
          
 
 
 
Ms Melanie Brown 
Senior Policy Officer 
Local Government Association of Tasmania 
GPO Box 1521 
Hobart  TAS  7001  
 
 
 
29 September 2014 
 
 
Dear Melanie 
 
Submission on the Tasmanian Subdivision Guidelines October 2013 and the Tasmanian 
Standard Drawings 
 
Thank you for your email of 10 September responding to our inquiry about the review of the 
Subdivision Guidelines and Standard Drawings. 
 
The Heart Foundation seeks the indulgence of the LGAT Working Groups on the Guidelines and 
the Standard Drawings to have our submission considered. 
 
Our interest in the subdivision guidelines and standard drawings arise from the strong evidence 
between population health and the built environment and how the built environment can enhance 
or impede active living and active travel.  Suitable provision for walking and cycling can certainly 
enhance active living, which is a key feature of our advocacy with Government for the making of a 
State Policy for Healthy Spaces and Places. 
 
Our principal concern with the guidelines and standard drawings is that they do not represent good 
contemporary practice.  Second, the guidelines and standard drawings primarily represent the 
interests of motorists and do little to promote streets as public spaces that are walkable and where 
it is safe to cycle.  In making this claim, it is the design elements of streets and paths that are of 
concern, as discrete from the engineering-construction details.  For this submission it is 
acknowledged that the guidelines reference footpaths to include cycle paths and shareways, but 
are then silent on requirements that promote walkability and requirements for safe cycling. 
 
The elements of concern are: 
 

1. The presentation of a street design that places footpaths hard against the kerb (Drawings 
TSD-G02.v1 and TSD-R06-v1).  This does not provide for a buffer to traffic as offered by 
having a ‘so-called’ nature strip.  The latter ‘separation’ is depicted on the drawings, 
nevertheless having the integrated footpath and kerb appears to be preferred as it is a 
common feature for urban road construction.  A buffer provides for a greater separation of 
pedestrians from vehicular traffic and adds to walkability and perceived safety, if not actual 
safety of pedestrians.  
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2. The nomination of a single footpath on only one side of the road for local through roads as 

presented on Drawing TSD-R06-v1.  This recommended standard for local through roads 
irrespective of length does not promote walkability. 

 
3. For residential road requirements (drawing TSD-R06-v1) there is reference to consideration 

of making provision for bicycles together with buses, semi-trailers and B-Doubles.  The 
accommodation of buses on the residential network is necessary, but it is questionable 
whether semi-trailers and B-Doubles should be utilising residential roads.  But in the 
context of this submission, the provision for bicycles should not be just a note.  
Requirements for bicycles should be articulated as valid users of road space, either within 
the road or otherwise provided within the road reservation; whether combined with 
footpaths or otherwise separate.  The guidelines would also benefit by expanding provision 
for walking and cyclists at clause 7.1 that confines its interest to vehicular traffic. 

 
4. For road types (Drawing TSD-R06-v1) other road types should be considered eg shared 

streets and, again responding to contemporary practice reduce the apparent preference for 
culs de sac and instead preference through streets.  Where a cul de sac is proposed, 
provision for pedestrian/cycling path(s) linking adjacent cul de sac heads or adjoining roads 
would aid pedestrian connectivity and permeability of our urban areas.   

 
5. Further to the types of roads and the inclusion of shared streets, raises there is an apparent 

preference for stand-up kerbs over other forms of kerb that can be more in-keeping with a 
residential/pedestrian environment.  Turning to kerbs and gutters and entry to drainage pits 
(guideline 13.2(iv)), stormwater entry points need to be bicycle friendly. 

 
6. For walkability, continuity of footpath paving material should not be interrupted by a 

different material for vehicular crossings (guideline 4.1, drawing TSD-R09-v1).  Changes to 
path material changes the pedestrian perception from a walking priority to a priority for 
vehicles.  On this point, guideline 11.4.3(ii) is unclear as to requirements.  The preferred 
position is for the continuity of materials and design to favour pedestrians, where vehicles 
cross pedestrian space. 

 
7. Road junction corner rounding that allows vehicles on residential streets to maintain relative 

high speeds should be reviewed towards omitting such requirements.  
 

8. For guideline 14.2 Variations, the onus should be changed such that footpaths are provided 
on rural roads and the variation is require it to be demonstrated by the applicant that 
footpaths are not to be provide.  Similarly at guideline 14.3 the onus should be changed 
such that the applicant needs to demonstrate that water sensitive design features should 
not be provided.  For this latter point, we contend that the onus to not provide water 
sensitive design features would be consistent with the State Policy for Water Quality 
Management 1997. 

 



For a contemporary reference on the design of streets we recommend Streets for People a 
compendium for South Australian Practice Government of South Australia, Heart Foundation and 
others 2012 available at Streets for People Compendium for South Australian Practice. 
Guidelines for streets, walking and cycling can also be found in Healthy by Design, a guide to 
planning and designing environments for active living in Tasmania, National Heart Foundation of 
Australia, 2009 available at:  Healthy by Design: A guide to planning and designing environments 
for active living in Tasmania. 
 
We appreciate that the guidelines and standard drawings are advisory and there is stated 
opportunity for variation, nevertheless when the depicted advisory features become the norm then 
their merit is questioned. 
 
It is our submission that urban areas will continue to be adverse to promoting healthy lifestyles 
when there is a continuation of the practices that hinder pedestrians and cyclists such as those we 
have noted that currently exist in the Tasmanian Subdivision Guidelines and Tasmanian Standard 
Drawings. 
 
We would be happy to expand on this submission as required. 
 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Graeme Lynch 
CEO – Heart Foundation 
 

http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/active-living/Documents/Streets-for-People-Compendium-(SA).pdf
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Tasmania-healthy-by-design.pdf
http://www.heartfoundation.org.au/SiteCollectionDocuments/Tasmania-healthy-by-design.pdf

