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 INTRODUCTION 

O’Brien Traffic has been engaged by Maroondah City Council to undertake a traffic 

study in relation to the proposed traffic management works along Heathmont Road in 

Ringwood / Heathmont. 

In the course of undertaking this study: 

 Plans (by GTA consultants) and relevant documentation (including resident 

responses) have been examined; 

 The subject site has been inspected; 

 Vehicle and pedestrian data has been collected and analysed;  

 Video footage of pedestrian travel has been reviewed; and 

 Design options have been prepared for consideration. 

 

 BACKGROUND 

In 2008, Council engaged GTA Consultants to undertake a traffic study of Heathmont 

Road between Canterbury Road and Great Ryrie Street, with the output being: 

 Option 1 - Short-term line marking alterations – completed in 2010; and 

 Option 2 - Long-term LATM / intersection alteration works. 

It is understood that Council completed some “Stage 1” construction works in 

September/October 2016.  These works included the reconstruction of Heathmont 

Road from Lisgoold Street to Wainui Avenue, as well as replacement of the existing 

bluestone invert on the eastern side of Heathmont Road between Wainui Avenue and 

Edith Street.  As part of these works, a parking lane was introduced along the eastern 

(Heathmont Station) side of the road from Canterbury Road to Edith Street and two-

hour parking restrictions were introduced on the western (residential) side of the road.  

Residents parking permits are available for unrestricted resident parking along this 

section. 

Following the completion of Stage 1 works, residents along the full length of 

Heathmont Road were consulted regarding the GTA long-term concept design.  We 

note that thirteen (13) formal responses were received by Council.  The majority of 

these responses were objections to the Balfour Avenue intersection alterations and 

objections to the two pedestrian refuges (mainly due to the proposed parking 

restrictions) proposed around the intersection with Edith Street and Edna Street.  In 

addition, one response was received from a resident at the Wainui Avenue 

intersection.  This resident is concerned about the impact on the vehicle access to 

their property. 

Council has proposed to construct the LATM elements shown on the GTA plan, 

including intersection realignments and pedestrian refuges in 2017/18 as part of the 

rehabilitation of Heathmont Road from Wainui Avenue to Great Ryrie Street.  This will 

also include kerb reconstruction, asphalt overlay, localised pavement reconstruction, 

vehicle crossings and associated works.   
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However, before proceeding with any works, Council desires a review/study of three 

specific elements of the proposed works along Heathmont Road: 

1. Realignment of the intersection of Heathmont Road with Balfour Avenue; 

2. Proposed pedestrian refuges on Heathmont Road near the intersections with Edna Street 
and Edith Street; and 

3. Realignment of the intersection of Heathmont Road with Wainui Avenue – impact on 
property access. 

The aim of the study is to determine if there are more appropriate solutions for these 

elements based on actual traffic movements, current pedestrian volumes, the site 

constraints and the concerns raised by residents. 

 

 HEATHMONT ROAD / BALFOUR AVENUE REALIGNMENT

 

This intersection features a very low angle of entry from Balfour Avenue to Heathmont 

Road, forming what is known as a “Y-intersection” – refer Figure 1.   

 
COPYRIGHT NEARMAP.COM – REPRODUCED WITH PERMISSION 

FIGURE 1: BALFOUR AVENUE AND HEATHMONT ROAD INTERSECTION 

Whilst there have been no recorded casualty crashes at this intersection in the last 5 

years of available CrashStats data, this type of intersection nonetheless features 

historically high collision rates that tend to result in significant injury.  This is because 

drivers approaching the control point are not physically slowed down and there is a 

greater occurrence of drivers failing to give way to their right.  Indeed, inspection 

confirms that few vehicles actually stop despite the stop sign control.  Also of concern 

is that drivers can turn right into Balfour Avenue at speed which is a safety concern for 

pedestrians (many of which are school children). 
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Other problems include: 

 The intersection unusually features a right-turn out slip lane from Balfour Avenue, 

which is in addition to right-turn outs that are permitted where the ordinary 

alignment of Balfour Avenue meets Heathmont Road.  This is potentially confusing 

to drivers travelling northbound along Heathmont Road who may mistake it for a 

more common left-turn in slip lane; and 

 The pedestrian crossing distance (across Balfour Avenue) is very long, which 

increases exposure to vehicles (some at speed). 

 

 

GTA have proposed to square up the intersection as well as remove the right-turn out 

slip lane from Balfour Avenue – refer Figure 2. 

 
SOURCE: DWG NO. V108310-16, SHEET 6 OF 10 ISSUE F2 (GTA CONSULTANTS, 29 SEPTEMBER 2016) 

FIGURE 2: GTA PROPOSAL AT BALFOUR AVENUE / HEATHMONT ROAD 

This design adequately addresses the principal safety issues.  However, the design 

introduces two new issues: 

1. The driveway to 6 Balfour Avenue becomes very problematic to access, particularly 
with a caravan/trailer (noting a caravan is kept on the property) – refer swept path 
diagrams in Figure 3 and Figure 4.  All the parking at the front of this property 
would need to be removed and even then access is still not possible in a 
convenient manner without an extremely wide vehicle crossover (undesirable); and 

2. A power pole is located within the splitter island with minimal clearances to the 
roadway, which is undesirable from a safety perspective. 
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FIGURE 3: B99 CAR & CARAVAN REVERSING INTO 6 BALFOUR AVENUE (ON GTA PROPOSAL) 

 

FIGURE 4: B99 CAR & CARAVAN DRIVING FORWARDS OUT OF 6 BALFOUR AVENUE (ON GTA PROPOSAL) 

 

 

Swept path runs 
through nature strip  

Swept path runs 
through nature strip  
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The concerns raised by residents in regards to the current proposal can be summarised 

in brief as follows: 

 Impact on property access (with caravan/boat/trailer); 

 Headlight glare into properties where there was little or no headlight glare before; 

 Noise (increased accelerating and decelerating when entering/exiting Balfour 

Avenue from Heathmont Road); 

 Power pole within the splitter island that may be struck; and 

 Perceived lack of consultation. 

 

 

O’Brien Traffic commissioned a count of vehicle and pedestrian movements at the 

intersection of Balfour Avenue and Heathmont Road on a typical weekday, Wednesday 

15
th

 February 2017 between the hours of 7am – 10am and 3pm – 7pm.  These periods 

were chosen to capture both the school peak and the traditional on-road peak. 

The volumes for the ‘Vehicle’ peak hours are presented in Figures 5 – 6 (that is, the 

peak hour based on the total sum of vehicle volumes only). 

The volumes for the ‘Pedestrian’ peak hours are presented in Figures 7 – 8 (That is, the 

peak hour based on the total sum of pedestrian volumes only). 

 

FIGURE 5: BALFOUR AVE / HEATHMONT RD AM VEHICLE PEAK HOUR (8AM – 9AM) 
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FIGURE 6: BALFOUR AVE / HEATHMONT RD PM VEHICLE PEAK HOUR (5PM – 6PM) 

 

FIGURE 7: BALFOUR AVE / HEATHMONT RD AM PEDESTRIAN PEAK HOUR (8:15AM – 9:15AM) 
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FIGURE 8: BALFOUR AVE / HEATHMONT RD PM PEDESTRIAN PEAK HOUR (3:15PM – 4:15PM) 

The survey results indicate: 

 Very few vehicles turn right out of Balfour Avenue (0 – 3 vph) or left into Balfour 

Avenue (0 – 1 vph), which is to be expected given the layout of the surrounding 

road network that provides more convenient routes elsewhere; 

 A peak of 28 vph turned left out of Balfour Avenue (in the AM vehicle peak hour) 

and a peak of 19 vph turned right into Balfour Avenue (in the PM vehicle peak 

hour).  In traffic engineering terms these volumes are low, and indicative of a 

lightly used residential street.  They do not suggest that Balfour Avenue is used as 

a significant “rat-run”;  

 Based on the standard ‘rule of thumb’ that the peak hour volume approximates 

10% of the daily volume, it is likely that the northern end of Balfour Avenue 

(between Heathmont Road and Edna Street) carries in the order of 450 vehicles 

per day.  This is very low for a local street, noting that the Planning Scheme gives 

an indicative maximum traffic volume of 2,000 – 3,000 vpd for a local access 

street with a width of 7 – 7.5m and parking on both sides of the carriageway; 

 Throughout the entirety of both survey periods, a total of 5 vehicles turned left 

from Heathmont Road (northbound) to Balfour Avenue (southbound) and all 5 

drivers undertook this movement illegally via the slip lane exit; 

 Pedestrian volumes are highest during the school peaks, with a maximum of 32 

pedestrians crossing Balfour Avenue (at the intersection) in the AM pedestrian 

peak hour and 19 pedestrians crossing in the PM pedestrian peak hour.  A relatively 

high proportion were school children, noting there are various schools in the 

vicinity including Great Ryrie Primary School, Aquinas College, Our Lady of 

Perpetual Help School and Ringwood Secondary College; and 

 Very few pedestrians were observed to cross Heathmont Road at this intersection. 
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The current alignment of this intersection is a significant safety issue and one that we 

consider must be corrected.  The other issues, whilst less significant, are safety issues 

nonetheless. 

Whilst the GTA design does succeed in addressing the existing safety issues, it also 

introduces others and so we recommend this option not be pursued. 

Other options that could be considered (but are not all necessarily appropriate either) 

include: 

Option 1: Realignment of Balfour Avenue to the south side of the power pole 

Option 2: Realignment of Balfour Avenue to the north side of the power pole 

Option 3: Partial road closure (allow drivers to exit Balfour Avenue but not enter it) 

Option 4: Partial road closure (allow drivers to enter Balfour Avenue but not exit it) 

Option 5: Full road closure (no movements allowed to/from Heathmont Road) 

Option 6: Raised intersection treatment (with existing road alignment) 

O’Brien traffic has prepared concept designs for Options 1 – 4 above that are provided 

in Appendix A.  These designs are based on vehicle swept path analysis to ensure 

appropriate access for a car and caravan/trailer (where possible) and Council’s 10m 

long waste service vehicle.  Designs have not been prepared for Options 5 and 6 

because these are not considered worth pursuing (refer discussion that follows). 

A summary of the advantages/disadvantages of each option is provided in Table 1. 

OPTION DESCRIPTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Option 1 

Realignment of 
Balfour Avenue to 

the south side of the 
power pole 

Squares up the intersection at 90 
degrees for maximum benefit 

Reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance and includes a splitter 

island for safer two-stage crossings 

Removes slip lane exit 

Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

Creates a large area of landscaping 

Maintains fully directional access 
to/from Heathmont Road  

Maintains property access for cars 
& trailers 

Net gain of 2 parking spaces 

Vehicles turning left or right into 
Balfour Avenue at night will shine 

headlights towards 8 Balfour 
Avenue (as well as a lesser 
impact on 6 and 10 Balfour 

Avenue) 

Vehicles turning left or right out 
of Balfour Avenue at night will 
shine headlights towards 95 

Heathmont Road (as well as a 
lesser impact on 93 and 97 

Balfour Avenue) 

Option 2 

Realignment of 
Balfour Avenue to 
the north side of 

power pole 

Whilst not squaring up the 
intersection as much as the other 

options, this option would still have 
an appreciable impact on vehicle 

speeds 

Reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance and includes a splitter 

island for safer two-stage crossings 

Removes slip lane exit 

Intersection is not as “squared 
up” as the other options (i.e. 
speeds will be a little higher) 

The crossover to 6 Balfour 
Avenue is located too close to 

the intersection (does not accord 
with AS2890.1) 

Vehicles turning left or right into 
Balfour Avenue at night will shine 
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Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

Creates more landscaping 

Maintains fully directional access 
to/from Heathmont Road  

Maintains property access for cars 
& trailers (however, vehicles 

entering 6 Balfour Avenue would 
need to traverse a mountable 

splitter island) 

Likely to have the lowest 
construction cost of all options 

Net gain of approx. 6 parking 
spaces 

headlights towards 6 Balfour 
Avenue (as well as a lesser 
impact on 4 and 8 Balfour 

Avenue) 

Vehicles turning left or right out 
of Balfour Avenue at night will 
shine headlights towards 93 

Heathmont Road (as well as a 
lesser impact on 91 and 95 

Balfour Avenue) 

Fully mountable splitter island is 
not as ideal for pedestrian safety 

as a completely raised island 

Parking removed in front of 6 
Balfour Avenue (but additional 

parking gained elsewhere)  

Trucks can only turn left-out and 
right-in from/to Balfour Avenue 

Option 3 

Partial closure – exit 
movements only 

from Balfour 
Avenue 

Squares up the intersection at 90 
degrees for maximum benefit 

Reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance substantially 

Removes slip lane exit 

Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

Creates more landscaping 

Maintains parking in front of 6 
Balfour Avenue, and provides 
additional 5 parking spaces on 

Heathmont Road 

No headlight glare for properties on 
Balfour Avenue (noting that Balfour 

Avenue properties will be more 
affected by glare than Heathmont 

Road properties, the latter which sit 
higher up on the land) 

Reduced connectivity to Balfour 
Avenue – but this is not a major 
concern given how close Edna 

Street is (which provides access 
for residents back to Balfour 

Avenue) 

Increased traffic in Edna Street 
(but low volumes so no 

appreciable impact) 

Reversing a car and trailer into 8 
Balfour Avenue would be very 

difficult 

Vehicles turning left or right out 
of Balfour Avenue at night will 
shine headlights towards 95 

Heathmont Road (as well as a 
lesser impact on 93 and 97 

Balfour Avenue) 

Option 4 

Partial closure – 
entry movements 
only from Balfour 

Avenue
 

Squares up the intersection at 90 
degrees for maximum benefit 

Reduces pedestrian crossing 
distance substantially 

Removes slip lane exit 

Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

Creates more landscaping 

Net gain of approximately 4 on-
street parking spaces 

No headlight glare for properties on 
Heathmont Road  

Reduced connectivity to 
Heathmont Road – but this is not 
a major concern given how close 

Edna Street is (which provides 
access for residents to get to 

Heathmont Road) 

Increased traffic in Edna Street 
(but low volumes so no 

appreciable impact) 

Vehicles turning left or right into 
Balfour Avenue at night will shine 

headlights towards 8 Balfour 
Avenue (as well as a lesser 
impact on 6 and 10 Balfour 

Avenue) 

‘No Through Road’ signs are 
required on Balfour Avenue at 
Edna Street.  However, some 

drivers may not realise this until 
it is too late and therefore need 

to undertake a U-turn 
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Option 5 
Full road closure 

(cul-de-sac) 

No pedestrian/vehicle interaction 

Removes slip lane exit 

Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

Creates more landscaping 

No headlight glare for properties on 
Balfour Avenue (and reduced glare 
for properties on Heathmont Road) 

Significantly reduced road 
connectivity and hence less 

convenient access to properties 
(for this reason, full road 

closures are nearly always an 
option of last resort only) 

Significant parking losses 
required to enable trucks to turn 
at the end of the cul-de-sac (and 

to allow manoeuvring of cars 
with trailers) 

Option 6 
Raised intersection 

treatment 

Slows vehicles speeds 

Option to remove slip lane exit at 
same time (or convert to left-in slip 

lane) 

Keeps power pole out of the 
carriageway 

No impact on existing on-street car 
parking supply 

Intersection alignment remains a 
significant safety issue 

Pedestrian crossing distance 
remains high 

It would be located very close to 
the Carbery Place raised 

intersection 

Increased noise 

TABLE 1: BALFOUR AVENUE / HEATHMONT ROAD TREATMENT OPTIONS 

 

The existing intersection is not safely designed (for both cars and pedestrians), and 

there is an opportunity to correct this as part of the proposed LATM works on 

Heathmont Road.  

Of the treatment options considered, it is our view that Option 1 presents itself as 

clearly the most favourable.  It is the closest in design to a “regular” local road 

intersection, offers a large improvement to vehicle and pedestrian safety and provides 

additional car parking for residents. 

This is putting aside the following matters (which are common to most of the options): 

 Headlight glare, which occurs at any intersection and cannot be avoided. Whilst 

glare is most definitely a consideration, it is not one that should be ranked highly in 

this instance when there are safety matters to deal with.  It is also something that 

residents can address with fences, vegetation and/or window blinds; and 

 Noise from accelerating/decelerating vehicles, which likewise is a matter of very 

low ranking as it occurs at most typical intersections.  Residents can act to reduce 

traffic noise by installing solid fences, double glazing and/or sound insulation in 

wall/roof cavities. 

 

4 PEDESTRIAN CROSSING AREA 

 

Pedestrians frequently cross Heathmont Road at the location of two pedestrian paths; 

one that crosses the railway line from the intersection of Campbell Street / Leawarra 

Drive, and another path a short distance to the south that runs between the Scout Hall 

and the railway reserve, continuing on to the nearby Heathmont Railway Station. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

11 

Because of the nearby schools, many of the pedestrians are school children (which our 

survey data discusses later). 

The locations of these paths, and other connecting paths to the east of Heathmont 

Road, are indicated in Figure 9. 

 
COPYRIGHT NEARMAP.COM – REPRODUCED WITH PERMISSION 

FIGURE 9: PEDESTRIAN PATH CONNECTIONS TO EAST OF HEATHMONT ROAD 

The potential issue is whether the volume of pedestrians warrants installation of a 

pedestrian crossing treatment/s to improve safety. 

It is noted that there is no pedestrian casualty crash history in the last 5 years of 

available CrashStats data. 

Path Connection 

Path Connection 

Heathmont 
Railway Station 

Schools 
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The GTA proposal includes provision of two pedestrian refuges, one at each path 

connection – refer Figure 10. 

 
SOURCE: DWG NO. V108310-18, SHEET 8 OF 10 ISSUE F2 (GTA CONSULTANTS, 29 SEPTEMBER 2016) 

FIGURE 10: GTA PROPOSAL FOR PEDESTRIAN REFUGES ON HEATHMONT ROAD 

In so far as improving pedestrian safety, this is a good proposal as it treats both 

crossing points (encapsulating the greatest number of pedestrians), provides a safer 

two-stage crossing (pedestrians need only give way to one direction of traffic at a 

time) and sight lines are excellent (because of the removal of parking in the vicinity of 

the crossing points).  It would also result in a reduction in vehicle speeds, although not 

to the same extent as a raised speed hump or intersection (as proposed elsewhere 

along Heathmont Road). 

However, other treatment options do exist and these need to be examined on their 

merits (and ruled out if need be). 

 

The concerns raised by residents in regards to the current proposal can be summarised 

in brief as follows: 

 On-street parking losses; 

 Impact on cyclists and buses; 

 Impact on property access; 

 Condition of the connecting pathways; and 

 Pedestrian safety; 

 

 

 

O’Brien Traffic commissioned a ‘tube count’ to record vehicle volumes, classifications 

and speeds on Heathmont Road between Edna Street and Edith Street on a 24/7 basis 

from Monday 13
th

 February 2017 to Sunday 19
th

 February 2017. 

The data is summarised in Table 2. 
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ITEM 
DIRECTION OF TRAVEL 

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND COMBINED 

Average Daily 
Weekday Volume 

1,067 vpd 1,220 vpd 2,287 vpd 

Average Daily AM 
Peak Hour Volume 

137 vph 

(8am – 9am) 

124 vph 

(8am – 9am) 

261 vph 

(8am – 9am) 

Average Daily PM 
Peak Hour Volume 

163 vph  

(3pm – 4pm) 

113 vph  

(5pm – 6pm) 

252 vph 

(3pm – 4pm) 

85
th

 Percentile 
Speed

1
 

56.1 km/h 52.6 km/h n/a 

Light vehicle 
Proportion 

93.3% 95% 94.2% 

Medium Vehicle 
Proportion 

6.4% 4.1% 5.2% 

Heavy Vehicle 
Proportion 

0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Unclassified 
Vehicle Proportion 

0.4% 0.7% 0.1% 

1
 THE SPEED AT WHICH 85% OF DRIVERS ARE TRAVELLING EQUAL TO OR LESS.  USED AS THE STANDARD MEASURE OF DETERMINING 

THE LEVEL OF SPEED LIMIT COMPLIANCE. 

TABLE 2: TRAFFIC DATA FOR HEATHMONT ROAD BETWEEN EDNA STREET AND EDITH STREET (MON 

13/2/17 TO SUN 19/2/17)  

Heathmont Road fulfils a collector road function within the surrounding road network 

and the traffic volumes reflect this.  To put this in perspective, the daily two-way flow 

of 2,287 vpd is less than the indicative maximum of 3,000vpd for a Connector Street – 

Level 1 specified in Clause 56.06 of the Planning Scheme. 

The fact that the PM peak hour volumes occur in the afternoon (rather than later in the 

day) is not surprising given the numerous schools in the area. 

The 85
th

 percentile speeds are higher than the speed limit of 50km/h, which is of 

concern, but this would be addressed by the proposed speed control measures 

(outside the scope of our assessment). 

Heavy vehicle proportions are low and are probably reflective of one or two school 

buses per day. 

 

O’Brien Traffic commissioned a count of pedestrian movements in the vicinity of the 

crossing points on Wednesday 15
th

 February 2017 between the hours of 7am – 10am 

and 3pm – 7pm.  These periods were chosen to capture both the school peak and the 

traditional on-road peak. 

The data was collected in three separate zones to ascertain where the majority of 

pedestrians are crossing.   
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The volumes were further broken down into four categories of ‘older person’, ‘person 

with a disability’, ‘unaccompanied child of primary school age’ and ‘all others’.  This is 

to allow comparison of the data against the VicRoads warrants for pedestrian crossing 

treatments. 

The peak hour volumes are presented graphically in Figure 11 and Figure 12. 

 

FIGURE 11: AM PEAK HOUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES (8AM – 9AM) 

 

 

ZONE A

ZONE C

ZONE B

AM Peak Hour (8:00am – 9:00am)

0, 0, 8, 13

0

0

0, 0, 0, 1

0, 0, 0, 5

0, 0, 57, 1

KEY

Elderly, Disabled, Unaccompanied Children of Primary School Age, Others 

Note: this figure is a 
classification error (the 

surveyor did not 
correctly distinguish 

between primary 
school and secondary 

school children) 
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FIGURE 12: PM PEAK HOUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES (8AM – 9AM) 

The combined total pedestrian volumes in each 15 minute block are presented in 

Figure 13 and Figure 14. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ZONE A

ZONE C

ZONE B

PM Peak Hour (3:00pm – 4:00pm)

0

0, 0, 16, 0

0

0, 0, 1, 1

0, 0, 9, 5

0, 0, 1, 0

KEY

Elderly, Disabled, Unaccompanied Children of Primary School Age, Others 
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FIGURE 13: AM PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES (TOTAL) BY 15 MINUTE PERIOD 

 

FIGURE 14: PM PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES (TOTAL) BY 15 MINUTE PERIOD 

The combined hourly pedestrian volumes are presented in Figure 15 and Figure 16. 
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FIGURE 15: AM COMBINED HOURLY PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES 

 

FIGURE 16: PM COMBINED HOURLY PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES 

The survey results indicate: 

 The peak hours coincide with school starting and finishing periods, which is to be 

expected; 

 Zone A (that features the northern path) experienced a total of 21 crossing 

pedestrians in the AM peak hour and 16 crossing pedestrians in the PM peak hour; 

 Zone B (in-between the two paths experienced just 1 pedestrian in the AM peak 

hour and 2 pedestrians in the PM peak hour; 
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 Zone C (that features the path from the railway station) experienced 63 

pedestrians in the AM peak hour and 15 pedestrians in the PM peak hour; 

 Volumes outside of the school peak hours are notably much lower, typically around 

10 – 20 pedestrians per hour (total across all zones); and 

 The majority of pedestrians are school children. 

Observations from the recorded video footage indicate: 

 In the AM, the clear majority of pedestrians crossing Heathmont Road do so in a 

north-westbound direction (i.e. heading towards the schools).  Most turn left at 

Edna Street but a few turn left into Edith Street (approximately 20% of the children 

that cross Heathmont Road from the Station).  Children tend to arrive in platoons 

(coinciding with train arrivals) and in small groups; 

 In the PM, the opposite is true (i.e. most crossing pedestrians head in a south-

eastbound direction).  However, no children were observed to come out of Edith 

Street (instead they came mostly from Edna Street) 

 Some adult pedestrians walking southbound  on the eastern side of Heathmont 

Road (towards the station) used the road, noting there is no footpaths; and 

 The surveyor clearly did not distinguish between primary school and secondary 

school age children; however, this is admittedly difficult to do, particularly from 

video footage.  

 

 

 

The VicRoads supplements to the AustRoads Guides include a number of general 

guidelines, or “warrants”, for the installation of pedestrian crossing treatments 

including pedestrian operated signals, zebra crossings (with or without flashing lights) 

and school crossings. 

The warrants are based on a combination of vehicle volume and pedestrian volume.  

The latter includes a factor of two for each ‘older person’, ‘person with a disability’ and 

‘unaccompanied child of primary school age’ and ‘all others’.  However, we note that the 

surveyor did not always correctly distinguish between unaccompanied primary school 

and secondary school age children.  The latter are far more likely to walk 

unaccompanied, and so for the purposes of analysis the number of unaccompanied 

primary school aged children has not been factored up by two. 

A summary of the recorded vehicle and pedestrian volumes versus the VicRoads’ 

warrants is provided in Table 3.  Note that pedestrian operated signals have not been 

included as the recorded volumes do not come anywhere near close enough to the 

volumes required under the warrants. 
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TABLE 3: ASSESSMENT AGAINST VICROADS WARRANTS 

It can be seen that both a zebra crossing (without flashing lights) and school crossing 

meet the warrants.  However, we do not recommend a zebra crossing because the 

pedestrian volume threshold (20 pedestrians per hour) would only be exceeded for 2 – 3 

hours per day, at school times.  A zebra crossing would be more suited to a location with 

a constant flow of pedestrians, such as in a strip shopping centre. 

 

O’Brien traffic has prepared five concept designs for possible pedestrian facilities that 

are provided in Appendix B.   

These designs all ensure appropriate access for a car and caravan/trailer to each 

property. 

Essentially we propose either kerb outstands with raised pavements (with or without a 

school crossing) or refuges (without raised pavements).  Based on the data and 

observations, we see a strong case to rationalise the number of crossings to one at the 

location of the northern pathway (so long as a connecting footpath is provided to the 

southern pathway along the eastern side of Heathmont Road).  This is because of the 

strong directional bias of pedestrians (north-westbound to south-eastbound).   

A summary of the advantages/disadvantages of each option is provided in Table 4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Peak Hour Zone

Number of 

pedestrians / 

hour (factored)

Number of 

children

Number of 

Vehicles / 

hour

Does it meet School 

Crossing warrants?

Does it meet Zebra 

Crossing warrants 

with flashing lights?

Does it meet Zebra 

Crossing warrants 

without flashing 

lights?

Zone A 21 14 261 NO NO YES

Zone B 1 0 261 NO NO NO

Zone C 63 57 261 YES NO YES

Combined 85 71 261 YES NO YES

Zone A 16 16 252 NO NO NO

Zone B 2 1 252 NO NO NO

Zone C 15 13 252 NO NO NO

Combined 33 30 252 YES NO YES

8am - 9am

3pm - 4pm
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OPTION DESCRIPTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Refuge 
Option 1 

GTA proposal 

(twin refuges, one at 
each pathway) 

Encapsulates the vast majority of 
crossing pedestrians 

Refuge provides safer two-stage 
crossing 

Excellent sight lines to pedestrian 
crossing points 

Requires the most parking loss 
(approx. 25 spaces) 

For a comparatively long 
distance, cyclists need to ‘claim 

the lane’ rather than let cars pass 
to one side (however, we note 
that cyclist volumes are very 

low, with a maximum 6 per hour 
along Heathmont Road based on 
our counts at the Balfour Avenue 

intersection) 

Would result in a comparatively 
lower speed reduction 

(compared to raised pavements) 

Refuge 
Option 2 

Single refuge at 
northern pathway 
(with connecting 

footpath to 
southern pathway) 

Encapsulates the vast majority of 
crossing pedestrians (though not 

quite as much as twin crossing 
treatments) 

Refuge provides safer two-stage 
crossing 

Excellent sight lines to pedestrian 
crossing point 

Some pedestrians may still 
choose to cross at the location of 

the southern pathway (but 
number is envisaged to be very 
low given the attraction of the 

new footpath and formal 
crossing point) 

Requires removal of approx. 14 
car parking spaces 

Would result in a comparatively 
lower speed reduction 

(compared to raised pavements) 

Kerb 
Outstand 
Option 1 

Twin kerb outstands 
with raised 

pavements (one at 
each pathway) 

Encapsulates the vast majority of 
crossing pedestrians 

Shortened crossing distance will 
improve safety 

Raised pavement would 
significantly reduce vehicle speeds 

Low number of parking spaces to 
be removed (7) 

Sight lines to pedestrians would 
be somewhat hindered by cars 
parked close to the outstands 

(unless more parking is removed) 

Pedestrians must give way to 
both directions of traffic at once 

when crossing 

The raised pavements may give 
some pedestrians a false sense 

of priority over vehicles 

Kerb 
Outstand 
Option 2 

Single kerb  
outstand with raised 

pavement at 
northern pathway 
(with connecting 

footpath to 
southern pathway) 

Encapsulates the vast majority of 
crossing pedestrians (though not 

quite as much as twin crossing 
treatments) 

Shortened crossing distance will 
improve safety 

Raised pavement would 
significantly reduce vehicle speeds 

Lowest number of parking spaces 
to be removed (4) 

Sight lines to pedestrians would 
be somewhat hindered by cars 
parked close to the outstands 

(unless more parking is removed) 

Pedestrians must give way to 
both directions of traffic at once 

when crossing 

The raised pavement may give 
some pedestrians a false sense 

of priority over vehicles 

Kerb 
Outstand 
Option 3 

Single kerb outstand 
with raised 

pavement and 
school crossing at 
northern pathway 
(with connecting 

footpath to 
southern pathway) 

Encapsulates the vast majority of 
crossing pedestrians (though not 

quite as much as twin crossing 
treatments) 

Provides the safest form of crossing 
(but only at school crossing times) 

Raised pavement would 
significantly reduce vehicle speeds 

Sight lines to pedestrians would 
be somewhat hindered by cars 
parked close to the outstands 

(unless more parking is removed) 

– but this is only a concern 
outside of school crossing times 

Outside of school crossing times, 
pedestrians must give way to 

both directions of traffic at once 
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Shortened crossing distance will 
improve safety at non-school 

crossing times 

Low number of parking spaces to 
be removed (6) 

when crossing 

The raised pavement may give 
some pedestrians a false sense 
of priority over vehicles (only 

outside of school crossing times) 

TABLE 4: PEDESTRIAN CROSSING TREATMENT OPTIONS 

 

Whilst any of the five options could be considered, we recommend a choice between 

Refuge Option 2 (single refuge) and Kerb Outstand Option 3 (single outstand with 

school crossing and raised pavement). 

The refuge option provides a two-stage crossing at all times for pedestrians, but 

requires significant parking losses (14 spaces) and does not control vehicle speeds to 

the same degree.  The kerb outstand option is the safest for pedestrians at school 

crossing times (as vehicles must give way to pedestrians) but still offers an 

improvement for pedestrians outside of school crossing times as a result of shortened 

crossing distance and lower vehicle speeds.  Parking losses are also far less substantial 

(6 spaces), 

Our preference therefore lies with Kerb Outstand Option 3.  

It is also noted that any crossing treatment in the northern location will require new 

lighting to be installed. 

 

5 HEATHMONT ROAD / WAINUI AVENUE PROPERTY ACCESS 

 

This intersection features an extremely large pedestrian crossing distance on the side 

road (Wainui Avenue), as well as a low entry angle on the entry from Heathmont Road 

(northbound) to Wainui Avenue.  This significantly increases vehicle speeds for this 

manoeuvre and places pedestrians at increased risk. 

Whilst there have been no recorded casualty crashes at this intersection in the last 5 

years of available CrashStats data, this is a safety issue regardless. 

 

The GTA proposal is indicated in Figure 17.  This design succeeds in addressing the 

safety concerns.  However, we note that the extended footpath is very close to the 

edge of the road carriageway (which is ok if absolutely necessary, but best avoided if 

possible). 
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SOURCE: DWG NO. V108310-19, SHEET 9 OF 10 ISSUE F2 (GTA CONSULTANTS, 29 SEPTEMBER 2016) 

FIGURE 17: GTA PROPOSAL AT HEATHMONT ROAD / WAINUI AVENUE 

 

The occupant at 1 Wainui Avenue has raised a query of whether property access would 

still be convenient for a car and trailer.  We understand this trailer is regularly used for 

work purposes. 

 

We have been requested to examine two options for this property: 

1. Vehicle crossover on Wainui Avenue; and 

2. Vehicle crossover on Heathmont Road. 

A concept drawing has been prepared for each option – refer Appendix C.   

Each design is based on AutoTURN swept path analysis for an Australian Standard B99 

car + 12ft trailer (which is longer than the trailer owned by the occupant).  Swept path 

diagrams are also provided in Appendix C.  

Note that swept path analysis indicated the original GTA design would accommodate a 

car and trailer but only with a slight kerb adjustment. 

Advantages and disadvantages of each option are discussed in Table 5. 
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OPTION DESCRIPTION ADVANTAGES DISADVANTAGES 

Option 1 
Wainui Avenue 
vehicle access 

Less disruption to Heathmont Road 
traffic flow when cars with trailers 
are reversing into 1 Wainui Avenue 

Includes optional mountable splitter 
island (for safer two-stage crossing 
by pedestrians whilst still allowing 

vehicles to traverse it) 

Turning bay provided for 1 Wainui 
Avenue so cars can exit in a 

forward direction 

Footpath realigned away from kerb 
(vs. GTA proposal) 

Crossover is located closer to 
Heathmont Road than what 

would ordinarily be preferred, 
but this is an existing condition 

and is unavoidable 

Option 2 
Heathmont Road 
vehicle access 

Footpath realigned away from kerb 
(vs. GTA proposal) 

Crossover is located on the 
much busier road, and car and 
trailer movements would cause 
more disruption to traffic when 
reversing in (whilst we note this is 

the case for all properties with 
access to Heathmont Road, the 

occupant at 1 Wainui Avenue would 
undertake far more regular 

reversing movements) 

Splitter island not possible 

No turning bay 

The fence/driveway at 1 Wainui 
Avenue need to be modified to 
keep the crossover as far away 
as practically possible from the 
intersection (although it would 
still be closer than ordinarily 

preferred) 

TABLE 5: HEATHMONT ROAD / WAINUI AVENUE RECOMMENDED TREATMENT OPTIONS 

 

Placing the crossover on Heathmont Road would offer no distinct advantage in 

comparison to Wainui Avenue.  The latter offers a number of benefits. 

Option 1 is therefore recommended. 
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6 SUMMARY 

Based on the assessments undertaken in the preparation of this report, the following 

treatment options are recommended: 

 Balfour Avenue / Heathmont Road Intersection 

- Realign the intersection to the south side of the existing power pole, maintaining all 
vehicle movements and removing the existing right-turn out slip lane. 

 Heathmont Road Pedestrian Crossing Area 

- Provide kerb outstands with a school crossing and raised pavement outside 111 
Heathmont Road, together with a connecting footpath on the eastern side of Heathmont 
Road down to the pathway that leads to the railway station. 

 Wainui Avenue / Heathmont Road intersection 

- Realign the intersection as proposed by GTA but with a modification to the footpath 
alignment and the crossover to 1 Wainui Avenue. 

- Consider a mountable splitter island on Wainui Avenue. 

There are also other improvement options that have been identified and these could 

also warrant consideration having regard to their individual pros and cons. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

 










