycle facilities is assessed in Items 8,9,10.  

¶ Connections to local town centres should also be assessed if 

present.  

Better : 

¶ All connector streets have separated off road bicycle only paths  

¶ Local residential streets are òhome zonesó with speeds 30km/h or less 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 3 of 10  Connectivity   

 

Residence connections  
 Yes No Response  

 Are all residents and workplaces within 400m of a marked bicycle route?  
 

   

 

    

 The above Precinct Structure Plan shows one area (in red) which is more 

than 400m from a marked bicycle route.  

 

Providing routes along arterial and connector streets may not guarantee 

complete access for all areas. The area under the red dot requires better 

access to the wider network as people living there w have to travel more than 

400m to access a marked bicycle route and the wider bicycle network  

A marked cycle route though the centre of the block between the connector streets 

ensure s all residences have access to the cycle network. The marked cycle route could 

take the form of an  off road path or a marked cycle  route along a local street . 

 

Note: The final location of local street s or pathways  may not be known at this stage but 

the alignment of the bicycle  route corridor can be shown  

 

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ A 400m grid of bicycle routes means people have to travel less 

than 2 minutes (at 15km/h) before encountering a bicycle route.  

Better : 

¶ All residences are within 200m of a marked bicycle route  

¶ Local residential streets are òhome zonesó with speeds 30km/h or less 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 4 of 10  Permeability   

 

Choice of route ð activity centres  
 Yes No Response  

 Is there a choice of bicycle  routes into and through activity centres to suit a range 

of trip types and purposes?  

   

 Are there connections to minor and major destinations within the activity centre?  
 

   

 

 

 

 

 

     

 An east west connection is needed along the northern section of the 

activity centre. Bicycle routes along major roads provide a direct and fast east 

west route but may not suit all trip purposes or connect to more local 

destinations.  

 

A connection along connector streets (thick dashed blue line) provides the 

connection to local destinations .  It also serves to provide an alternate link from the paths 

along the  green corridors (the Metropolitan Trail Network) to the activity centre.  

 

Com bined with the routes along the major roads (the Principal Bicycle Network ð thick 

blue lines) this provides two alternative routes east west to connect with destinations within 

and around the activity centre. This allows four alternate east -west routes.  
Notes :  
¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ Routes along major roads provide more direct routes between activity 

centres and to major destinations (e.g. shopping centres, large shops) that 

tend to be on  major roads. Bicycle routes along arterial roads tend to 

benefit from priority over local street intersections & suit longer, faster trips.  

¶ Connector and local streets often provide better connections to local 

destinations  like schools, local shops that t end to be on non -major roads.  

Better : 

¶ Separated off -road bicycle only paths are provided to all activity centres  

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 5 of 10  Permeability   

 

Choice of route ð separate paths  
 Yes No Response  

 Are  direct routes for transport cycling provided which  are not shared with other 

path users on foot?  

   

 

 

 The MTN shared path (dashed) is more direct to the routes along 

connector streets or arterial roads. This may lead to transport bike riding 

along the shared path at speeds not appropriate for sharing with other path 

users (walkers, dogs on leads, groups, etc .) and adjacent land uses.  

Either a separate bicycle path along the creek  (1) or a direct alternative on a separate 

and direct alignment (2) is needed . Alternatively a separate bike -only path alongside a  

pedestrian only path  on one side or the creek and a shared path on the other would achieve 

the same outcome .  

 

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and proposed routes  

¶ MTN paths are usually paths shared by bike riders and other users 

on foot. They are not appropriate as the sole route between 

destinations or other arterial bike routes. A separate path for 

cycling must be provided.  

Better : 

¶ Separated bicycle only paths are provided along MTN routes  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 6 of 10  Permeability   

 

Barriers and crossings  
 Yes No Response  

 Are crossing points at barr iers provided at least every 800 m?  

 

   

 

   

 
 

Road and Rail  

 

The distance between crossings of the rail and arterial 

road is  over  800m. An additional grade separated 

crossing of the rail and signalised crossing of the road 

are needed to reduce the maximum detour to 400m.  

Underpasses are preferred for grade separated 

crossings as overpasses require long ramps to achieve 

the cle arances required at a grade suited for disabled 

access (1:14 slope).  For a 7m clearance of train lines this 

equates to 100m of ramp length each side of the rail.  

 

  

Rivers  

 

A river crossing point has not been 

provided for 1km. An extra crossing 

point is needed to join the bicycle 

routes on both sides of the river.  Note ð 

trails will usually be provided on both 

sides of a waterway  but this does not 

overcome the need for a crossing 

point . 

 

 
 

Parks  

 

The large park could be a significant barrier to 

walking and riding without access across the 

park.  Provision of routes through a large park 

(shown) can enhance permeability for 

people walking and cycling through open 

space networks.   

 

Detours of more t han 400m are a significant distance for those on foot or 

bicycle and make walking and cycling less attractive. Crossings of barriers at 

least every 400m ensure s the maximum detour for walking and c ycling is not 

more than 400m.  However, this may require ex tra crossings between road 

crossings at added expense.   

When crossings at 400m cannot be achieved, 800m should be the maximum detour. This will 

usually occur at road crossings given the prescribed grid or arterial and connector streets.  

Provision of paths along both sides of a barrier or enhancements to the bicycle network on 

either side would reduce the length of the detour and minimise the need to cross.  

Notes:  
¶ The shorter the distance between crossings the better. This is even more 

critical for pe ople on foot.  

¶ Research indicates the max distance between  crossings of barriers should 

be  400m. The max . detour should be 800m.  

Better : 
¶ Crossings of barriers are provided at least every 200m  

¶ Paths on both sides of barriers help prevent long detours  

  



 

 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 7 of 10  Permeability   

 

Topography  
 Yes No Response  

 Does the planned bicycle network take account of topography and avoid hills 

where possible?  

   

 

      

In this example a crossing of the river would mean climbing a steep 

escarpment or a high bridge crossing.  

Note: Cycling uphill  significantly adds to the trip effort and has the same effect 

as a less direct route. The road network will usually reflect the natural 

topography but some bicycle routes will deviate from the road network  

Realigning the crossing alignment avoids the steep climb  (though there is still a climb 

though less steep) while still connecting to the cycle network on both sides of the creek.   

Note ð trails will usually be provided on both sides of a waterway  (shown)  

Notes :  Better : 

¶ Paths on both sides of barriers can help prevent long detours and avoidance 

of hills 

  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 8 of 10  Quality   

 

Separation - road speed and volumes  
 Yes No Response  

 Are separated cycling and walking facilities provided on off -road paths where 

cycling numbers are expected to exceed 200 bikes per hour and pedestrian 

numbers 100 per hour in peak periods?  

   

 Are mixed traffic/shared use conditions provided on  local streets with speeds  

<40km/h and volumes <3000vpd ? 

   

 Are m arked bicycle lane s provided for connector or arterial roads up to 60km/h 

and volumes 3 -5000vpd ? 

   

 Are separated paths provided for arterial roads over 60k m/h and volumes above 

5000vpd; and  connector  streets with schools?  

   

 

 

 

 
 

 

Fig 2.1 from AustRoads  (2001) ð Cycling Aspects of AustRoads  Guides gives guidance 

on what sort of cycling facility to provide for varying motor vehicle speeds (not 

speed limits) and volumes on roads.  

 

Appropriate conditions for all potential riders are:   

 

¶ a quiet and slow traffic environment suitable for shared use by bikes and 

motor vehicles (local streets with  speeds <40km/h and volumes <3 000vpd); 

or 

¶ a marked bicycle lane (connector or arterial roads up to 60km/h  and 

volumes < 5000vpd); or  

¶ separated paths along arterial roads with speeds  60km/h or above and 

volumes above 5000vpd  

¶ separated paths on streets with schools  or carrying buses ( see Item 9).  

 
More separation from motor vehicle traffic is likely to encourage more novice 
riders, including children and older people. For example, separate off-road paths, 
should be considered for all roads over 40km/h ς this is shown by a shift of the 
separation line left on the Austroads diagram (large grey arrows).  

Notes :  

Better : 

¶ Separated bike -only paths on busy streets and roads  

¶ Local residential streets are òhome zonesó with speeds 30km/h or less 

¶ òBike boulevardsó ð quiet streets with restricted through access for motor 

vehicles but provide continuity for bicycles and priority at intersections  



 

 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 9 of 1 0 Quality   

 

Off-road paths  
 Yes No Response  

 Are all off -road paths at  least 2.5m wide with 1m clearance each side?     
 Are all schools and sporting grounds connected directly to the off road path 

network via a cycling facility that provides separation from motor v ehicle traffic?  

   

 Are off -road paths provided on the side  of the road or barrier that ensures the 

best connections to destinations?  

   

 

 

 

         

 The secondary school (orange) needs to be connected to the off road 

paths along the creek (the MTN  path to the west ) and the railway corridor (to 

the east) to enable student access to the wider off -road path network.  

 

Provision of off road paths along connector streets and short sections of 60km/h roads 

allows the school to be connected to the path network and also provides a c onnection to 

the sporting ovals . Deciding which side of the road to locate the path will depend on 

where crossings can be provided and location of driveways and access ways.  

All paths should be at least 2.5m wide with clearance to obstacles on both sides.  

Notes :  

¶ Show existing and pr oposed routes  

¶ Most students live within riding distance of their school and need 

traffic free routes to enable them to ride to school  

Better : 

¶ Bike only access entries to schools with direct access to a bike cage  

¶ Separated off -road bike only paths on connector streets  

¶ òBike boulevardsó ð quiet streets with restricted through access for motor 

vehicles but provide continuity for bicycles and priority at intersections  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

 

Precinct Structure Plan  - Item 10 of 10  Quality   

 

Bikes and public transport  
 Yes No Response  

 Have interactions with the on road public tr ansport network (buses ) been catered 

for?  

   

 Is secure parking (undercover locked cage with multiple rails inside) provided at 

railway stations and major bus interchanges?  

   

 

              

The Principal Public Transport Network will often share arterial roads with 

the Principal Bicycle Network  or planned bicycle routes on arterial roads. On 

road bike lanes would mean that buses have to cross and recross the lane in 

order to pick up and let o ff passengers.  

 

Where a bicycle route runs coincidentally with a bus or tram route along a road there 

needs to be consideration of their interactions, especially at: bus and/or tram stops;  

intersections; and slip lanes.  Off -road paths help avoid potentia l conflict with the 

operation of buses and trams and can be aligned behind stops to avoid conflict with 

loading and unloading of passengers.  

Notes :  

¶ High frequency bus routes and kerbside loading trams may require 

an off road bicycle path running behind the stops to avoid 

conflicts with bicycles.  Local bus routes also need to be 

considered.  

Better : 

¶ Separated off -road bicycle only paths on both sides of divided arterial roads  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:X_mark.svg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Yes_check.svg


 

Project Name:          Precinct Structure Plan (PSP) summary  

Assessment:  

Quick  view  Yes No Response  

Item 1 ð Corridor routes  
 

 
  

Item 2 ð Local destinations  
 

 
  

Item 3 ð Residence 

connections  

 

 
  

Item 4 ð Choice of route ð 

activity centres  
   

Item 5 ð Choice of route ð 

separate paths  
   

Item 6 ð Barriers and 

crossings  
   

Item 7 - Topography     

Item 8 ð Separation and 

volumes  
   

Item 9 ð Off -road paths     

Item 10 Bikes and public 

transport  
   

Other comments:  

 

Relevant planning  
GAA (2009b), Precinct Structure Planning Guidelines Part 2, p42 -45 

Vic. Dept. of Transport (2009, 2010) Victorian Cycling Strategy  

Clause 18.01 - Integrated Transport;  

Clause 18.02 - Movement Networks  

Clause 56.06 - Access and Mobility Management  

 

References  
AustRoads (2011) - Cycling Aspects of AustRoads Guides , p7-8, 12, 16ñ49 

AustRoads (2005)  Berrigan, Pickle, Dill (2010) p 16  

CROW (1994) Dill et al. (2010) p104  

Litman et al. (2006)  Mc Neil & Ga llagher (2009)  

Pucher et al. (2010) p 402  Saelens, Sallis & Frank (2003), p81, 82  , 81 

Cycling England (2009)  Forsyth, A & Krizek, K (2010) 

Dill et al. (2010) p104 - direc t routes  Dill & Gliebe (2008) - p  3, 54, 41 

 



 

Subdivision Planning Permit  

Scope ð sub-division  

At the Subdivision Planning  Permit stage  the checklist seeks to 

ensure that the design of bicycle facilities is appropriate and 

of acceptable quality. The location, alignment and type of 

bicycle routes have mostly been decided at preceding 

stages  of planning and, at this stage, statutory planners are 

checking that the application meet these requirements.  

At this stage the focus is  on ensuring bicy cle facilities are 

designed to the standard s prescribed  in design guidelines, 

standards and planning schemes. The checklist items at this 

level allows review of critical aspects of detailed engineering 

and landscape plans submitted as part of application for a 

planning permit or sign -off of development plan.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Considerations  

¶ Detailed design issues such as alignment of paths, 

location of path -side furniture and vegetation and 

provision of linemarking and signage.  

¶ Confirming the design meets requirement of preceding 

plans such as Precinct Structure Plans  

¶ Requirements of AustRoads Guides to Road Design ; 

Australian Standards; and Local Planning Schemes.   

¶ Council transport plans  

¶ Municipal Bicycle Plan  

 

 



 

Subdivision Planning Permit - Item 1 of 12  Quality  

 

Consistent connections  
 Yes No Response  

 Do the paths and lanes match those in adjoining areas?  

 

   

 

 

Bicycle paths must make a smooth transition to those in 

adjoining areas including existing paths.  

 

Bicycle routes must match the alignment and width of t hose in adjoining 

areas. The example above shows a new path not matching up to the 

existing path on the other side of the intersection.  

Notes:  

¶ If the path design changes, for instance from an off road path to 

bike lanes, then there should be a smooth transition from one to the 

other.  

 

  



 

Subdivision Planning Permit - Item 2 of 12  Quality  

 

Path alignment  
 Yes No Response  

 Are sharp curves and bends avoided where possible ?  
A minimum radius of 30m is preferred with radii of less than 15m to be avoided wherever 

possible.  

   

 Are minimum stopping sight distances of 35m provided at all curves?  
On curves with 30m radii this equates to a 5m set back of obstacles from the edge of the 

path block sight lines on inside of curves. Low vegetation up to 1m will not usually block sight 

lines.  

   

 Are slopes restricted to less than 3% gradient?  
Gradients up to 5% are acceptable up to 75m and gradients of 10% are acceptable for up 

to 10m.  

   

 

 

Fig 7.1 Austroads Guide to Road Design, Part 6A Pedestrian and Cyclists Paths (2009)  

Fig 7.8 Austroads Guide to Road Design, Part 6A Pedestrian and Cyclists Paths (2009) 

Notes:  
¶ DDA requires slope of 1:14 or less and cross falls less than 2.5%.  

¶ Steps are to be avoided wherever possible.  

¶ See Good Design Guides: Curves & Bends ; Hills, Gradients & Slopes  

Better:  

¶  

  

http://www.bv.com.au/general/bike-futures/90754/
http://www.bv.com.au/general/bike-futures/91988/


 

Subdivision Planning Permit - Item 3 of 12  Quality  

 

Clearances  
 Yes No Response  

 Are lateral clearances of 1m provided to path -side obstacles including poles and 

vegetation?  
The minimum clearance is 0.5m with an absolute minimum of 0.3m only for objects that 

present a smooth surface to path users that cannot snag a bicycle or the person riding it.  

   

 Do all underpasses provide at least 2.5m headroom and 4.0m width?  
The preferred width at underpasses is 5.0m ð a 3.0m wide path with 1.0m clearance to walls 

rather than 0.5m.  

   

 

 

Fig 5.2, 4.6 and 4.7 from Austroads Guide to Road Design, Part 6A Pedestrian and Cyclists Paths (2009) show path alignments and path clearances.  

Notes:  

¶ Path -side obstacles that pose a hazard to path users should be avoided or 

set back further from the edge of the path. Path maintenance should 

ensure that growing trees do not impinge on the path user enve lope.  

¶ See Good Design Guides: Lateral Clearances ; Underpasses  

 

  

http://www.bv.com.au/general/bike-futures/43706/
http://www.bv.com.au/general/bike-futures/92775/

