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Cycling Working Group   
MINUTES MARCH 12, 2014 9:30-10:45 PM 1010 SHERBROOKE – ROOM 1032 

ATTENDEES 
M. Krayer von Krauss, H. Kliems, K. Manaugh, V. St-Pierre, D. van Lierop, K. Byers,  L. Mercier, M. 
Miller, R. Couvrette, J. Solomon, A. Winegardner, C. van Zyl and L. Sévigny (Secretary) 

REGRETS W. Wood,  J. Giles, P. Guenther, J. Shea, D. Sweet 

Agenda topics 

NEW ITEM 
 
CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES & AGENDA 
 

 
M. KRAYER VON KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 
• One comment was received to add the percentage of McGill Cyclist that go through 

campus. Information was added 

CONCLUSIONS 
Minutes and agenda approved 

 

NEW ITEM 
PRESENTATION A) RELATIVE EEFECTIVENESS OF SHARED SPACE AND CYCLE PATHS IN 
REDUCING THE SAFETY RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH PEDESTRIAN CYCLIST CO-EXISTENCE 

D. VAN LIEROP 

DISCUSSION 

• Feature should include safety zones (areas that are only for pedestrians i.e. bench, green 
space) 

• Bike paths (to reduce perceived risk – by increasing signage and separation) and shared 
space (to increase perceived risk – reduce signage and reduce separation) are designed to 
increase safety. 

• Signage at the beginning and end of shared space to signal that you are entering a shared 
space, but no traditional “signage” (stop signs, sidewalks, etc.) within the shared space 

• Will people be able be able to use the space as it is intended to be used? H. Kliems 
• K. Byers – who are we trying to protect? Bike paths are usually to protect cyclists from 

cars, but in our case the pedestrians might be vulnerable since there is no high car traffic 
on campus 

CONCLUSIONS 

• A shared space is a space that several mode of transportation can use, but there are no 
defined way to use it, it improves the urban environment, it lets people move freely, 
improve ambiance of places and enhances social capital. The idea behind shared space is 
that pedestrians become king of the space – pedestrian get the right of way.  Risk is 
mitigated by the increased alertness to the hazard that results from sharing the space.   

 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Write a short summary D. van Lierop ASAP 

NEW ITEM 
 
PRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF EVALUATION OF SCENARIOS 

 
M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 

• We distinguished between the must have and nice to have criteria 
• Scenarios were eliminated on the base of whether or not they met the must have criteria 

(50% being the cut-off) 
• Scenario 1 – failed on the basis of happy community (internal) criteria, current policy not 

effective, creates tension within the community, no security rationale for the policy; no 
evidence of a problem, impossible to enforce, result in potential safety issues, ignores the 
need for cyclist to cross campus. 

• Scenario 2 – failed on the basis of Happy community (internal) and accessibility – current 
policy not effective, creates tension within the community, no security rationale for the 
policy, impossible to enforce, result in potential safety issues, ignores the need for cyclist 
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to cross campus, gates are not welcoming and create accessibility and safety issues 
• Scenario 3 – idem as scenario 2 
• Scenario 7 – affordability & accessibility criteria* and Happy community internal**: would 

result in either the loss of student activity space at the Y- intersection or the necessity to 
redesign and develop the Y-intersection at great costs which would be a major issue for 
student group**, cycle path would eliminate accessible parking spaces – unacceptable*, 
does not discourage through traffic, increased complexity at intersections; potential false 
sense of security 

• Scenario 8: idem as 7 

CONCLUSIONS 
• Scenarios 1,2,3,7 & 8 did not pass the evaluation 
• Scenarios 4,5 & 6 passed the evaluation 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

N/A N/A N/A 

 

NEW ITEM 
CONSENSUS ON EVALUATION 
 

 
M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 

• For Scenario 8, L. Mercier – could the parking spots be moved somewhere – MKvK: since it 
already failed in terms of affordability and we could not find an obvious place to move 
them it didn’t seem worthwhile to look into it any further 

• Scenario 7 & 8 Could create a false sense of security thinking that bikes are only on the 
bike path whereas they might divert from the path to make it to their final destination 

• L. Mercier – think it is premature to eliminate scenarios 7 & 8, we should have an expert 
study the option. H. Kliems disagree – I think we have thought about this extensively and 
options have been looked at carefully 

• Scenarios 4,5 & 6 all score well, all scenarios reflect permutations of shared space 
• Scenario 4: reflects the current reality, addresses the community need to cross campus, 

little cost, evidence support the safety of the shared space concept. Cons – would require 
significant and ongoing outreach and education, does not discourage through traffic, does 
not discourage speed, perceptions safety concerns for periods of high pedestrian traffic. 

• D. van Lierop – does discourage speed as opposed to bike path because you are aware 
that there are other people sharing the space 

• Scenario 5: pros – reflects the current reality, addresses the community need to cross 
campus, low-medium costs, evidence support the safety aspects of the shared space 
concept, discourages speed. Cons – would require significant and ongoing outreach and 
education, does not discourage through traffic and perceptions safety concerns for periods 
of high pedestrian traffic  

• Scenario 6: pros – reflects the current reality, addresses the community need to cross 
campus, evidence support the safety aspects of the shared space concept, discourages 
speed, discourages through traffic, creates more pedestrian space (green space), further 
reduces vehicle presence on campus, follows precedence in Montreal of greening 
underused roadways. Cons – would require significant and ongoing outreach and 
education, perceptions safety concerns for periods of high pedestrian traffic, high costs 

CONCLUSIONS 

• Scenarios 7 &8 will not be recommended for immediate implementation, based on the fact 
that they appear to have too much of an impact accessibility and happy community at the 
time for us to consider them but we can recommend further studies to gather more 
information and look at the possibility of a different route for the bike path, should this 
become necessary. 

• Create organic route during high peak hours – pro to be added 
• Our report will specify that we will not re-open space to cars 
• For scenarios 4, 5 and 6, discourage through traffic as it discourage speeds is to be moved 

to pros 
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• Scenario 6, much like scenario 7 & 8, further studies should be done has it could be quite 
expensive  

• For scenarios 4, 5 & 6: Enforcement issue, difficulty to communicate without infrastructure 
– cons to be added 

• We have eliminated scenario 5 as it is too similar to scenario 4, in that whether we go with 
option 4 or 5, we will implement some form of speed mitigation 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

• Give us information as to how many events are held in 
this spot to see how often we would have to increase 
security to divert cyclist from the path 

• Make changes to the presentation to reflect the new pros 
and cons identified 

 

K. Byers 
 
P. Guenther 

ASAP 

 

NEW ITEM 
 
PRELIMINARY DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
M. KRAYER VON 
KRAUSS 

DISCUSSION 

• R. Couvrette – once we select a scenario, you need to answer these 2 questions: What do 
you put in place in terms of risk mitigation to address the cons and what sort of 
communication plan do you put in place 

• J. Solomon – these things will be considered and communicated to the community. People 
will be re-assured that we did our homework and that this option was studied 

• MKvK – must make it clear that we are not responsible for implementation – we are 
making the recommendations for the scenario and we the type of communication plan 
(topics that should  be mentioned in the communication plan) 

•  

CONCLUSIONS 
• Group leaning towards scenario 4 
• Need to explain to the public what is a shared space – need to have a clear 

communication plan in place 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Have  a clear communication plan Core group ASAP 

 

NEW ITEM 
DISTRIBUTION OF HOMEWORK ASSIGNMENT 5 
 

 
P. GUENTHER 

DISCUSSION 
• No discussion 

CONCLUSIONS 
• Return to L. Sévigny by March 20th 

          ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Complete homework assignment All members of the 
group 

MARCH 20TH, 2014 
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