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Cycling Working Group   
MINUTES APRIL 1, 2014 10:30 -11:45 AM 1010 SHERBROOKE – ROOM 1032 

ATTENDEES 
M. Krayer von Krauss, H. Kliems, K. Manaugh, V. St-Pierre, D. van Lierop, K. Byers, L. Mercier, J. 
Solomon, D. Sweet, C. van Zyl, W. Wood, P. Guenther, Sam and L. Sévigny (Secretary) 

REGRETS M. Miller, J. Giles, R. Couvrette, J. Shea, A. Winegardner 

Agenda topics 

NEW ITEM 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES & AGENDA 
 

 
M. KRAYER VON KRAUSS 

 DISCUSSION 
• Minutes will be circulated this week 

 

NEW ITEM 
Round table and individual recommendations M. KRAYER VON 

KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 

• W. Wood: allowing large numbers of cyclists through campus is not that desirable, but 
scenarios are interesting and workable. Not reasonable to accommodate cyclists that only 
wish to go through McGill as a short cut, but reasonable to accommodate McGillians who 
want to get to their McGill destination on their cycle 

• L. Mercier: ok to allow bikes on campus, not sure which scenario I would recommend 
• V. St-Pierre: agree with the use of bike on campus. Thinks bike lane should be integrated 

on campus. Should connect the campus with the city to continue the bike path / lane to 
bring it to campus. Shouldn’t try to prevent through traffic – easier to manage if we have 
a bike path 

• C. van Zyl: in favour of allowing bikes on campus. Shying away from bike path idea. Like 
the idea of an open shared space with no sidewalks. Should continue to work with the city 
to better integrate campus to bike path 

• K. Byers: in favour of biking on campus. Might be safer without, but not realistic. Should 
accept that even if we limit the areas on campus where cyclists are allowed, it cannot be 
implemented by security. Not in favour of bike path (especially at the Y intersection). For 
through traffic – should have more security to guide these people who might not be aware 
of our regulations / restrictions. Need to make sure that emergency vehicles have access 

• D. Sweet: look at it as a 2 step process 1) acceptance of bikes on campus without a bike 
lane, but speed mitigation measures would be a good idea 2) When we rework roads on 
campus, we should think about removing sidewalks and it would be ideal to shut down the 
road between the Y intersection to Roddick gates (makes it less convenient for the 
through traffic) – need to see how we can maintain access for wheelchairs, pedestrians, 
and emergency vehicles 

• H. Kliems: happy with the way we approached the problem. Shared space is ideals. Do not 
think bike lane is appropriate in this case. Shared space is the safest way to go. Not 
comfortable with shutting down the main road between the Y intersection and the Roddick 
gate for the sake of safety, don’t think it encourages through traffic 

• K. Manaugh: in favour of shared space. Much like W. Wood, does not want to encourage 
through traffic, but want to accommodate McGill cyclists that want to get to their McGill 
destination. Need to have a strong awareness campaign so that the community is aware 
of the new policy 

• D. van Lierop: in favour of shared space. Same as W. Wood and K. Manaugh when it 
comes to through traffic. Like the idea of getting rid of sidewalks and using urban 
furniture as speed mitigation. Would like to consider the aesthetic aspect of the main road  

• P. Guenther: agree with most people. Shared space, speed mitigation measures, agree 
with closing the main road – like to make it a green space, agree with getting rid of 
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sidewalk, more and more against the bike lane idea (false sense of security) – not sure its 
worth exploring further, increase complexity for the not much reward 

• J. Solomon: agree that we should have bikes on campus. In favour of integrating the 
campus better with the city, leaning towards the shared space, conflicted by the idea of 
closing the main road.  

• Sam: need to put whatever policy we choose in the perspective of short and long term 
plan. 

• Martin: information considered indicates low risk of incidents so far (but not sure what to 
attribute it to). In the short term, go with shared space throughout, but the plan needs to 
be refined (i.e. where would we put speed mitigation measures), need to have all the 
measures (campaign, signage, speed mitigation measures) implemented at the same time. 
Need to have a trial period and it should be carefully monitored (K. byers and K. Manaugh 
should be involved). Re-evaluate after 12 months and consider the need for further 
measures. In the long term, the idea of greening campus should be studied further. Need 
to provide details on what needs to be communicated to the public and what is the most 
appropriate channel to distribute this message, get the McGill community involved in 
designing signage 

• L. Mercier: R. Couvrette has approved a study by velo Quebec where does that fit into this 
process? MKvK – suggest that their mandate builds on our recommendations 

• H. Kliems – clarification on through traffic vs McGill traffic opposition – MKvK there is a 
concern that it might in lead to an increase of cyclist flow therefore increasing potential 
incidents – however, the likelihood of this is unknown, and therefore the situation should 
be monitored as we go forward (should start monitoring right away so that we can 
compare once its implemented) 

• K. Byers – we don’t get reports on nearly misses – it would be useful to measure that by 
having volunteers – not security monitor this. 

• D. Sweet – people who are involved in a near miss don’t know who to contact to report 
these. Maybe a website where they could report this sort of events would be useful – W. 
Wood we do have a website for occupation hazards and people should be directed to this 
site. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 

• The group is in favour of experimenting with shared space with the use of speed 
mitigation measures. 

• Need to have a strong awareness campaign 
• Need to determine which speed mitigation measures should be used and where 
• Should monitor the situation both pre and post new policy 
• In the long term, we can look at greening the campus, the option of closing the main 

road, and removing sidewalks 
 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Come up with a monitoring plan for pre and post 
implementation of new policy 
Awareness campaign 

K. Byers, K. Manaugh 
and Core group 
Core Group 

ASAP 

NEW ITEM 
 
REVISITING CONSENSUS ON CYCLE PATH SCENARIO 

 
M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 

• On the basis of the results of the evaluation, as well as of information provided working 
group members concerning: accessibility (parking spots) and impact on student like 
(access to corners at Y intersection). The cycle path scenarios don’t seem to meet the 
“must have criteria” of affordability and happy community internal. However the 
information at hand is limited, and therefore the scenarios should not be discarded all 
together at this point. 

• H. Kliems: need to be careful when wording this as most of the members of this 
committee came into the process thinking that a bike path was the solution, and there is 
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probably a similar feeling in the McGill community in general. 
• P. Guenther – should stress that it creates a false sense of security 
• H. Kliems – in terms of accessibility it is not only about losing parking spots, but also 

about people with visual impairment crossing a bike path 
• September implementation should be feasible from a design point of view 

CONCLUSIONS 

• Bike path idea is eliminated in the short term 
• September is realistic for implementation of a new policy (would recommend 

implementation as soon as possible). Spring and summer current policy would remain in 
place without gates 

 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Need to work on wording in report to explain our decision Core group ASAP 

 

NEW ITEM 
PRESENTATION OF REPORT OUTLINE  

M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 
• The report is basically a summary of what we have done and talked about so far and it is 

in chronological order 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
• Outline is approved 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

N/A N/A 
 

ASAP 

 

NEW ITEM 
 
VARIA / HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENT 
 

 
M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 
• Read the draft report 
• Come prepared with comments on Monday 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
• Please read report and prepare comments 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Read the draft report and have comments ready 
 Whole group APRIL 7TH, 2014 
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