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1 INTRODUCTION 

SALT has been engaged by TAG Ferntree Gully Pty Ltd to undertake a Road Safety Audit (RSA) relating to the 
approved childcare centre to be located at 1157-1165 Burwood Highway in Ferntree Gully.  

This assessment has been carried out in accordance with the AustRoads Guide to Road Safety Part 6: Road 
Safety Audit (2022) guidelines. 

Report findings are provided in Section 6. 

 

2 ROAD SAFETY AUDIT PROCESS 

A Road Safety Audit (RSA) is a formal, systematic assessment of a project’s crash potential and safety 
performance.  The RSA considers all road users and suggests measures to eliminate or reduce any road safety 
deficiencies.   

The RSA is carried out by a suitably qualified, experienced and independent audit team. 

An audit is not intended to check compliance with standards or guidelines – however, this can be done if it is 
relevant from a safety context.  An audit will not identify design elements that are not safety issues. 

 

3 SCOPE OF THE AUDIT 

The scope of the audit relates to the car park and access arrangements from Burwood Highway. Specifically, the 
audit is to satisfy Condition 31 of Planning Permit which states: 

Prior to the endorsement of plans pursuant to condition 1, a pedestrian and vehicle safety audit prepared by a 

suitable traffic and road safety consultant to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority must be submitted to 

and approved by the Responsible Authority. The audit must focus on movements and conflicts between 

pedestrians and vehicles accessing the car park, with recommendations on pedestrian control/protection and 

treatment to improve the safety of the car parking area and avoid potential conflicts. 

The audit will therefore focus on pedestrian safety on access to and within the car park. This RSA does not focus 
on the left-turn lane, which is to be the subject of a separate Road Safety Audit as per Condition 41. 

The development includes the construction of a new left-turn lane on Burwood Highway, site access driveway 
with a ramp up to the on-site car park. A separate pedestrian access pathway is proposed from Burwood Highway, 
as well as a line marked pathway within the car park. The works also includes a new pedestrian footpath along 
the frontage on Burwood Highway.  

An extract of the development plans and scope area is provided in Figure 1. A copy of the plans is provided in 
APPENDIX 1.  
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Table 1 Likelihood 

Rating Description 

Almost certain  Occurrence once per quarter  

Likely Occurrence once per quarter to once per year  

Possible Occurrence once per year to once every three years  

Unlikely Occurrence once every three years to once every seven years  

Rare Occurrence less than once every seven years.  

Table 2 Severity 

Rating Description 

Insignificant Property damage  

Minor  Minor first aid  

Moderate  Major first aid and/or presents to hospital (not admitted)  

Serious  Admitted to hospital  

Fatal At scene or within 30 days of the crash 

Based on the preceding, AGRD6 presents the below risk matrix to show how likelihood and severity are considered 
to give a ‘priority’ for risk mitigation.   

Table 3 AustRoads RSA Risk Matrix 

 

The corresponding priorities for mitigation are categorised as:  

 Negligible – no action required  

 Low – should be corrected or the risk reduced if the treatment cost is low  

 Medium – should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced, if the treatment cost is moderate, but not 
high  

 High – should be corrected or the risk significantly reduced, even if the treatment cost is high  

 Extreme – must be corrected regardless of cost.  

In addition to these findings, the audit provides recommendations on suitable treatment option(s) that are designed 
to mitigate the specific risk identified by the audit. 

In according with AGRS6, the audit team has aimed to do the following when identifying and communicating 
mitigation measures: 
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 Be clear and constructive about what is required i.e. how the safety risk or hazard might be resolved, but 

without it appearing to be a formal instruction; 

 Be realistic, considering the severity of the issue and the cost of mitigation measures – as well as being 

effective first and foremost, the mitigation measures proposed must be appropriate and realistic. Providing 

too many options can be overwhelming; 

 Be aware that there are typically high and low-cost and short and longer-term mitigation measures. The 

optimum is to identify low-cost mitigation measures that give a good rate of return in terms of safety 

(generically) and an impact with regard to the principles of Safe System treatments; and 

 Understanding that a balance is required–whereby the client team understands the mitigation proposed, 

but the audit team must on no account redesign the project or scheme or detail the mitigation measures, 

as this would jeopardise the independence of the audit, and in effect, invalidate the audit. 

5.3 RESPONDING TO THE AUDIT 

The audit findings and recommendations must be responded to by the project managers with a written response 
to each audit finding or recommendation. The response document must be signed by a representative of the 
project team.  

Each finding or recommendation in the road safety audit report can be responded to by either:  

 Accept a recommendation completely and adopt the audit team recommendation which will typically 

include an infrastructure-based mitigation measure.  

 Accept a finding completely but adopt an alternative measure that is equally effective.  

 Accept a finding and/or recommendation in part or in principle but, due to other constraints, implementing 

changes which go only part of the way to resolving the safety problem, and hence lead to the client team 

consciously agreeing to recognise and accept the residual risk.  

 Accept a finding in part or in principle but, due to other constraints, deferring the recommended action/s, 

or staging them over an extended period, with an understanding and acceptance of the associated risks.  

 Accept a finding in part or in principle but deciding to take no action and formally document the rationale.  

 Reject a finding and therefore deciding to take no action/s and not formally document the rationale.  

The Project Manager’s response to each finding and recommendation, including details of alternative solutions, 
should be documented in a formal risk register or other appropriate control documentation. If a finding is accepted, 
but recommendation is rejected, this should be reflected in the response. 
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6 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Audit Findings Recommendation/s Rating 
Project Manager 

Accept? 
Yes/No 

Reasons/Comments 

1. Pedestrian and vehicle conflict at the 
top of the ramp  

At the top of the ramp on entry to the car 
park, there is a point of potential conflict 
between entering vehicles and pedestrians 
not using the designated line marked path. 
This may include pedestrians taking a 
shortcut to parking spaces, or staff walking 
toward the bin storage.  

There is restricted sight distance given the 
positioning of the building and lift and 
upward grades. There is a risk of pedestrians 
stepping out into the accessway and not 
being observed by entering drivers.  

 

It is noted that the plans currently 
show bollards, as well as a kerb ramp 
and line marked pedestrian path which 
will help to encourage pedestrian use of 
the designated path away from 
vehicles.  

However, this could be further improved 
by providing a pedestrian guard rail / 
fence instead of bollards to physically 
force pedestrian use of the designated 
path and stop pedestrians stepping out 
to oncoming entering traffic.  

 

Likelihood: Likely 

Severity: Moderate 

Level of Risk: High 
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Audit Findings Recommendation/s Rating 
Project Manager 

Accept? 
Yes/No 

Reasons/Comments 

2. Ramp gradients 

Similar to the above comment, there is 
restricted sight lines between entering 
vehicles and pedestrians present on the path 
beside the lift, especially as it is situated at 
the top of the ramp.    

It is noted that the ramp grades shown on 
the plans are compliant with the Planning 
Scheme requirements 

Explore opportunities to flatten the 
grade toward the top of the ramp to 
improve sight lines. This may involve 
starting the 1:10 grade at the bottom of 
the ramp more toward Burwood 
Highway if possible.  

Likelihood: Unlikely 

Severity: Moderate 

Level of Risk: Medium 
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3. Vehicle speeds 

The car park aisle is relatively long at 
approximately 45m which may allow vehicles 
to pick up speed. This poses a safety risk to 
pedestrians present in the car park. 

Similarly, there is a downward grade on exit 
from the car park to Burwood Highway. This 
poses a risk of vehicles picking up speed on 
approach to the Burwood Highway footpath 
where pedestrians may be present.   

It is recommended to incorporate some 
speed humps including approximately 
half-way along the car park aisle, and 
on the exit lane of the driveway toward 
Burwood Highway, to help ensure 
vehicles travel slowly.  Leave a 
minimum 1.0 gap to the side of the 
speed hump on the aisle for 
pedestrians. 

 

Likelihood: Possible 

Severity: Moderate 

Level of Risk: High 
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Audit Findings Recommendation/s Rating 
Project Manager 

Accept? 
Yes/No 

Reasons/Comments 

4. Turning bay delineation 

The turning bay at the end of the car park is 
not shown to be provided with any signage 
or line marking. This poses a risk of a vehicle 
parking in the turning bay, such that if 
another car was to arrive and the car park 
was fully occupied, they would need to 
reverse the length of the car park to exit the 
site.  

Vehicles reversing such a length poses a risk 
to pedestrians present in the car park who 
may not be observed.  

The turning bay should be provided 
with line marking on the pavement 
within the space and a ‘No Parking’ 
sign or similar. 

 

Likelihood: Unlikely  

Severity: Moderate 

Level of Risk: Medium 
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5. ‘No Parking’ space 

Similar to the above, the ‘No Parking’ space 
at what is presumably the childcare fire 
escape is not shown to be provided with any 
physical treatments to prevent parking.  

Therefore, a vehicle may park in this space 
which would restrict the ease and efficiency 
of pedestrian egress, especially with large 
groups of small children. This increases risk 
in the event of a fire. 

It is recommended to provide a bollard 
or linemarking within this space to 
physically prevent vehicles parking in it.  

 

Likelihood: Rare 

Severity: Fatal 

Level of Risk: High 
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Audit Findings Recommendation/s Rating 
Project Manager 

Accept? 
Yes/No 

Reasons/Comments 

6. Parking near building entrance 

Near the building entrance, there is a fair 
amount of empty space which parents may 
opportunistically park in. This poses a risk of 
vehicles traveling over or blocking the 
designated pedestrian path, which would then 
result in pedestrians walking around the 
vehicle and potentially into the path of 
vehicles entering the car park. 

It is recommended to provide bollards 
on the eastern side of the pedestrian 
path to prevent vehicle access.  

 

Likelihood: Unlikely  

Severity: Moderate 

Level of Risk: Medium 
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7. Burwood Highway entrance  

It is unclear from the plans whether the 
access at Burwood Highway will be 
constructed at-grade with the road.  

As per the Victoria Road Rules, drivers must 
give way to pedestrians when entering a 
private driveway. Drivers using the left-turn 
deceleration lane will have excellent sight 
lines to any pedestrians present on the 
footpath beside them.  

Clarify if the access will be constructed 
at-grade with the road. Kerb ramps 
should be shown at connection to the 
footpaths.  

 

Note only.  
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