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1. [/vSE} M S]}v

1.1 Background

Moreland City CoundiCouncilmaintain theshared usgedestrian/cycle bridge crossing Edgars Creek which
links Ronald Street to Golf Road, Coburg Nofte original structure comprised of timber log girders,
decking and barriers. The bridge was constructed circa 1985 with the deck level approximately 800mm below
the 1 in 10 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) flood height of 44.8m Australian Height Datum (AHD).

The low bridge sustained flood damage on rplét occasionsOn 29 Decembe016 a high intensity rain
event resulted in the bridge being damaged and the deck and handrails being washe({Fayagl). The
path either side of the bridgevasfenced off by Council and for safety reasons the brisigperstructure
removed as pedestrians were still attempting to cross the creek.

Figurel: Flood damaged Ronald Street Bridge

Councilhas engagedpitt&sherry to investigate options of restoring thehared use access across Edgars
Creek at omear this location, by eitheconstructinga newbridge and/or provide a formalised path along
the west side of Edgars Creek linking up with the exjstiridge infrastructure crossing Edgars Creek at
Coburg Hill.

At the conclusion of the feasibility phase Council will determine if the project is to preoekd design and
construction phasgfor the preferred option.This report documents the feasiityl phase investigations and
recommendations.

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZIc 1



1.3 StudyArea

The Ronald Street Bridggite is located at the south end of@ncrete channel section of Edgars Creek
between Ronald Street and Golf Road in Coburg North. The GPS coordinates of the origituak stine-
37.729811, 144.97594%Kodak Bridge, a former private road bridgse situated approximately 350m
upstream of the Ronald Street Bridge. Another pedestrian bridge spans Edgars Creek approximately 650m
downstream of the Ronald Street Bridge nehe tconfluence of Merri Creek and Edgars Crddle study

area is primarily focussed on the creek area adjacent to Ronald Street and the west side of the creek
extending to Kodak Bridge.

KODAK BRIDGE

RONALD STR
BRIDGBITE

el

BRIDGE NEAF
CONFLUENCE

.5

Figure2: Project study aea

1.4 Scope of Work

The feasibility study scope of wonkasto identify options and costs associated with the replacemen(bof
alternative to)the Ronald Street Bridg@&he brief regiired the following options to be investigated:

1. A new shared use bridge crossing Edgars Creek in the vicinity of Ronald Street

2. A new formalised travel path along the west side of the creek linking Kodak Bridge to the existing path
leading west to Golf Road

The feasibility studyasto investigate various design alternatives and identify advantages/disadvantages
and costs associated with each option.

As part of the study internal stakeholder and community consultation was required in ordgauge
opinions and requirements on the various options presented.

Keyinvestigationaundertaken at the feasibility stageere toinclude:
x Confirm Melbourne Water requirements

x Land use and ownership

x Native vegetation assessment

x Cudtural heritage Dudiligence assessment

x Site feature and level survey

x Preliminary geological assessment

x ldentification of existing utility services

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZ/Ic 2



1.5 Project Methodology

In performing the feasibility study the following methodology was used:

1.5.1 Planning
x Project inception meetingvith Council representatives
x Review of background information

x Initial site visit bypitt&sherry engineers

1.5.2 Investigation

x Liaise with Melbourne Water to confirm their requirements

x Site feature and level survey by a licenced surveyor

x Native vegetation assement by specialist suonsultant

x Cultural heritage investigation by specialist stdnsultant

x Preliminary geological assessment by geotechnical engineer
x Dial Before You Dig search and review of plans

x Develop preliminary alignment options

1.5.3 Consultation
x Canmunity information session

x Review and summary of community feedback

1.5.4 Design Concepts

x Follow up site visit bpitt&sherry engineers

x Finalise bridge / path alignment options

x Assess advantages and disadvantages of each option
x Advise on highevel budgetconstruction cost estimates

x Make recommendation on option that best meets objectives

1.5.5 Reporting
x Prepare Draft feasibility study report
x Council review of the Draft report

x Prepare Final feasibility study report
RelatedDocuments

The following reports prepared for Council directly relate to the bridge feasibility study and as such key
findings and recommendations presented in these documere taken into consideration.

x Moreland Bicycle Strategy 20172021

x Edgars Creek Conserimat and Development Plan, Edwardes Lake to Merri Creek (Thomson Berrill
Landscape Design Pty Ltd in association with Ecology and Heritage Partners P/L, Revision F, June 2013)

The Moreland Bicycle Strategycludes a map showing existing bicycle paths esmdes and map of the
future network based on proposezhort term(before 2021)and medium/long term (before 2041) projects

An annotated extract of these maps is showrrigure3.

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZ/Ic
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The east west link between Ronald Street and Golf Road is shown as an existing route and thieoet are
term plans to use the Ronald Street Bridge site to coni@atburg Hill and surrounding communities to the
Merri Creek Trail with aew path running south along Edgars Crddkedium term projects include a path
along the west side of Edgars Creek linking the Ronald Street Bridge and Kodak Bridge.
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Figure3: Existing and proposed bicycle paths

The Edgars Creek Conservation and Development Plan notegrévasion ofa pedestrian and cycling link
between Edwardes Lake and the Merri CreeklTs identified as a high priority both Darebin and Moreland
City Council cycle and open space strategies and the Merri Creek and Environs SEetaiyg informal

walking trackgFigure4) along both sides of Edgars Creek have been identified as important site values.

Figure4: Informal walking track along creek

2. "]s [/v(}E&u S]}v

2.1 Land Ownership

JUV Jo[* WE}% ESC hv]3 % E}A] U %o+ *Z}Ajwdunding Kddak BatlgBiftse v S Z
5) and the original Ronald Street Bridgjée (Figure6). In the figures below orange areas are Council land,
green areas represent Crown land with Council as the Committee of Managevhdatthe blue area is
Melbourne Water land.
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Figure6: Land ownership surrounding the Ronald Street Bridge site

2.2 Flooding

Melbourne Water provided flood maps covering the asemrounding the original bridge sit@he extent of
flooding (blue areajand floodcontours (red linesfor 1 in 10 year and 1 in 100 year ARI events is shown in
Figure7 and Figure8 respectively The available design drawings for the original Ronald Street Bridge show
the timber deck level at 44.0m AHD.
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Figure7: 1 in 10 year ARIdod map

Figure8: 1 in 100 year ARIdod map
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2.3 Geology

The Sunbury (163 630) geological mauggests complex geological conditions within the project study area
including alluvium, basalt and mudstone unittariable depths of rocknay be encountered at bridge
foundationsand shallow or deep foundations may be required.

A detailedgeotechnical investigation, including borehole drilling and rock coring, will be required at bridge

support locations to inform the detailed design difet foundations. The upper soil layers are subject to

erosion and collapse along the creek banks and may require protection / stabilisation.
— — 2 O —7 k

———

\ND.GRE

Figure9: Surface geology

An exposed outcrop of Silurian rodkigure 10) is located immediately south of the original Ronald Street
Bridge site. There are few comparable sites in the Melbourne metropolitan area and as such the site is
regionally significant.

Figure 10: Silurian rock outcrop

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZ/Ic 7



2.4 Native Vegetation

A native vegetation assessment of the site was condlubteBrett Lane & Associates Rty forpitt&sherry.
The investigation was commissioned to providf®rmation on the extent and condition of native vegetation
in the study area to be assessed for potential removal underBtiogliversity assessment guidelin&EPI
2013).

A copy of the Edgars Creek Pedestrian Bridge Native Vegetation Assessmenprepanmd for this project
is provided inAppendixA. Recommendations are providddr two possible bridge alignment options and
path alignment options along the west side of the creek to Kodak Bridge.

The study identified areas with low, moderate andhigtention value and recommended alignment options
that minimised the removal of any vegetation. The destruction, lopping or removal of any native vegetation
requires a planning permit anarhere permitted to be removedh native vegetation offset is reqed.

2.5 Cultural Heritage

A cultural heritage assessment of the site was conducted by Dr Vincent Clark & Associpitt&goerry.
The purpose of the assessment was to determine any implications for the project arising from relevant
cultural heritage leglation, including theAboriginal Heritage Act 200hd theHeritage Act 2017

A copy of the Edgars Creek Pedestrian Bridge Cultural Heritage Due Diligence Report prepared for this project
is provided inAppendixB. The study identified several registerédoriginal Places within the study area
where artefact scatters have previously been found

A project specific Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) is mandatory when works occur in an area of
cultural heritage sensitivity and are classed as a high impact activity undeAlbeginal Heritage
Regulations2007. A mandatory CHMP is expected lhe required for the project, regardless of which
alignment option is selected.

2.6 Service

A number of utility services are present within the project area including the 1.3m diameter M9 underground
water supplypipeline located within a Melbourne Water easemeaterheadpower including arAusNet
Transmission Group high voltage electrical transmission line, Yarra Valley Water underground sewer pipes
and Councildrainage assetsThe approximate location of existjnservices, based on Dial Before You Dig
information, is shown ifrigurell.

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZ/Ic 8
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Figurell: Existing utility services
3. ~s | Z}o & }veposS S]}v

3.1 Melbourne Water

Melbourne Water was initially contacted directly by Council in regards to reconstruction or replacement of
the Ronald Street Bridge. Melbouriéater advised Council that a replacement structure would need to be
built no lower than the 1 in 10 year ARI flood height of 44.8m AHD (at the site of the original brndgsjt
reduce flood flow capacityMelbourne Water supplied maps showing the fldueght and extent for the 1

in 10 year(Figure7) and 1 in 100 yeafFigure8) ARI events.

During the feasibility studghaseMelbourne Water reconfirmethe project design requiremenisegarding
bridge height and flood impact) pitt&sherry. Melbourne Water was askespecificallyif there were any
plans to remove the existing concrete channel and alter the creek to its previous alignment, asghis
mentioned during the community information evenirigelbourne Water (Asset Services) advised they were
not aware of any such plans.

3.2 Community Information Evening

A communiy information evening was held on the evening of 12 December 2017 at the Newlands Senior
Citizens Centre in Coburd.-ocal residents were notified of the event via letters distributed by Council.
Approximately 30 metmers of the community attended the presentation that was introduced by Council and
delivered bypitt&sherry.

The presentation outlined the project requirements, preliminary investigation findings and current design
options including two alterative bridgalignments (Option 1A and Option ld®scribed in Section.3and

4.4 0of this report respectivelyand analternativepath alignment Qption 2A described in Sectidrb of this

report).  }%C }( 3Z % @E e+ v3 §]}v c0] ¢ A0 35 E u AlJo o }v }uv Jofe
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Attendees were given opportunity to provide comment and ask questions during and after the presentation.
Whilst there were some differences of opinion between individilaése was a clear sense that the loss of

the bridge has been keenly felt by the community as it connected communities with schools, shops, valuable
parkland and recreational activitie® summary of community feedback is providedAppendixC and
includesthe followingpoints:

x Frustration thatt has been a year since the original bridge was remavititbut replacement

x  Children used the bridge to ride to school and are now misar@pportunity for active transport

x Residents are opposed having a large sticture introduced into the natural creek environment

x A new bridgenear Ronald Street would better meet community needs than a path to Kodak Bridge
x  Significant community effortwith Melbourne Water fundindjas gone into revegetation works

Following thecommunity information eveningitt&sherry was contacted by a small number of residents
who provided further feedback and suggestions.

4, v %S e]Pve

4.1 Design Alternatives

Three alternative alignments have been investigated for constructing a new sharédidge in the vicinity
of the original Ronald Street Bridda.addition, two options for constructing a formagdestrian and bicycle
path along the creek have been considered (with no new bridge). The five options are:

x Bridge Option 1A Bridge and patton the original alignment (Sectighd)

x Bridge Option 1B Bridge just south of original site with path to Ronald St (Seetidn
x Bridge Option € t Bridge approximately 100m upstream of original site (Sectiéh

x Path Option 2At Formal path from Kodak Bridge on west side of creek (Set&)n

x Path Optior2B t Formal path to Merri Creek Trail on east side of creek (Seétidn

4.2 Design Standards

New works will need to conform with the following desgfandards and guidelines:

x AS1428.1 Design for Access and Mobility

x AS5100 Bridge Design

x Austroads Guide to Road Design (AGRD) Part 6A: Pedestrian and Cyclist Paths

4.3 BridgeOption 1A

Option 1A considers a new shared use bridge and path on the sdigrement as the original/existing
conditions Figure12). On thisalignment,the width of the waterway undethe 1 in 10 year ARI flood
condition is approximately 100 metreghis option was presented at the communiitjormation evening.

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZIc 10



Figurel2: AlignmentOption 1A

Melbourne Water requires the underside of the new bridge to be set no lower than the 1 et @RI flood
level. This is approximately 44n8AHD at the site of the original bridgeéigurel2 shows that the flood level
rises along the path of travel when head east.A concept elevation view of Option 1A is provided in
Appendix DThe underside of the main span has been set atm#A8ID and the bridge deck level is expected
to be approximately 500mm higher.

The current path leadingp the site of the original crossing is relatively steegvards the Ronald St /
Danthonia St intersectigrwith a grade ofaround 12% over a distance of approximatelymn2@\S1428.1
specifies thafor walkways shallower than 1 in 33 (3%) landings araeguired andthe maximum gradient
of a ramp exceeding 1.9 metres in length is 1 in 14 (7%). In order to sati$fyequirementsthe following
options were considered:

1. Maintaining the same deck level on tls&ructure (main and approach spans) and themstructing a
code compliant rampapproximately 2m in lengthwith landings at approximately 9m intervals that will
match in with existing path levels near the Ronald St / Danthonia St interseiitim this optionthe
vertical clearance under the apprdaspans would reduce from around 900mm at the west end to
around 250mm at the east end of the flood extent.

2. Maintaining the same deck level on the bridge main span and then having approach spans and ramp at a
constant grade of approximately 2% that wilatoh in with existing path levels near the Ronald St/
Danthonia St intersectianWith this option the vertical clearance under the approach spans would
increase from around 900mm at the west end to around 1,300mm at the east end of the flood extent.

The batter option of the two is expected to be preferable in terms of aesthetics and ease of
inspection/maintenance and as such has been illustratefipipendix Dand can be summarised as follows:

x 3m clear width on structure (typical all options)
x 24m main spatength (flat)
x 72m total length of approach spa@% grade)

x 55m earth ramp (embankment) lengtrat east end alternativelythe elevated structure could be
continued(2% grade)

x 10mearth ramp (embankment) length at west end to transition to existing patbl$£8% grade)

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZIc 11



The above lengths are indicative and subject to detailed design.

-*W Ty
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Figurel4: Option 1Aeastview
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4.4 BridgeOption 1B

Option 1B considers a new shared use bridge with the west approach and abutment closely matching the
original alignment but with the main span rotated approximately 30 degrees towards the south. The east
approach would then traverse upwards towdaand then run parallel with Ronald Street before connecting
with the existing path near the Danthonia Street intersectifig(rel5). An additional path givingmore

direct access to/from Ronald Stre@bwards the south could also be considere®n this alignmentthe

width of the waterway under the 1 in 10 year ARI flood condition is approximately 40 meétrissoption

was presented at the community informati evening.

Melbourne Water requires the underside of the new bridge to be set no lower than the 1 in 10 year ARI flood
level. This is approximately 44.8m AHD at the site of the originaléatiidigurel5 shows that the flood level
slightly reduces along the path of travel when heading south éastincept elevation view of Option 1B is
provided inAppendx D. The underside of the main span has beenamiroximately 700mm to 1,800mm
above the controlling flood height for reasons explained below.

As stated in the previous section of the repak$1428.permits amaximumramp gradient of7%.0n the
alignment depicted ifrigurel5the existing surface slopes at a grade of approximately 16% from the position
marked with an asterisk (Y)eadingtowards the ceek.Therefore even with approach spans constructed on
the maximum allowable grade theast end of the main span willtsivell above the 1 in 10 year ARI flood
height.

TheOption 1B elevatioiis shown inAppendix Dand can be summarised as follows:

x 3m dear width on structure (typical all options)

x 36m main span lengtf3% grade)

x 30m total length of approach spatfg% grade with landings at 9m maximum intervals)

x 22m ramp/pathlength (7% grade with landings at 9m maximum intervals)

x 100m path at east endb Ronald St/Danthonia St intersectior#48aximumgrade)

x 20m earth ramp (embankment) length at west end to transition to existing path |¢3%sgrade)

The above lengths are indicative and subject to detailed design.

pitt&sherry ref: ML17218M001 REP 16P REXCOZIc 13






























































































































































































































	appA

