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Executive summary 

The proposal 
Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) is proposing to redevelop the Elizabeth Bay 
maritime facility, known as Elizabeth Bay Marina, located at Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (Existing 
Facility). The Existing Facility is in a deteriorated condition and in need of significant upgrade. The 
proposed redevelopment is for the demolition and reconstruction of the Existing Facility in the 
same location and to a similar built form footprint as the Existing Facility with some extension of the 
floating pontoons (Proposed Facility). The Proposed Facility comprises:  
 
• The removal of the existing fixed platform, small building, kiosk, jetty, ramp, and pontoons and 

mooring piles 
• The permanent relocation of around ten swing moorings to other areas within Elizabeth Bay to 

allow access for construction barges and other vessels and for the operation of the Proposed 
Facility. The number of existing swing moorings would remain as existing at 51. 

• The construction of a new wharf and boating facility (Proposed Facility) including: 
o A new fixed platform and small buildings to allow for  
 Office accommodation – fully fitted out including small kitchenette 
 Chandlery / Boat Broker and storage fitted out with storage lockers  
 Toilets, showers and changing amenities for users of the Proposed Facility 
 Kayak and paddleboard storage structure and racking 
 Cafe including fit out. The cafe would be tailored to service the needs of the boating 

community using the Proposed Facility and would include full food preparation and 
grease trap 

o A floating structure for the permanent mooring of up to 13 vessels  
o A new destination berth 
o A new berth for a sewage pump-out facility as part of the new floating structure 
o Mooring piles between vessel berths 
o Ramp access for the new fixed platform of the floating structure 
o Services bollards with lights which cast light downwards, including water and power to 

the vessels 
o Piles which provide lateral restraint to the floating structure 
o An access ramp and pontoon for the launching and retrieval of kayaks and paddleboards 

stored on the fixed platform 
• Connection of services of the Proposed Facility to the services on land 
• Minor adjustments to the seawall to facilitate construction of the Proposed Facility  
• A temporary facility for access to and from the existing swing moorings during construction of 

the Proposed Facility. The temporary facility would consist of a small platform, ramp, pontoon 
and mooring for a tender vessel 

• A site compound on a temporary floating structure in Elizabeth Bay 
• A construction zone for utilities augmentation including a site compound 
• A temporary potential works zone and potential materials staging area immediately north of the 

Ithaca Road car park for the delivery and storage of materials for construction. 

Need for the proposal 
The Existing Facility is being replaced for the following reasons: 
 
• Timber structures of the Existing Facility such as the piles have deteriorated and need to be 

replaced 
• Current walkway, on the eastern side of the Existing Facility office and near the kiosk, is 

currently closed to the public as it is not deemed safe nor does it comply with current 
regulations for disabled access 

• Existing Facility is prone to flooding in high tides because it was not built high enough 
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• Existing Facility structures in their current conditions do not comply with the load requirements 
of the current Australian Standards and some parts are structurally unsound 

• Use of the smaller berths on the southern side of the Existing Facility is limited due to the 
shallow water depth at low tides 

• Most recent adverse weather in June 2016 saw the Existing Facility lose several moorings and 
two sides of the workshop/office building. 

Proposal objectives and development criteria 
The proposal objectives are as follows:  
• Provide a facility that meets all current laws and regulations, standards and guidelines (refer to 

development criteria below) 
• Improve boat access to the berths by relocating these in deeper water 
• Provide more reliable operations with prevention of damage to boats and structure due to 

flooding at high tide 
• Provide a facility that minimises environmental impacts, including visual impacts and doesn’t 

impact the current traffic and parking in the area 
• Improve customer experiences by improving the current facilities such as the kiosk, toilet 

amenities, office facilities, security and safer water access for kayaks, paddleboards and other 
small vessels. 

• Provide a facility that is acceptable to the community, and stakeholders 
• Provide better access to services and amenities to general boating community. 
 
The development criteria are as follows: 
• Design life of 50 years for the fixed structure 
• Design to take into account the wave climate at the site and predicted sea level rise at 2065 

and to ensure the structure is flood free in 1-in-100 year events 
• Provide an Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) 
• Provide a Proposed Facility that has a National Australian Built Environment Rating System 

(NABERS) of 4+ (good or better performance). NABERS is a national rating system that 
measures the environmental performance of buildings.  

• Improve customer experiences by providing a Proposed Facility that complies with the 
Disability Discrimination Act 1992 

• Enhance waterways infrastructure by providing 13 berths catering for greater mix of boat sizes. 

Options considered 
Three options are considered. The remaining service life of the various structures comprising the 
Existing Facility is dependent on the repair work required and use of the structure. The repairs 
recommended by TLB (2015) are intended to extend the service life of the structures. Based on 
these recommended repairs two options are described in the TLB report – if no work is undertaken, 
and if all recommended repair work is undertaken. Both options assume the use of the structure 
(storage areas, access areas, open area and load types) remains unchanged. These form the 
basis of the first two options below. A third option is the removal of the Existing Facility and its 
replacement with a new Proposed Facility. 
 
Option 1 – Do Nothing: Existing Facility structure is kept with no repair work undertaken 
 
Option 2 – Repair the Existing Facility: Existing Facility structure is kept with repair work 
recommended in TLB Condition Report (2015) undertaken over the next five years. 
 
Option 3 (preferred) – Remove Existing Facility and build new Proposed Facility: The Existing 
Facility would be removed and a new Proposed Facility would be constructed. 
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Statutory and planning framework 
The Proposed Facility is a “wharf or boating facility” within the meaning of State Environmental 
Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP).  Clause 68(4) of the ISEPP permits development for 
the purpose of wharf or boating facilities to be carried out by or on behalf of a public authority 
without development consent on any land (other than land reserved under the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974).   
 
Roads and Maritime, as a public authority, can therefore carry out the Proposal without 
development consent.  However, Roads and Maritime, as a “determining authority” carrying out the 
Proposal, is subject to the provisions of Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979 (EP&A Act).  Part 5 imposes requirements on “determining authorities” in relation to the 
assessment of “activities”. The Proposal is an activity for the purposes of Part 5 of the EP&A Act.   
 
As such, the provisions of the ISEPP apply to the Proposal, as set out in Section 4.1.1 of this 
review of environmental factors (REF). In addition, since the site is located within the Sydney 
Harbour Catchment, the Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 
(Sydney Harbour SREP) applies to the Proposal.  The Sydney Harbour SREP specifies a number 
of matters to be taken into consideration by public authorities before they carry out an activity 
under Part 5 of the EP&A Act.  The ISEPP prevails over the Sydney Harbour SREP to the extent of 
any inconsistency between the two. Nonetheless, for the sake of completeness, the Proposal has 
been assessed against the applicable provisions of the Sydney Harbour SREP in Tables 4-1 to 4-
7.    
 
Roads and Maritime has prepared this REF in satisfaction of its duty under section 111 of the 
EP&A Act, which provides that a determining authority in its consideration of an activity shall 
examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect 
the environment by reason of that activity.  

Community and stakeholder consultation  
Roads and Maritime invited the community and stakeholders to provide feedback on the proposal 
and three preliminary concept designs for the Proposed Facility from 23 September to 16 October 
2016. 
 
Information was provided about the opportunities and constraints of the proposal with the 
consultation encouraged feedback from the community on each of the three concept designs. This 
helped identify not only the community’s preferred concept design, but also aspects of the design 
to be further changed in response to the feedback.  All feedback was considered in the 
development of the preferred Concept Design as selected by the community, being the 
contemporary design. 
 
Key issues raised by the community include total building height, retaining the natural look and feel 
of the marina, maintaining views to the bay, and parking availability should the upgrade attract 
more visitors to the marina.  
 
The community also provided feedback on: 
• The location of the kayak ramp to minimise impact on beach users 
• Providing a more open design 
• The new pump out berth location to allow for easier access for 60ft yachts with small engines 
• More glazing solutions 
• Changing all toilets to Unisex to increase total number available at all times 
• Minimise impacts on views, noise pollution and water quality 

 
These issues were considered in finalising this REF. 
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Environmental impacts 
The proposed upgrade would have some environmental impacts including: 
• Temporary construction noise impacts 
• Temporary parking impacts from the potential works zone and during adjustments to utilities 
• Temporary amenity impacts from the potential materials staging area, temporary removal of the 

kiosk and other facilities provided by the Existing Facility 
• Visual impacts from relocating the berths to deeper water which will extend the pontoon further 

out into Elizabeth Bay 
• Seagrasses and macroalgae may be directly impacted during the construction work by 

anchoring of barges and boats and the use of propellers in shallow areas. The removal of 
Existing Facility infrastructure may also directly damage this habitat if dragged along the 
seabed. 

Justification and conclusion 
Overall, the majority of the potential impacts would be temporary, except for visual amenity 
impacts, and the overall long term benefits of upgrading the Existing Facility outweigh the adverse 
impacts. Management measures have also been developed to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate 
environmental impacts. Based on the findings of this REF, the proposal is considered justified. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Proposal identification 
Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) is proposing to redevelop the Elizabeth Bay 
maritime facility, known as Elizabeth Bay Marina at Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay (Existing Facility). 
The Existing Facility is in a deteriorated condition and in need of significant upgrade. The proposed 
redevelopment is for the demolition and reconstruction in the same location and to a similar built 
form footprint as the Existing Facility with some extension of the floating pontoons. The Existing 
Facility is being replaced for the following reasons, including the: 
 
• Timber structures of the Existing Facility such as the piles have deteriorated and need to be 

replaced 
• Current walkway, on the eastern side of the Existing Facility office and near the kiosk, is 

currently closed to the public as it is not deemed safe nor does it comply with current 
regulations for disabled access 

• Existing Facility is prone to flooding in high tides because it was not built high enough 
• Existing Facility structures in their current conditions do not comply with the load requirements 

of the current Australian Standards and some parts are structurally unsound 
• Use of the smaller berths on the southern side of the Existing Facility is limited due to the 

shallow water depth at low tides 
• Most recent adverse weather in June 2016 saw the Existing Facility lose several moorings and 

two sides of the workshop/office building. 
 
Roads and Maritime proposes to replace the Existing Facility with a new wharf and boating facility 
pursuant to clause 68 of the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. The 
proposal includes: 
 
• The removal of the existing fixed platform, small building, kiosk, jetty, ramp, and pontoons and 

mooring piles 
• The permanent relocation of around ten swing moorings to other areas within Elizabeth Bay to 

allow access for construction barges and other vessels and for the operation of the Proposed 
Facility. The number of existing swing moorings would remain as existing at 51. 

• The construction of a new wharf and boating facility (Proposed Facility) including: 
o A new fixed platform and small buildings to allow for  
 Office accommodation – fully fitted out including small kitchenette 
 Chandlery / Boat Broker and storage fitted out with storage lockers  
 Toilets, showers and changing amenities for users of the Proposed Facility 
 Kayak and paddleboard storage structure and racking 
 Cafe including fit out. The cafe would be tailored to service the needs of the boating 

community using the Proposed Facility and would include food preparation and grease 
trap 

o A floating structure for the permanent mooring of up to 13 vessels 
o A new destination berth 
o A new berth for a sewage pump-out facility as part of the new floating structure 
o Mooring piles between vessel berths 
o Ramp access for the new fixed platform of the floating structure 
o Services bollards with lights which cast light downwards, including water and power to 

the vessels 
o Piles which provide lateral restraint to the floating structure 
o An access ramp and pontoon for the launching and retrieval of kayaks and paddleboards 

stored on the fixed platform 
• Connection of services of the Proposed Facility to the services on land 
• Minor adjustments to the seawall to undertake the work 
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• A temporary facility for access to and from the existing swing moorings during construction of 
the Proposed Facility. The temporary facility will consist of a small platform, ramp, pontoon and 
mooring for a tender vessel 

• A site compound on a temporary floating structure in Elizabeth Bay 
• A construction zone for utilities augmentation including a site compound 
• A temporary potential works zone and potential materials staging area immediately north of the 

Ithaca Road car park for the delivery and storage of materials for construction. 
 
A more detailed description of the proposal is provided in Chapter 3 and design drawings provided 
in Appendix A. The Proposed Facility is illustrated in Figure 1-3 and construction area in Figure 
1-2. A comparison of the Existing Facility with the Proposed Facility is summarised in Table 1-1. 
 
Table 1-1 Proposed Facility compared to Existing Facility 

Feature Existing Facility Proposed Facility 

Piles Timber Steel 

Timber deck, 
ramp slipway and 
cradle 

Slipway currently not in use Slipway removed 

Jetty 9 berths 13 berths 

Orientation of 
facility layout 

Jetty runs parallel to 
shoreline 

Jetty turned 90 degrees and extends out from 
Proposed Facility to reach deeper water 

Size of berths One berth at 15.7 metres 
Four berths at 12 metres 
Four berths at 8 metres 

Four berths at 20 metres 
Four berths at 15 metres 
Five berths at 12 metres 

Additional berths  New pump-out berth 
New destination berth 

Building features Office, workshop, kiosk, 
amenities 

Office, maritime commercial space (e.g. boat 
brokerage, kayak hire, etc.), café, amenities 

Building structure Weatherboard and timber Contemporary building  

Height of facility Existing deck level is at 1.48 
metres Australian Height 
Datum (AHD).  

The Proposed Facility deck would be raised up 
to 0.8 metres above existing level. The 
proposed building deck will be 2.28 metres 
AHD.  

The existing building height 
is three metres. 

The proposed building height is 3.85 meters. 
This is 0.85 metres higher than the existing 
building. 

Total existing building height 
is at 4.48 metres AHD 
(including deck). 

The height of the total structure including deck 
and building is 6.13 metres at its highest point, 
an overall increase of 1.65 metres. 

Kayaks Storage for up to 30 kayaks 
and paddleboards; outdoors 

Storage for at least 24 kayaks and 24 
paddleboards; covered. 

Swing moorings 51 51 with some adjustments to their position in 
Elizabeth Bay 
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Figure 1-1 Regional context of the proposal
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Figure 1-2 Local context of the proposal and proposed construction area
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Figure 1-3 Proposed Facility
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Elizabeth Bay Marina is located at the end of Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay in the City of Sydney 
Local Government Area (LGA). The property is known as 1 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay and is part 
of Volume 5018 Folio 1 (Sydney Harbour Title). Next to the premises is Ithaca Road and a public 
reserve known as Beare Park. The surrounding land use is residential with many apartment 
buildings and houses overlooking the bay. 
 
The site of the Elizabeth Bay Marina is identified as a heritage item (Item 29 – “Site of Ithaca Road 
Ferry Wharf, Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay”) under the Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney 
Harbour Catchment) 2005.  
 
Land adjacent to the Elizabeth Bay Marina is identified as a heritage conservation area under the 
Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 (SLEP 2012). Furthermore, heritage buildings listed under 
the SLEP 2012 are located in the vicinity of the site. 
 
A more detailed description of the existing environment is provided in Chapter 6. 

1.2 Purpose of the report 
This review of environmental factors (REF) has been prepared by NGH Environmental on behalf of 
Roads and Maritime Corporate Property. For the purposes of the proposal, Roads and Maritime is 
the proponent and the determining authority under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 
 
The purpose of the REF is to describe the proposal, identify the likely impacts of the proposal on 
the environment and to document Roads and Maritime’s assessment of the likely impacts and any 
protective measures to be implemented to mitigate those impacts. 
 
The description of the proposed work and assessment of environmental impacts have been 
undertaken in accordance with clause 228 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment 
Regulation 2000, taking into account the factors in Is an EIS Required? Best Practice Guidelines 
for Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (Part 5 Guidelines) (DUAP, 
1995/1996), Marinas and Related Facilities: EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996) (EIS Guideline), the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act), the Fisheries Management Act 1994 (FM 
Act), and the Australian Government’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999 (EPBC Act).  
 
In doing so, the REF helps to fulfil the requirements of Section 111 of the EP&A Act that Roads 
and Maritime examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible, all matters affecting or 
likely to affect the environment by reason of the relevant activity.  
 
The findings of the REF would be considered when assessing: 
• Whether the proposal is likely to have a significant impact on the environment and therefore the 

necessity for an environmental impact statement to be prepared and approval to be sought 
from the Minister for Planning under Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act 

• The significance of any impact on threatened species as defined by the TSC Act and/or FM 
Act, in section 5A of the EP&A Act and therefore whether the requirement for a Species Impact 
Statement is triggered 

• The significance of any impact on nationally listed biodiversity matters under the EPBC Act, 
including whether there is a real possibility that the activity may threaten long-term survival of 
these matters, and whether offsets are required and able to be secured 

• The potential for the proposal to significantly impact any other matters of national 
environmental significance or Commonwealth land and the need to make a referral to the 
Australian Government Department of the Environment and Energy (DEE) for a decision by the 
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment and Energy on whether assessment and approval 
is required under the EPBC Act. 
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2 Need and options considered 

2.1 Strategic need for the proposal 

2.1.1 Regional Boating Plan Sydney Harbour Region (2015) 
The Sydney Harbour Regional Boating Plan has been developed as part of a major NSW 
Government initiative to boost the experience of recreational boating across the state. The Plan 
was developed by the Maritime Management Centre (MMC) in Transport for NSW working closely 
with the NSW Maritime Division of Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) and with 
expert coastal infrastructure advice from GHD engineering consultants. 
 
The Plan identifies the boating safety, access and infrastructure actions across the region to be 
implemented over the next five years. In regards to access, vessels access the waterways of the 
Sydney Harbour region in several ways including boat ramps, private and commercial moorings, 
facility berths and club or private landing facilities. One of the actions is to work with councils and 
other partners on options to improve the capacity, condition and amenity of existing access 
facilities in the region. The proposal seeks to improve safety and amenity of a boating facility 
including wet berths, swing moorings and kayak ramps. 

2.1.2 Maritime Policy Agenda (2012) 
The Maritime Policy Agenda was launched in August 2012 to guide the work of Transport for NSW 
agencies. The policy sets out specific actions to improve boating safety, improve access to 
waterways and maritime infrastructure and reduce red tape. 
 
Action 9 includes developing a waterway-by-waterway plan to match boat storage capacity with 
forecast demand, commencing with Sydney Harbour. The proposed upgrade provides additional 
wet berth storage from 9 to 13 vessels and increasing the storage capacity for kayaks and paddle 
boards.  
 
Action 10 proposed to increase and promote “destinations” for recreational boaters on Sydney 
Harbour. The Proposed Facility will include a designated “destination” berth and provide better 
facilities to the boating community including sewage pump-out facilities. The Proposed Facility will 
provide unique water access to open up Elizabeth Bay to the boating and broader community.  

2.1.3 Disability Discrimination Act 1992 and Regulations 
The Existing Facility has limited access for people with disabilities. The Proposed Facility proposes 
to improve disabled access into the Proposed Facility and includes accessible amenities. The 
proposed kayak ramp would better assist disabled users to launch their crafts. 

2.2 Existing infrastructure 

2.2.1 Elizabeth Bay Marina 
The Existing Facility includes: 
• Timber piles and jetty with nine berths comprising: 

o One berth of 15.7m 
o Four berths of 12m 
o Four berths of 8m 
It is important to note that the use of the smaller berths on the southern side of the Existing 
Facility is limited due to the water depth at low tide 

• A weatherboard office 
• A workshop building 
• A timber deck, ramp, slipway, pontoon and cradle. The slipway is not currently in use 
• Storage for approximately 30 kayak and paddle boards 
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• Amenities (toilets and locker room) 
• A small kiosk serving food and drink 
• Public beach access steps on the east side of the kiosk. Access to the beach is also provided 

from steps located on the western side of the Existing Facility from Beare Park. 
 
The Existing Facility also includes 51 commercial swing moorings (Licence No CL1016). The swing 
mooring users access their boats via a tendering service managed by the Existing Facility. 
 
The Existing Facility has dimensions of approximately 14 metres by 18 metres (excluding the 
walkway to the boat pens and small outer extension with floating pontoon for tender boat) and 
occupies an area of approximately 470 square metres. 
 
Figure 2-1 illustrates the Existing Facility. 
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Figure 2-1 Existing Facility 
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2.2.2 Condition Report (May 2015) 
A report into the condition of the Existing Facility was prepared by TLB engineering (TLB) in May 
2015 documenting inspections of the structures above the deck as well as the substructure below 
the deck level. The report found that the Existing Facility and associated structures are in very poor 
condition. The TLB condition report is included in Appendix B. 
 
The report noted that the various structures which form the Existing Facility have been constructed 
at different times and are of different designs. In particular: 
 
• The timber deck area and jetty are of timber construction 
• The slipway is of steel construction 
• The structure of the deck supporting the office and kiosk is irregular, with variations of 

connection details, sizes of and spacing between the timber elements. 
 
TLB conducted a review of the load capacity of the Existing Facility. Based on a review of the 
structure and the visible condition of the Existing Facility, the load capacity is considered to be in 
the range of two to three kPa. A similar facility designed in accordance with the current Australian 
Standards and relevant engineering guides would be required to support a minimum load of 5 kPa. 
The slipway structure would need to be designed for a load of 10 kPa. TLB conclude that the 
Existing Facility structure in its current condition does not comply with the load requirements of the 
current Australian Standards. 
 
The report concluded that a number of the piles are subject to failure within a year and require 
immediate replacement. Others piles will require replacement within five years. In addition, most of 
the capwales and headstocks are failing and require immediate replacement or remediation. The 
remainder of the Existing Facility is in an unsatisfactory condition and requires immediate 
replacement or remediation to minimise further damages. The report states that most components 
of the Existing Facility have a remaining service life of around one year if no repairs are 
undertaken. It should be noted the condition of the structures were assessed based on a 2.5 kPa 
live load rather than five kPa or more as required by the Australian Standards. 
 
In addition, an inspection of the piles indicated that some of them may not be fixed into the seabed. 
It is expected that the piles may be fixed into a concrete block placed on the seabed. If this is the 
case the pile is not expected to be able to withstand impact or current berthing loads. 
 
In an attempt to keep the Existing Facility open for use, emergency repair work has been 
conducted in the last six months. To extend the life of the Existing Facility structures, the TLB 
report recommended a range of additional immediate and progressive repairs to be undertaken 
within the next five years, including the removal of the slipway and the construction of a new deck 
of a similar built form footprint. It is estimated that if these repairs are undertaken, it would extend 
the service life of the various components by up to 5-15 years  
 
The most recent adverse weather in June 2016 saw the Existing Facility losing several moorings 
and two sides of the workshop/office building. The deck and the kiosk were also flooded as a result 
of the large tides.  It subsequently became apparent that there is also a need to raise the Existing 
Facility to avoid future flooding. 

2.2.3 Ithaca Road 
Ithaca Road is a two lane (one in each direction) local road managed by City of Sydney which ends 
at the Existing Facility. Council’s public parking at the end of Ithaca Road is limited to around 23 
spaces with a one hour time limit (Figure 1-2). A one hour parking limit also applies to road side 
parking on the local roads in the area, including Ithaca Road. 
 
A footpath runs along a sandstone seawall on the foreshore of Elizabeth Bay (Figure 1-2). 
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2.3 Proposal objectives 

2.3.1 Proposal objectives 
• Provide a facility that meets all current laws and regulations, standards and guidelines (refer to 

development criteria below) 
• Improve boat access to the berths by relocating these in deeper water 
• Provide more reliable operations with prevention of damage to boats and structure due to 

flooding at high tide 
• Provide a facility that minimises environmental impacts, including visual impacts and doesn’t 

impact the current traffic and parking in the area 
• Improve customer experiences by improving the current facilities such as the kiosk, toilet 

amenities, office facilities, security and safer water access for kayaks, paddleboards and other 
small vessels. 

• Provide a facility that is acceptable to the community, and stakeholders 
• Provide better access to services and amenities to general boating community. 
 

2.3.2 Development criteria 
• Design life of 50 years for the fixed structure 
• Design to take into account the wave climate at the site and predicted sea level rise at 2065 

and to ensure the structure is flood free in 1-in-100 year events 
• Provide an Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) 
• Provide a facility that has a National Australian Built Environment Rating System (NABERS) 

Rating of 4+ (Good or better performance). NABERS is a national rating system that measures 
the environmental performance of buildings.  

• Improve customer experiences by providing a Facility that complies with the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1992 

• Enhance waterways infrastructure by providing 13 berths catering for greater mix of boat sizes. 
 

2.3.3 Urban design objectives 
• Retain a similar built form footprint to the existing structures 
• Encourage safe boating by providing separate, safer water access for kayaks and other small 

vessels 
• Minimise visual and landscape character impacts to the park setting and surrounding 

residences  
• Achieve a design which retains the heritage context of the facility. 
 

2.4 Alternatives and options considered 

2.4.1 Methodology for selection of preferred option 
The options considered for the proposal and presented in Section 2.4.2 were assessed against the 
proposal objectives, development criteria and urban design objectives. The results of this analysis 
are provided in Section 2.4.3 and helped guide the selection of the preferred option. 
 

2.4.2 Identified options 
Three options are considered. The remaining service life of the various existing structures of the 
Existing Facility is dependent on the repair work undertaken and the use of the structure. The 
repairs recommended by TLB (2015) are intended to extend the service life of the structures. 
Based on these recommended repairs two options are described in the TLB report – if no work is 
undertaken, and if all recommended repair work is undertaken. Both options assume the use of the 
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structure (storage areas, access areas, open area and load types) remains unchanged. These 
form the basis of the first two options below. A third option is the removal of the Existing Facility 
and its replacement with a new facility. 
 
Option 1 – Do Nothing: Existing Facility structure is kept with no repair work undertaken 
 
Option 2 – Repair the Existing Facility: Existing Facility structure is kept with repair work 
recommended in TLB Condition Report (2015) undertaken over the next five years. 
 
Option 3 – Remove Existing Facility and build new Facility: The Existing Facility would be removed 
and a new Facility would be constructed as described in Chapter 3 and illustrated in Figure 1-2 and 
Figure 1-3. 
 

2.4.3 Analysis of options 
 
Table 2-1 Analysis of options. Green: meets objective/development criteria; yellow: partially meets 
objective/development criteria; red: does not meet objective/development criteria 

 Option 1 – Do nothing Option 2 - Repair the 
Existing Facility 

Option 3 - Remove 
Existing Facility and 
build new Proposed 
Facility 

Proposal objectives 

Provide a facility that 
meets all current 
laws and regulations, 
standards and 
guidelines 

The Existing Facility 
does not meet current 
required standards for 
marina facilities 

Repair work may be 
able to be undertaken 
so that the Existing 
Facility can satisfy 
some safety standards 
temporarily. 

The Proposed Facility 
would be built so all 
parts of it can meet 
current standards. 

Improve boat access 
to the berths by 
relocating these in 
deeper water 

Current issue would 
remain. 

The repair work would 
not include the 
relocation of the berths. 

The berths would be 
constructed further out 
into deeper waters to 
improve access. 

Provide more 
reliable operations 
with prevention of 
damage to boats and 
structure due to 
flooding at high tides 

Current issues would 
remain. 

The repair work would 
not allow the structure 
to be raised. 

The Proposed Facility 
would be raised to 
minimise flooding 
impacts. 
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 Option 1 – Do nothing Option 2 - Repair the 
Existing Facility 

Option 3 - Remove 
Existing Facility and 
build new Proposed 
Facility 

Provide a facility that 
minimises 
environmental 
impacts, including 
visual impacts and 
doesn’t impact the 
current traffic and 
parking in the area 

The Existing Facility 
does not impact current 
traffic and parking. 

The repairs would not 
have additional impacts 
compared to existing 
conditions.  

Impacts on traffic and 
parking are likely to be 
negligible (refer to 
Section 6.4)  

The Existing Facility 
has minimal visual 
impacts. 

The repairs would not 
have additional impacts 
compared to existing 
conditions. The repairs 
could potentially 
improve the visual 
amenity of the site. 

There would be 
moderate visual 
impacts due to the 
berths extending 
further out in the bay.  
However, despite a 
slight increase in scale, 
the building may 
improve visual amenity 
due to the current 
dilapidated state of the 
Existing Facility (refer 
to Section 6.5). 

The Existing Facility 
has a small footprint 
which impacts a small 
area of seagrass 
habitat (compared to 
option 3). 

The footprint would be 
the same as the 
Existing Facility. 

The Proposed Facility 
has a larger footprint 
than the Existing 
Facility which would 
impact a larger area of 
seagrass habitat. 
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 Option 1 – Do nothing Option 2 - Repair the 
Existing Facility 

Option 3 - Remove 
Existing Facility and 
build new Proposed 
Facility 

Improve customer 
experiences by 
improving the current 
facilities such as the 
kiosk, toilet 
amenities, office 
facilities, security 
and safer water 
access for kayaks, 
paddleboards and 
other small vessels. 

The Existing Facility 
does not provide safe 
access to certain 
sections of the berths 
nor safe water access 
for kayaks, 
paddleboards and 
other small vessels. 

Repair work would 
improve safety to 
certain sections of the 
Existing Facility, in 
particular access to the 
berths. 

The Proposed Facility 
would improve the 
facilities including 
safety and access. 

Provide a facility that 
is acceptable to the 
community, and 
stakeholders 

The Existing Facility is 
acceptable to the 
community, and 
stakeholders however 
has limitations in 
proving facilities to the 
boating and broader 
community. 

The repaired facility 
would be the same as 
the Existing Facility. It 
is acceptable to the 
community, and 
stakeholders however 
has limitations in 
proving facilities to the 
boating and broader 
community. 

The local community 
and stakeholders have 
been consulted to gain 
their feedback on the 
preferred design (refer 
to Section 2.6 and 
chapter 5). Most 
responses preferred an 
upgraded facility. 
Design refinements 
have also been 
incorporated because 
of community feedback 
(refer to Section 2.6). 

Provide better 
access to services 
and amenities to 
general boating 
community 

The Existing Facility 
provides some services 
such as a kiosk, office 
space, toilets, kayak 
storage area 
(outdoors). 

The repair work would 
not increase the 
services and amenities. 

The proposal would 
maintain and improve 
current services and 
add a sewage pump-
out facility, lockers and 
added amenities. The 
Proposed Facility 
would also provide 
more reliable access 
and protection to 
vessels and passive 
craft storage at the 
Proposed Facility. The 
designated destination 
berth would improve 
Sydney Harbour 
accessibility. 
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Development criteria 

Design life of 50 
years for the fixed 
structure 

The Existing Facility is 
unlikely to be able to 
be retained over the 
next five years without 
major repairs.  

Repair work could 
extend the life of the 
Existing Facility for 
another five years. 

The Proposed Facility 
would be designed for 
a 50 year life for the 
fixed structure and 20 
year life for the floating 
pontoon. 

Design to take into 
account the wave 
climate at the site 
and predicted sea 
level rise at 2050 
and be flood free in 1 
in 100 year events 

The Existing Facility is 
not flood free in 1-in-
100 year events. 

The repair work would 
not allow the Existing 
Facility to be flood free 
in 1-in-100 year events. 

The Proposed Facility 
would be designed to 
be flood free in 1-in-
100 year events and 
has taken into account 
the local wave climate 
and sea level rise at 
2065. 

Provide an 
Ecologically 
Sustainable 
Development (ESD) 

The Existing Facility 
was not developed to 
an ESD standard. 

Repair work would not 
create an ecologically 
sustainable 
development.  

ESD principles, 
including inter-
generational equity and 
conservation of 
biological diversity and 
integrity, have been 
incorporated into the 
design as set out in 
Section 6.6 and 
Section 6.7. 

Provide a facility that 
has a National 
Australian Built 
Environment Rating 
System (NABERS) 
Rating of 4+ 

The Existing Facility 
has a very low 
NABERS rating due to 
old construction and 
material. 

The repair work would 
not improve the current 
rating. 

The Proposed Facility 
will be designed to 
have a NABERS rating 
of 4 or above 

Provide a facility that 
complies with the 
Disability 
Discrimination Act 
1992 

The Existing Facility 
does not comply with 
the Disability 
Discrimination Act 
1992 

The repair work would 
not allow the Existing 
Facility to comply with 
the Disability 
Discrimination Act 
1992 

The Proposed Facility 
would be built to meet 
the Disability 
Discrimination Act 
1992 

Urban design objectives 

Retain a similar built 
form footprint to the 
existing structures 

The Existing Facility 
would be retained 

The Existing Facility 
would be retained 

The new fixed structure 
would be of a similar 
built form footprint as 
the Existing Facility. 
However, the floating 
pontoons and berths 
would cover a larger 
area. 
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Provide separate, 
safer water access 
for kayaks and other 
small vessels 

The Existing Facility 
does not provide 
separate safe water 
access for kayaks. 

The repair work would 
not provide separate 
safe water access for 
kayaks. 

The proposal would 
provide separate safe 
water access for 
kayaks. 

Minimise visual and 
landscape character 
impacts to the park 
setting and 
surrounding 
residences  
 

The Existing Facility 
has minimal visual 
impacts.  

The repairs would not 
have additional impacts 
compared to existing 
conditions.  

The berths extending 
further out in the bay 
would have a moderate 
impact on visual 
amenity. The Proposed 
Facility has a similar 
built form footprint and 
higher floor level than 
the Existing Facility. 
However, the design of 
the Proposed Facility 
has been adapted 
taking into account 
feedback from the local 
community (refer to 
section 2.6).   

Achieve a design 
which retains the 
heritage context of 
the facility 

The heritage value of 
the Existing Facility is 
in its maritime use. The 
Existing Facility would 
be retained and 
therefore heritage 
would be preserved. 

The heritage value of 
the Existing Facility is 
in its maritime use. The 
Existing Facility would 
be retained and 
therefore heritage 
would be preserved. 

The proposal would 
replace the Existing 
Facility with a new 
Proposed Facility 
which would preserve 
the existing maritime 
use of the land. This is 
considered to achieve 
good heritage 
interpretation (see 
section 6.8) 

Other advantages and disadvantages 

Cost Lowest cost of all three 
options. 

Lower cost than option 
3. 

Most expensive option. 

Construction 
impacts 

No construction 
impacts. 

Construction impacts to 
repair the Existing 
Facility including but 
not limited to noise 
impacts, socio-
economic impacts, 
water quality impacts. 
However, the impacts 
would be less than 
option 3. These 
impacts would be 
temporary and 
manageable with 
standard or site 
specific safeguards. 

Temporary impacts 
during the upgrade 
including but not limited 
to noise impacts, socio-
economic impacts, 
water quality impacts, 
impacts to aquatic 
habitats including 
seagrass. These 
impacts would be 
manageable with 
standard or site 
specific safeguards. 
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Operational 
impacts  

No direct operational 
impacts however the 
Existing Facility would 
ultimately fail and result 
in impacts to but not 
limited to water quality, 
seagrass habitat, visual 
amenity and socio-
economic setting. 

The operation of the 
repaired Existing 
Facility would not result 
in any operational 
impacts as the repaired 
facility would operate in 
the same environment 
as the Existing Facility.   

The operation of the 
Proposed Facility 
would result in impacts 
to but not limited to 
visual amenity, aquatic 
habitat including 
seagrass and noise. 

 

2.5 Preferred option 
Option 3 is the preferred option. It would meet most of the proposal objectives, development 
criteria and urban design objectives except three which would only be partially met. These relate to 
the size of the structure and visual impacts. While the Proposed Facility would be larger and 
extend further out into the bay creating a higher visual impact than the Existing Facility, the design 
of the Proposed Facility has been developed in consultation with the local community. 
 
Option 3 would also have a higher cost and have substantially more impacts than the other two 
options. However, the impacts for the most part would be temporary as a result of construction and 
manageable with standard or specific safeguards.  
 
The preferred option has a larger footprint than the Existing Facility and would increase the area of 
impact on the surrounding seagrass habitat. Considering that seagrass is found in other areas of 
the bay, the potential loss of seagrass as a result of the preferred option would have a minor 
impact on seagrass habitat within the locality. 
 
Overall the benefits of the preferred option outweigh the adverse impacts. Option 3 would: 
 
• Provide a facility that meets all current laws and regulations, standards and guidelines 
• Improve boat access to the berths by relocating these in deeper water 
• Provide more reliable operations with prevention of damage to boats and structure due to 

flooding at high tide 
• Improve customer experiences by improving the current facilities such as the kiosk, toilet 

amenities, office facilities, security and safer water access for kayaks, paddleboards and other 
small vessels. 

• Provide a facility that is acceptable to the community, and stakeholders. 
• Provide better access to services and amenities to general boating community. 
• Provide an Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD). 

2.6 Design refinements 
Three preliminary concept designs were developed by KI Studios for the preferred option (KI 
Studios 2016). Each design differed in the overall look of the buildings. The designs were provided 
to the local community and relevant stakeholders for feedback to allow the development of a 
preferred design. Further information regarding the consultation process and the selection of the 
preferred design is provided in Chapter 5. The three preliminary designs are described in KI 
Studios (2016) provided in Appendix C.  
 
Following the public exhibition period in October and November 2016, the community’s preferred 
design was the contemporary design and is described below and illustrated in Figure 2-2 and 
Figure 2-3.  
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This contemporary design explores a modern re-interpretation of the existing facilities through an 
abstract fenestration and the introduction of timber battens that echo the existing timber fence of 
the Existing Facility. Solar panels would be incorporated on the roof and the roof cladding would be 
a metal roof with a standing to emphasise the overall composition. A central walkway with timber 
trellis and vines would be included providing some shading. Balustrades would be made of 
stainless steel posts and cable to achieve a transparent and unobtrusive appearance and gates 
would be made up of timber battens, in line with the façade treatment. The gates would become 
part of the building’s façade to achieve an uncluttered appearance.  
 
Key sustainable measures include:  
• Consideration of recycling timber from the existing structure  
• Introduction of solar panels  
• Introduction of feature green wall segments  
• Recycling of rain water  
• Minimising painted elements and utilising low maintenance materials such as marine grade 

stainless steel, hardwood timber, concrete flooring for the fixed platform, FRP (fibre reinforced 
plastic) for jetty elements etc.  

• Prefabrication as much as practical.  
 
As a result of the consultation and other detailed design investigations, design changes 
incorporating community feedback have been made. These are discussed further in Section 5.2 
and include: 

• Changing the layout of the kayak launching ramp to minimise impact to people and dogs 
swimming on the beach on the western side of the Proposed Facility 

• Re-designing the kayak ramp including addition of a floating launching platoon 
• Lowering the floor of the kayak storage area 
• Removal of the front façade on the western building 
• Addition of windows to the eastern building 
• Widening the corridor between the two buildings 
• Changing cladding materials 

Figure 2-2 Preferred design option - Contemporary design (Indicative only) 
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Figure 2-3 Preferred design option - Contemporary design (Indicative only) 
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3 Description of the proposal 

This chapter describes the proposal. It includes descriptions of existing conditions, the design 
parameters including major design features, the construction method and associated activities.  

3.1 The proposal 
The proposal includes: 
 
• The removal of the existing fixed platform, small building, kiosk, jetty, ramp, and pontoons and 

mooring piles. The total surface area of the existing structure is around 470 square metres 
including 400 square metres of fixed structure (including berths along jetty) and 40 square 
metres of the ramp and floating pontoon 

• Around ten swing moorings might need to be relocated to other areas within Elizabeth Bay to 
allow access for construction barges and other vessels and for the operation of the Proposed 
Facility. The number of existing swing moorings will remain as existing at 51. 

• The construction of the Proposed Facility including: 
o A new fixed platform and small buildings to allow for  
 Office accommodation – fully fitted out including small kitchenette 
 Chandlery / Boat Broker and storage fitted out with storage lockers  
 Toilets, showers and changing amenities for users of the Proposed Facility 
 Kayaks and paddleboards storage structure and racking 
 Cafe including fit out. The cafe would be tailored to servicing the needs of the boating 

community using the Proposed Facility and would include food preparation and grease 
trap 

o Floating structure for the permanent mooring of up to 13 vessels  
o A new destination berth 
o A sewage pump and facility as part of the new floating structure 
o Mooring piles between vessel berths 
o Ramp access for the new fixed platform of the floating structure 
o Services bollards with lights which cast light downwards, that include the provision of 

water and power to the vessels 
o Piles which provide lateral restraint to the floating structure 
o An access ramp and pontoon for the launching and retrieval of kayaks plus associated 

kayak storage on the fixed platform 
• Connection of services of the Proposed Facility to the services on land 
• Minor adjustments to the seawall to undertake the work 
• A temporary facility for access to and from existing swing moorings during construction of the 

Proposed Facility. The temporary facility will consist of a small platform, ramp, pontoon and 
mooring for a tender vessel. 

• A site compound on a temporary floating structure in Elizabeth Bay. 
• A construction zone for utilities augmentation including a site compound 
• A temporary potential works zone and potential materials staging area immediately north of the 

Ithaca Road car park for the delivery and storage of materials for construction. 
 
Removal of existing structures 

The existing platform, jetty, building, ramp, pontoon and piles would be removed. The total surface 
area of the existing structure is around 470 square metres comprised of 430 square metres of fixed 
structure (including berths along jetty) and 40 square metres of the ramp and floating pontoon.  
 
The piles would be removed completely from the bed of Sydney Harbour unless it is demonstrated 
that by applying a vertical upwards load of 50 tonnes per pile, that the pile cannot be removed. In 
this situation consideration would be given to leaving such a pile in place and cutting the pile 
500mm below the bed level. 
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All existing services (power, water and the like) would be terminated landward of the seawall and 
made safe ready for connection of the new services for the Proposed Facility. 
 
Construction of the Proposed Facility 

Figure 1-3 illustrates the Proposed Facility with the design drawings provided in Appendix A. The 
Proposed Facility would cover a surface area of around 1040 square metres including around 530 
square metres of fixed structures and 510 square metres of floating structure. The Proposed 
Facility would consist of: 
 
• A fixed platform around 20 metres by 28 metres constructed with a concrete deck on a precast 

concrete or steel substructure supported on steel piles with HDPE sleeves. The deck level of 
the fixed platform would be at Reduced Level (RL) +2.28 metres Australian Height Datum 
(AHD). This accounts for the wave climate at the site and predicted sea level rise at 2065 
based on NSW Government – Environment, Climate Change and Water document “Coastal 
Risk Management Guide”, and is at or higher than the 100 year water level form a flood event 
which is predicted to inundate the adjacent park. The new fixed platform would be constructed 
to be independent of the seawall.  
 
The fixed platform would include two buildings (117 and 124 square metres respectively) as 
well as outdoor spaces. The buildings would allow for (refer to Appendix A for details): 

o Office accommodation – fully fitted out including small kitchenette 
o Chandlery / Boat Broker and storage fitted out with storage lockers for clients of the 

Proposed Facility 
o Toilets, showers and changing amenities fully fitted out for users of the Proposed Facility 
o Kayaks and paddleboards storage building structure and racking. This area would be 0.4 

metres below the main platform as it is protected by the building plus the pontoon and 
therefore not exposed to additional waves. 

o Café space. It is proposed that the café component of the Proposed Facility would be 
used by the boating community. Opening hours would be from 7.30am up to 6pm. 

 
A floating structure would be constructed from a proprietary pontoon system, with a concrete deck. 
The floating structure would extend around 80 metres seaward of the seawall. Next to the new 
fixed platform the floating structure would be around 40 metres wide. At the outer/seaward end the 
floating structure would be around 30 metres wide. 

 
• The floating structure would be restrained from moving laterally by steel piles with HDPE 

sleeves. Some of these piles would not extend above the deck level of the floating structure. 
The piles which extend above the deck level of the floating structure would be cut of at around 
RL + 3.0 metres (AHD). 

The northern arm and eastern walkway of the floating structure would act as a floating breakwater 
to provide a wave climate landward of the floating structure which is suitable for the mooring of 
vessels less than 20 metres in length. 
• The floating structure would be restrained from moving laterally by steel piles with HDPE 

sleeves. Some of these piles would not extend above the deck level of the floating structure. 
The piles which extend above the deck level of the floating structure would be cut of at around 
RL + 3.0 metres (AHD) 

• Mooring piles between the vessel berths at the northern end of the floating structures. These 
piles would be constructed from steel with HDPE sleeves and black and white cone caps. 
These piles would extend up to around RL + 4.0 metres (AHD) 

• An aluminium height adjustable ramp which would provide access between the floating 
structure and the fixed platform. The length and width of the ramp would comply with the 
requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act for the provision of access for the mobility 
impaired. The ramp would be around 20 metres in length and with a clear width between hand 
rails of 1.8 metre 
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• Services installed on the floating structure would consist of: 
o A sewage pump-out facility 
o Services bollards for each pan of vessels, with lighting, power and water 
o A security CCTV system 
o Fire services – a hydrant connection point on the fixed platform and hose reels on the 

floating structure 
o Personal protective equipment consisting of ladders at appropriate locations and 

floatation rings 
• A fixed ramp and pontoon for kayak access to and from the water for the launching and 

retrieval of kayaks. The ramp would have an antiskid surface (concrete or FRP grillage with a 
grit top). The substructure would consist of aluminium or FRP sections supported on steel piles 
with HDPE sleeve.  

 
Connection of services of the Proposed Facility to the services on land 

Power, water, firefighting (water), sewage, telecommunications and possibly gas services would be 
required for the Proposed Facility. The provision of these services would necessitate connection to 
the main services on the landside of the seawall. Further details are provided in Section 3.5. 
 
Adjustments to the seawall 

The following work would be required on the seawall: 
 
• A short section of sandstone blocks around three metres in length fronting the Existing Facility 

would be relocated about 1.5 metres to the east (Figure 3-1) 
• The diameter of the service penetrations into the seawall may need to be increased to allow 

adjustments to the services for the Proposed Facility. Services are discussed in Section 3.5. 
• A cover would be placed over the service penetrations to temporarily prevent water entering 

the services that have been disconnected. These would be removed once services are 
reconnected to the Proposed Facility 

• The temporary facility would require some temporary steps and/or other access to be built over 
the existing steps. No physical changes to the steps or the seawall would be required. The 
temporary facility would not be attached to the seawall and there would be no vertical or 
horizontal loads applied to the seawall. 

• Services to the temporary facility would be temporarily attached to the seawall. 
 

   
Figure 3-1 Location of seawall work 
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Construction of a temporary facility 

A temporary facility for access to and from existing swing moorings during construction of the 
Proposed Facility would be built. The temporary facility would consist of a small platform piled in 
the seabed and a ramp, pontoon and mooring for a tender vessel. The location of the temporary 
facility is shown on Figure 1-2. It would be on the eastern side of the Existing Facility. 
 
During construction a temporary tendering facility may also be operated from D’Albora Marina at 
Rushcutters Bay. 
 
 
Temporary construction zone, potential materials staging area and potential works 
zone 

In addition to a site compound on a temporary floating structure in Elizabeth Bay, temporary 
construction areas on land (refer to Figure 1-2) would be established including: 
• A construction zone for utilities augmentation including a site compound 
• A potential works zone (subject to approval from City of Sydney) 
• A potential materials staging area (subject to approval from City of Sydney). 
 
The construction zone for utilities augmentation including a site compound would be used for two, 
two week periods during utilities augmentation. 
 
The potential works zone would be used for loading and unloading materials and equipment 
required for the construction of the landside works. The duration of occupation of the potential 
works zone would be up to 5 months subject to Council approval.  
 
The potential materials staging area would be used for the delivery and storage of materials for 
construction and during utilities augmentation.  The duration of occupation of the potential 
materials staging area is subject to Council approval and may be used for a period of up to five 
months during standard construction hours.  
 
Equipment used within the potential works zone and potential materials staging area would include 
a crane and trucks delivering material. 
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3.2 Design 

3.2.1 Design criteria 
The Proposed Facility has been specified to satisfy the following Australian Standards: 
 
• AS 3962 – 2001 – Guidelines for the Design of Marinas 

• AS 4997 – 2005 – Guidelines for the Design of Maritime Structures 

• The Building Code of Australia 

• The regulations for the Disability Discrimination Act for accessible public transport, as 
applicable to floating structures. 

The design has been specified to minimise maintenance costs over the life of the Proposed Facility 
by the specification of minimum design life periods without replacement, and the specification of 
the quality of materials to be used in the construction.  
 
Horizontal and vertical alignment  

The floating structure would provide wave attenuation and create a moderate wave climate or 
better, landward of the outer sections of the floating structure, suitable for the mooring of vessels 
which are less than 20 metres in length. 
 
Only vessels which are greater than 20 metres in length would be moored seaward of the floating 
structure. With appropriate mooring line arrangements these larger vessels are able to 
accommodate the predicted wave climate. 
 
The deck level of the fixed platform would be at Reduced Level (RL) +2.28 metres Australian 
Height Datum (AHD). This accounts for the wave climate at the site and predicted sea level rise at 
2065 based on NSW Government – Environment, Climate Change and Water document “Coastal 
Risk Management Guide”, and is at or higher than the 100 year water level form a flood event 
which is predicted to inundate the adjacent park 
 
Design life 

The design life for the various elements of the Proposed Facility has been specified as follows: 
 
• Fixed structures and height adjustable ramp  50 years 

• Piles       50 years 

• Floating structures     30 years 

3.2.2 Engineering constraints 
The design of the Proposed Facility takes into account the following engineering constraints: 
 
• Wave climate 
• Bed levels 
• Still water levels accounting for sea level rise resulting from global warming 
• Vessel characteristics (dimension and displacement) for proposed vessels. 
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3.3 Construction activities 
The proposed construction activities for the proposal are identified in Section 3.3.1. This staging is 
indicative and is based on the current concept design and may change once the detailed design 
methodology is finalised. It may also need adjustment to meet the site conditions or the type/size of 
equipment used by the nominated contractor during the construction period in consultation with 
Roads and Maritime. 
 
Any material changes to the construction methodology which could result in additional 
environmental impacts to those assessed in this REF, would be the subject of additional 
environmental assessments. 

3.3.1 Work methodology 
Site establishment and enabling work 

• The swing moorings would be moved to their new positions to allow movement of construction 
vessels including barges. The moorings would be relocated in Elizabeth Bay mooring fields. 
The relocated moorings would remain in their new location to improve access to the Proposed 
Facility during operation.  

• Traffic control measures (including for vehicles, watercraft, pedestrians and cyclists) would be 
established in accordance with the traffic management plan (TMP). Appropriate way finding 
signage would be installed advising of alternative transport options where necessary 

• Environmental controls would be established in accordance with the construction environmental 
management plan (CEMP) for the proposal 

• Site entry and exit points from the water and land would be established for the construction 
work site (Figure 1-2) 

• Establishment of a site compound on water and ancillary facilities on land (refer to Section 3.4) 
• Establishment of a waterside construction work area using floating booms and buoys to 

delineate this area. This would make allowance for the outward reach of the barge’s four 
anchorage points, over which marine vessels may not cross for safety reasons. The anticipated 
size of the barges is up to about 10 metres by 20 metres in plan 

• Disconnection of utilities at the Existing Facility (refer to Section 3.5).  
 
Construction of temporary facility and removal of the existing structures 

• Prior to demolition of the Existing Facility, a temporary facility consisting of a small platform, 
ramp and pontoon would be constructed on the eastern side of the existing fixed structure 
(Figure 1-2). As part of this work, temporary electrical power and water service lines would be 
established from the termination point for these services at the Existing Facility, to the 
temporary facility. These services would be removed on the removal of the temporary facility. It 
is likely that the temporary facility would be supported via timber blocks placed on the existing 
steps. There would be temporary piles installed to hold the temporary structure in place.  

• Closure of the Existing Facility. 
• It is envisaged up to three barges (about 10 metres by 20 metres in size) would travel to the site 

from the off-site temporary facility. One barge would be f itted with a crane. When on-site it would 
be anchored by four points but would reposition around the site during the work, as required. 

• The existing structures and attachments would be loaded onto a barge by crane and transported 
to an appropriately approved and licensed facility f or reuse and/or disposal. 

• Piles would be removed using a vibratory hammer, or vertical lift by attachment to a crane or 
barge, to extract the piles from the bedrock. The hammer would be placed over the pile using a 
barge mounted crane. If the pile is unable to be pulled out, it would be cut level to the sea bed 
to remain in situ. Divers would cut the pile at or below seabed level using appropriate 
underwater equipment. 

• Piles would be removed by barge to the off-site facility. The piles would be reused, where 
possible, or eventually removed to a licensed waste management facility for recycling or 
disposal. 
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Installation of steel piles within the Waterway 

• Steel piles would be installed into the bed consisting of upper layers of sand over rock. These 
piles would be transported by barge to the site from the off-site facility. There would be 
sufficient water to carry out piling operations. The installation of the platform support piles 
would be carried out most likely at or around high tide. 

• Each pile would be lifted from the barge and put into place using a barge-mounted crane. A drill 
rig mounted onto a barge would attach to the pile using a helmet fitting.  

• Depending on the weather and wind generated waves, and construction program, it may 
be necessary to undertake the installation of some but not all piles at night.  There are 
estimated to be 6 piles out of the total of 39 piles for which an allowance should be made 
for night work.  For the installation of 6 piles, an allowance of 3 nights is appropriate. 

 
Constructing piles founded in bedrock consists of four phases: 
 
Phase 1: Piles would be vibrated, jetted or driven down to rock. Should it be necessary to embed 
the piles into rock, drilling or percussion techniques would be used. 
Phase 2: Drilling into rock would take three to four hours per pile plus setup time and pack up 
time (with continuous noise from the diesel generator and large electric motors whilst drilling the 
pile). 
Phase 3: The piles are hammered (using a 30 tonne weight) to refusal. Hammering of piles 
would take place at least one day after drilling of piles. It is anticipated that each pile would be 
hammered for one minute (approximately 10 hits with the hammer within one minute). For each 
pile this activity is likely to occur about f ive times over a period of around one hour. There are 
33 piles to be hammered over about 17 morning sessions. 
Phase 4: The steel piles would be cut, then the HDPE sleeve placed. The platform support piles 
would be plugged with concrete. 
 
Construction of new fixed platform, building and ramp 

• A short section of sandstone blocks around three metres in length fronting the Existing Facility 
would be relocated about 1.5 metres to the east (Figure 3-1). 

• Following the work at the wharf entrance, the fixed platform would be constructed. Most of the 
structures (e.g. beams, headstocks and building framing) would be pre- fabricated/pre-cast and 
transported to site by barge from the off-site facility. In-situ work would likely include concrete 
pours (involving up to 20 concrete trucks) over about three days (likely non-consecutive) to 
construct the concrete deck and to f ill piles. 

• Intricate lifting and placement of components (beams and precast slab panels) of the Proposed 
Facility would be carried out using a barge mounted crane. This activity needs to be undertaken 
during calm environmental conditions (e.g. still water and minimal wind). Intricate lifts and 
placement can take up to about six hours and would be undertaken during standard work 
hours. Up to 45 intricate lifts may be required during standard work hours. In the event of poor 
environmental conditions up to two nights of intricate lifts would be undertaken. 
 

 
Construction of floating structure and ramp  

The floating structure would be assembled off site in length up to 30 metres long, then towed to 
site in calm conditions. 
 
Piles would be installed through pile guide openings in the floating structure, then pile guides 
completed. 
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Each section of floating structure would be fixed to the previously installed section and the pile 
guides completed, before the next section of floating structures is installed.  
 
On completion of the floating structure the services lines would be installed and the attachments 
(services bollards, mooring cleats, hose reels, ladders and fendering) installed.  
 
Site clean-up 

• The site would be cleaned up and restored to its previous state 
• Controls and temporary structures would be removed 
• A safety assessment of the structure would be carried out to identify any risks and rectify any 

safety hazards resulting from construction before opening these areas to the public 
• All construction fencing/hoarding and signage would be removed. 
 

3.3.2 Construction hours and duration 
The proposal would be constructed over a period of up to eight months (weather permitting), 
commencing around mid-2017 (June-July), subject to the REF approval. 
 
Construction would normally be limited to the following standard work times: 
 
• 7am to 6pm Monday to Friday 
• 8am to 1pm Saturday. 
 
Work outside of standard hours may be required in order to carry out piling activities and intricate 
lifts from the barge mounted crane for the Proposed Facility, due to requirements for still water. 
Activities that might be undertaken outside of standard work hours are outlined below. 
 
Intricate lifting activities 

The number of these lifts depends on the construction techniques adopted by the contractor. Up to 
45 intricate lifts may be required during standard work hours. In the event of poor environmental 
conditions up to two nights of intricate lifts would be undertaken. 
 
Intricate lifts would be for the installation of beams on piles and the installation of precast concrete 
planks between beams. 
 
Intricate lifting and placement of components of the new fixed platform would be carried out using a 
barge mounted crane. This activity needs to be undertaken during calm environmental conditions 
(still water and minimal wind). Intricate lifts and placement can take up to six hours. Any lifting and 
placement to be completed outside of standard working hours is expected to commence around 11pm 
and continue to about 7am. 
 
Piling activities 

It is envisaged that piling work for the Proposed Facility would typically take around six weeks to 
complete. Up to three nights of piling activities would be required over six months during the 
construction period. Piling work is highly sporadic. There may be noise from hammering and drilling 
of a pile for around 10 minutes or so and then no hammering/drilling noise for 30 minutes or more. 
However, continuous noise from the diesel generator and large electric motors throughout a drilling 
process may occur which can last three to four hours. 
 
Installation of the piles for the Proposed Facility will require calm environmental conditions (still 
water and minimal wind) so that the floating barge used for the piling can remain still for the piles to 
be installed accurately. Calm conditions are also required to provide safe conditions for the 
construction crew. The waterway is usually calmer early in the morning, with wind and swell 
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increasing throughout the day. The conditions required for piling usually occur during early morning 
period. In addition, it is anticipated that the installation of piles outside of standard working hours 
(maximum three nights) would occur as follows: 
 
Summary of hours of night work for piling drilling activities (if required) 
• Setup for drilling from approximately 11pm to 12am 
• Drilling of piles from approximately 12am to 6am 
• Pack up generally from approximately 6am to 7am. 
 
Summary of hours of night work for piling hammering activities (if required) 
• Setup for hammering from approximately 4am to 5am 
• Hammering of piles from approximately 5am to 7am. 
 
Piling for the temporary facility would be undertaken during standard hours and would take 
approximately three days.  
 
Utility adjustments 

The utility adjustments as described in Section 3.5 may take from two to four weeks to complete 
and would be undertaken during standard work hours. Up to one night of works may need to be 
undertaken to minimise impacts to the Ithaca Road car park. If practicable, the night time utility 
adjustments would be undertaken on the same night as intricate lifts and piling. However, the utility 
adjustment would not be carried out concurrently with the intricate lifts and/or piling.  

3.3.3 Plant and equipment 
The equipment to be used would be confirmed during the construction planning process. Typical 
plant and equipment likely to be used during construction would include: 
 
• Generators 
• Lighting towers 
• Power hand tools 
• Light vehicles 
• Boats 
• Barges 
• Drill rigs (barge mounted) 
• Cranes (barge mounted) 
• Water pumps 
• Chainsaws 
• Concrete trucks 
• Hammer drills 
• Concrete boom pump 
• Hand tools 
• Excavator 
• Crane 
• Delivery trucks 
 
Use of silt curtains within the waterway 

Having regard for the wave climate at the site, a complete sea depth curtain is problematic and 
difficult to maintain.  
 
The use of a complete sea depth curtain is not recommended as it would disturb the bed. As the 
bed is likely to be sandy with seagrass habitat, a surface silt curtain would be installed around the 
work area such that piling work occurs inside the silt curtain but barges are outside the silt curtain. 
The silt curtain would be installed around the piles being removed during each day of operation and 
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relocated from time to time. The silt curtain would extend from a minimum of 100mm above the 
water line and be of sufficient depth to extend to around 500mm above the seafloor during low tide 
(i.e. to avoid damage to seagrass and other habitats).   

3.3.4 Earthworks 
No dredging or other extensive earthworks would be required. However, the proposal includes 
work that involves the removal of any of material from water land that disturbs, moves or harms 
woody debris, snags, gravel beds, cobbles, rocks, boulders, rock bars or aquatic vegetation, which 
is considered as dredging under the FM Act. 
 
If it is found that the existing power and communications services to the site are to be upgraded, 
then new conduits would be required to be laid in trenches about 600mm deep and 300mm wide 
(refer to Section 3.5 for further details). 
 
The existing water services will need to be upgraded and require a trench about 1,000 mm deep by 
1,000 mm wide. The trenches would be to the supply authority standards and back filled with 
granular material and the surfaces over reinstated. 
 
Any excavated material that cannot be reused would be waste classified prior to transport and 
disposal off site at appropriate licensed facility. 
 
Trenching would not be required for sewage or gas connections. 
 

3.3.5 Source and quantity of materials 
The proposal would not require the importation of fill material or disposal of materials from the 
seabed as no dredging or filling is required. 
 
The materials to be used in the structure of the Proposed Facility are provided in Table 3-1. 
 
Table 3-1 Materials and estimated quantities 

Material Estimated quantities 

Steel CHS piles 39 

HDPE piles sleeves 39 

Concrete – precast and cast in situ slabs and beams 60 cubic metres 

FRP decking and FRP sections 60 cubic metres 

Aluminium structural sections 21 m x 2 m wide ramp 

Proprietary floating structure which could consist of various materials 
depending on the supplier.  The materials will be from the following list: 

• Concrete hulls and decks around polystyrene foam 
• Concrete decks on HDPE wrapped polystyrene foam 
• Composite material or concrete or timber decks on aluminium 

frames supported by HDPE floats. 

400 m2 of floating 
structures 

 
Materials would be sourced from both overseas and local commercial suppliers, using local 
suppliers wherever feasible and cost-effective. 
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3.3.6 Traffic management and access 
Most of the construction plant, equipment, materials and personnel would travel to the site by barge 
or boat from the off-site facility. Some construction traffic movements and deliveries would occur on 
the road network. These would be delivery trucks and commercial vehicles with around 15 
movements per day during peak construction times, managed in accordance with the management 
measures outlined in the traffic management plan (TMP) for the proposal. A traffic control plan 
would be prepared in accordance with Traffic Control at Work Sites Manual. 
 
The temporary potential works zone may require two parking spaces in the Ithaca Road car park to 
be unavailable for up to 5 months to receive deliveries to the potential materials staging area.  
 
It is estimated that during concrete pours, between 8 and 10 existing car parking spaces in the 
Ithaca Road car park would be required between 7.00am and 3.30pm. Concrete pours would be 
undertaken over three days. 
 
While utility adjustments are being undertaken it would be necessary to provide traffic 
management.  The times and periods over which this would be required would depend on the 
contractor’s program and the coordination of the various services work.  It is envisaged that traffic 
management for the work would be required over at least one two week period and possibly a 
second two week period. The Ithaca Road car park is unlikely to be accessible during this time. 

3.4 Ancillary facilities 
A temporary compound on a barge would be established on the water within the construction zone 
and operated for the duration of the work. The compound would be secured by the contractor and re-
positioned within the construction zone from time to time to suit the construction work schedule. The 
compound would include site sheds for use as an office, mess and amenities as well as a lay-down 
and storage area and potentially a container for storage of some tools, equipment and materials. 
 
Once the deck of the proposed fixed structure has sufficient strength, part of the new fixed 
structure could be used for a temporary compound. 
 
Ancillary facilities including a construction zone, potential materials staging area and potential 
works zone would also be established on land. The location of the ancillary facilities would be in 
the Ithaca Road car park and on a grassed area as indicated in Figure 1-2. A license from City of 
Sydney would be sought prior to the establishment of any ancillary facilities on land. This 
construction zone would be required for up to two, two week periods for utility adjustments. The 
potential materials staging area and potential works zone may be required for up to five months.  
 
If required, the existing kayaks stored at the Existing Facility would be relocated temporarily to 
D’Albora Marina at Rushcutters Bay. 

3.5 Public utility adjustment 
The areas of utility adjustments are shown on Figure 1-2. 
 
Electrical 
Prior to the demolition of the existing building it would be necessary to disconnect, remove and 
make safe the existing service consumer mains from the street electrical network to the 
weatherproof enclosure located at the boundary of the existing building. This would be co-
ordinated with Ausgrid. 
 
Following completion of the Proposed Facility, a new 100 mm electrical conduit may need to be 
installed below the existing pavements up to a mains connection in the street south of the 
Proposed Facility. 
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Communications 
Prior to the demolition of the existing building it would be necessary to disconnect, remove and 
make safe existing copper cables from the Telstra telecommunication carrier to the Main 
Distribution Frame (MDF) located within the building. This would be co-ordinated with Telstra. 
 
Following completion of the Proposed Facility, a new 50mm telecommunication conduit and line 
would be installed below the existing pavements up to the mains connection in the street south of 
the Proposed Facility. 
 
Sewer Drainage 
Any waste in the existing sewer drainage line should gravitate into the sewer main. At the seawall, 
the 100mm diameter uPVC pipe would be capped and sealed to prevent any surcharge from the 
sewer main entering seawater. Any floor waste traps would be emptied into a container and 
removed from the site for appropriate disposal. 
 
Following completion of the Proposed Facility, the sewer drainage line would be reconnected to the 
existing landside service. During the reconnection of the sewer drainage, once the sealed cap is 
removed to make the final connection from the new sewer drainage to the capped point at the 
seawall, a large container would be located under the connection point in case of any surcharge 
from the sewer at the time of connection.  
 
Water Services 
The redundant water service would be capped at the sea wall and removed during construction. 
Following completion of the Proposed Facility, the existing 25mm diameter water services line 
would be upgraded and connected to the existing landside service. A new fire services line would 
also be constructed between the existing main hydrant line about 22 metres from the site, to the 
Proposed Facility. 
 
Natural Gas Services 
There is no existing natural gas service at the Existing Facility, however, there is a natural gas 
main located adjacent to the proposal site. The proposed cafe is expected to require an incoming 
natural gas service 40mm diameter, constructed of PEX pipe including a natural gas meter set 
along the property boundary. The gas meter would be installed in a recess protected above the 
high tide level. 

3.6 Property acquisition 
No property acquisition would be required for the proposal. The temporary ancillary facilities on 
land would require a license from City of Sydney. 
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4 Statutory and planning framework  

4.1 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 
Section 76 of the EP&A Act provides that if an environmental planning instrument provides for 
specified development to be carried out without the need for development consent, a person may 
carry the development out, in accordance with the instrument, on land to which the provision 
applies. 
 
However, Part 5 of the EP&A Act imposes requirements on “determining authorities” in relation to 
the assessment of certain “activities”.  Activities are defined as: 
 
(a)  the use of land, and 
(b)  the subdivision of land, and 
(c)  the erection of a building, and 
(d)  the carrying out of a work, and 
(e)  the demolition of a building or work, and 
(f)  any other act, matter or thing referred to in section 26 that is prescribed by the regulations for 
the purposes of this definition, 
but does not include: 
(g)  any act, matter or thing for which development consent under Part 4 is required or has been 
obtained, or 
(h)  any act matter or thing that is prohibited under an environmental planning instrument, or 
(i)  exempt development, or 
(j)  development carried out in compliance with an order under Division 2A of Part 6, or 
(k)  any development of a class or description that is prescribed by the regulations for the purposes 
of this definition. 
 
A “determining authority” is a Minister or public authority and, in relation to any activity, means the 
Minister or public authority by or on whose behalf the activity is or is to be carried out or any 
Minister or public authority whose approval (being any form of authorisation) is required in order to 
enable the activity to be carried out. 
 
Under section 111 of the EP&A Act, a determining authority in its consideration of an activity shall, 
notwithstanding any other provisions of the EP&A Act or the provisions of any other Act or of any 
instrument made under this or any other Act, examine and take into account to the fullest extent 
possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of that activity. 
 
The proposal is, an activity for the purposes of Part 5 of the EP&A Act.  In addition, Roads and 
Maritime is a determining authority for the purposes of Part 5.  In this regard, the provisions of the 
ISEPP are of particular relevance, as set out below.  

4.1.1 State environmental planning policies 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 
State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) aims to facilitate the effective 
delivery of infrastructure across the State. 
 
Clause 68(4) of ISEPP permits development for the purpose of wharf or boating facilities to be 
carried out on any land by or on behalf of a public authority without consent. Wharf or boating 
facilities includes any facilities associated with a wharf or boating. “Facilities” are defined in clause 
67 of the ISEPP as follows: 
 
facilities includes: 
(a)  facilities for the embarkation or disembarkation of passengers onto or from any vessels, 
including public ferry wharves, and 
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(b)  facilities for the loading or unloading of freight onto or from vessels and associated receival, 
land transport and storage facilities, and 
(c)  wharves for commercial fishing operations, and 
(d)  refuelling, launching, berthing, mooring, storage or maintenance facilities for any vessel, and 
(e)  sea walls or training walls, and 
(f)  administration buildings, communication, security and power supply facilities, roads, rail lines, 
pipelines, fencing, lighting or car parks. 
 
As the proposal is for the purpose of wharf or boating facilities and is to be carried out by Roads 
and Maritime, it can be carried out without development consent, however, it must be assessed 
under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. This means that development consent from council is not required.  
In addition, the proposal is not located on land reserved under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 
1974.  
 
In addition, clause 68(5) of the ISEPP provides that a reference to wharf or boating facilities 
includes a reference to the alteration, demolition of a local heritage item.  As such, the listing of the 
Existing Facility as a heritage item does not affect the operation of clause 68(4) of the ISEPP.    
The proposal does not affect land or development affected by State Environmental Planning Policy 
No. 14 – Coastal Wetlands, State Environmental Planning Policy No. 26 – Littoral Rainforests or 
State Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development) 2005. 
 

State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 
State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 (SRD SEPP) 
identifies development that is State significant infrastructure and critical State significant 
infrastructure. 
 
Clause 14(1) of the SRD SEPP declares development to be State significant infrastructure if the 
development is, by the operation of a State environmental planning policy, permissible without 
development consent and the development is specified in schedule 3 of the SEPP. 
 
Schedule 1 specifies that development for the purpose of port facilities or wharf or boating facilities 
(not including marinas) that has a capital investment value (CIV) of more than $30 million is State 
significant development (SSD).  In addition, Schedule 3 specifies that port and wharf facilities or 
boating facilities (not including marinas) by or on behalf of a public authority that have a CIV of 
more than $30 million is State significant infrastructure (SSI).   
 
The proposal is not declared to be SSD or SSI by the SRD SEPP because the Proposed Facility 
does not meet the criteria stated above.   
 

Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 
The site is located within the Sydney Harbour Catchment and therefore the Sydney Regional 
Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 (Sydney Harbour SREP) (Sydney Harbour 
SREP), which is a deemed SEPP applies to the site.  However, the ISEPP prevails over the SREP 
where there is any inconsistency between the two instruments.   
 
The site is zoned W1 and W8 under the Sydney Harbour SREP.  While clause 18 specifies the 
types of development that may be undertaken within these zones, the Proposed Facility may be 
undertaken without development consent pursuant to the provisions of the ISEPP which prevail to 
the extent of any inconsistency with the provisions of the Sydney Harbour SREP (see clause 7(5) 
of the Sydney Harbour SREP). 
 
Notwithstanding this, the Sydney Harbour SREP specifies a number of matters that may be taken 
into consideration by public authorities and others before they carry out activities to which Part 5 of 
the EP&A Act applies (see, for example, clause 20). 
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The proposal is therefore assessed against the aims of the Sydney Harbour SREP, together with 
the specific matters required to be taken into account, as set out below.  
 
The aims of the Sydney Harbour SREP from clause 2 are considered in Table 4-1 below. 
 
Table 4-1: Aims of the Sydney Harbour SREP 

Aim Comment 

(a) To ensure that the catchment, foreshores, 
waterways and islands of Sydney Harbour are 
recognised, protected, enhanced and 
maintained: 
(i) as an outstanding natural asset 
(ii) as a public asset of national and heritage 
significance, for existing and future generations. 

The proposal would upgrade an existing facility 
with a facility of similar built form footprint but 
with berths extending further out into Elizabeth 
Bay. It would improve and add to the existing 
facilities.  The Proposed Facility recognises the 
value, and enhances the use, of Sydney 
Harbour and conserves the use of Elizabeth 
Bay for future generations by providing an 
updated asset. 
 
The heritage significance of the existing facility 
and surrounds, and the impact that the proposal 
may have on those facilities and surrounds has 
been assessed in a Heritage Impact Statement 
which is summarised in Section 6.8 and 
appended at Appendix Q.  

(b) To ensure a healthy, sustainable 
environment on land and water. 

ESD principles have been considered in the 
design of the proposal and as part of this 
assessment.  
 
Further details are provided in Section 8.2. 

(c) To achieve a high quality and ecologically 
sustainable urban environment. 

ESD principles have been considered in the 
design of the proposal and as part of this 
assessment.  
 
Further details are provided in Section 8.2. 

(d) To ensure a prosperous working harbour 
and an effective transport corridor. 

The proposal would replace an existing facility 
with a facility of similar built form footprint but 
extend the berths further out into Elizabeth Bay.  
The Proposed Facility, once constructed, will 
contribute to a prosperous working harbour by 
providing berths for vessels and facilities to 
assist the boating community.  The Proposed 
Facility It will not impact on transport corridors.  

(e) To encourage a culturally rich and vibrant 
place for people. 

The proposal will encourage a rich and vibrant 
place for people by providing the boating 
community with new and upgraded facilities 
such as a kayak facility, new boating facilities 
and a cafe. 

(f) To ensure accessibility to and along Sydney 
Harbour and its foreshores. 

The proposal would maintain accessibility to 
and along Sydney Harbour and its foreshores 
by providing the public with access to Sydney 
Harbour.   
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Aim Comment 

(g) To ensure the protection, maintenance and 
rehabilitation of watercourses, wetlands, riparian 
lands, remnant vegetation and ecological 
connectivity. 

Some minor impacts to seagrass will occur as a 
result of the construction of the Proposed 
Facility but will generally not affect the 
ecological value of the waters or foreshore of 
Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 

(h) To provide a consolidated, simplified and 
updated legislative framework for future 
planning. 

Not applicable 

 
The proposal has been assessed against the objectives contained in clause 17 of the SREP 
Sydney Harbour zones W1 and W8 in Table 4-2 and Table 4-3. 
 
Table 4-2: Zone W1 Maritime Waters objectives 

Objective Comment 

(a) To give preference to and protect waters 
required for the effective and efficient movement 
of commercial shipping, public water transport 
and maritime industrial operations generally, 

The proposal will not impact on commercial 
shipping, public water transport and maritime 
industrial operations generally. 

(b) To allow development only where it is 
demonstrated that it is compatible with, and will 
not adversely affect the effective and efficient 
movement of, commercial shipping, public water 
transport and maritime industry operations, 

The proposal will not impact on commercial 
shipping, public water transport and maritime 
industrial operations generally. 

(c) To promote the equitable use of the 
waterway, including use by passive recreation 
craft. 

The proposal will promote the equitable use of 
the waterway by providing facilities for passive 
recreation craft including kayaks and paddle 
boards for use by the public.  
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Table 4-3: Zone W8 Scenic Waters: Passive Use objectives 

Objective Comment 

(a) To give preference to unimpeded water 
access along the intertidal zone, to the visual 
continuity and significance of the landform and 
to the ecological value of waters and 
foreshores. 

The proposal will upgrade the Existing Facility 
by replacing it with a facility of a similar built 
form footprint in terms and will extend the berths 
further out into Elizabeth Bay.  The proposal will 
retain access along the intertidal zone.  
Some minor impacts to seagrass will occur from 
the construction of the Proposed Facility but will 
not greatly affect the ecological value of the 
waters or foreshore of Elizabeth Bay.  
Due to the presence of the existing Elizabeth 
Bay marina building and pontoons, there are 
limited impacts from the upgrade to the ‘visual 
continuity’ of the landform. The most discernible 
change in the visual scene will be the increased 
number of berthed boats of a larger size than 
existing, extending into deeper waters in 
Elizabeth Bay. These berths and boats will 
present an increase in the visual scale and bulk 
of vessels when compared to the existing 
berthing capacity. The changes will be most 
noticeable from sections of Beare Park and 
nearby residential dwellings. 
However, the Proposed Facility has been 
designed in a sympathetic manner and will 
complement the marine environment through 
the use of materials, colour scheme and a 
similar built form to the Existing Facility. 
 
Further details are provided in Sections 6.4, 6.5 
and 6.7. 

(b) To allow low-lying private water-dependant 
development close to shore only where it can be 
demonstrated that the preferences referred to in 
paragraph (a) are not damaged or impaired in 
any way, that any proposed structure conforms 
closely to the shore, that development 
maximises open and unobstructed waterways 
and maintains and enhances views to and from 
waters in this zone. 

The proposal is not a private water-dependent 
development.  

(c) To restrict development for permanent boat 
storage and private landing facilities in 
unsuitable locations. 

The proposal does not comprise private landing 
facilities. The Proposed Facility has been 
identified as an appropriate location for 
permanent boat storage.  
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Objective Comment 

(d) To allow water-dependent development only 
where it can be demonstrated that it meets a 
demonstrated demand and harmonises with the 
planned character of the locality. 

The Proposed Facility will replace an Existing 
Facility of similar built form footprint.  Four 
additional permanent berths have been 
provided because of the demand for berthing 
facilities in Sydney Harbour.  
The built form of the Proposed Facility has been 
designed to fit the site context. The Proposed 
Facility is similar to the existing built form, in 
particular, the height of the existing building.  
The current scenic quality of the bay may, 
however, be slightly impacted by the visual 
filling effect of the pontoons and berthed boats.  
However, the scenic quality of the bay will 
benefit from an upgraded building which has 
been designed to be sympathetic to the 
character of the locality.  

(e) To ensure that the scale and size of 
development are appropriate to the locality and 
protect and improve the natural assets and 
natural and cultural scenic quality on the 
surrounding area, particularly when viewed from 
waters in this zone or areas of public access. 

The proposed marina capacity of 13 berthed 
boats (between 12m and 20m in length) 
presents an increase in the scale and bulk of 
elements within Elizabeth Bay compared to the 
current 9 berths. There will be a slight but 
noticeable filling of the bay and less clear water 
visible from Beare Park.  
 
However, the Proposed Facility has been 
designed to fit the site context with the upgrade 
matching the aesthetic of the Existing Facility.  
 

 
 
The matters for consideration listed in Division 2, Part 3 at clauses 21-27 of the Sydney Harbour 
SREP are provided in Error! Reference source not found.. 
 
Table 4-4 Division 2 matters 

Division 2 matter Comment 

Clause 21 Biodiversity, ecology and 
environment protection 

(a)  development should have a neutral 
or beneficial effect on the quality of 
water entering the waterways, 

(b)  development should protect and 
enhance terrestrial and aquatic 
species, populations and ecological 
communities and, in particular, 
should avoid physical damage and 
shading of aquatic vegetation (such 
as seagrass, saltmarsh and algal 
and mangrove communities), 

(c)  development should promote 
ecological connectivity between 
neighbouring areas of aquatic 

The proposal would upgrade an existing facility with 
a facility of similar built form footprint but with berths 
extending further out into Elizabeth Bay.    

(a) Development would not impact on the 
quality of water provided the safeguards 
recommended in section 7 are implemented 

(b) The Proposed Facility has been designed to 
avoid and minimise physical damage. This 
includes constructing the Proposed Facility 
on piles and using floating pontoons to 
minimise disturbance to aquatic habitat. As 
the Proposed Facility has a similar built form 
footprint as the Existing Facility shading of 
aquatic vegetation would be similar.  

(c) The Proposed Facility has been designed to 
minimise impact on aquatic habitat. Some 
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vegetation (such as seagrass, 
saltmarsh and algal and mangrove 
communities), 

(d)  development should avoid indirect 
impacts on aquatic vegetation (such 
as changes to flow, current and 
wave action and changes to water 
quality) as a result of increased 
access, 

(e)  development should protect and 
reinstate natural intertidal foreshore 
areas, natural landforms and native 
vegetation, 

(f)  development should retain, 
rehabilitate and restore riparian land, 

(g)  development on land adjoining 
wetlands should maintain and 
enhance the ecological integrity of 
the wetlands and, where possible, 
should provide a vegetative buffer to 
protect the wetlands, 

(h)  the cumulative environmental impact 
of development, 

(i)  whether sediments in the waterway 
adjacent to the development are 
contaminated, and what means will 
minimise their disturbance. 

minor impacts to seagrass would impact the 
connectivity of the aquatic habitat. This has 
been assessed in Section 6.7.3. 

(d) The Proposed Facility has been designed in 
a similar built form footprint as the Existing 
Facility. The same construction methodology 
(piling) would be used and would not 
indirectly impact aquatic vegetation by 
changes to flow, current, wave action and 
changes to water quality. The design of the 
Proposed Facility has moved the berths into 
deeper water reducing impacts on aquatic 
vegetation (refer to Section 6.3 and Section 
6.7). 

(e) The Proposed Facility has been designed in 
a similar built form footprint as the Existing 
Facility. The same construction methodology 
(piling) would be used to minimise impact to 
natural intertidal foreshore areas, natural 
landforms and native vegetation. However, 
there would be some impact to seagrass. 
This has been assessed in Section 6.7.3. 

(f) NA 
(g) NA 
(h) Cumulative impacts are addressed in 

Section 6.11 
(i) Disturbance of contaminated sediments may 

result during construction but would be 
adequately managed. 

 
Further details are provided in Sections 6.2 and 6.7. 

Clause 22 Public access to, and use of, 
foreshores and waterways 

(a)  development should maintain and 
improve public access to and along 
the foreshore, without adversely 
impacting on watercourses, 
wetlands, riparian lands or remnant 
vegetation, 

(b)  development should maintain and 
improve public access to and from 
the waterways for recreational 
purposes (such as swimming, fishing 
and boating), without adversely 
impacting on watercourses, 
wetlands, riparian lands or remnant 
vegetation, 

(c)  if foreshore land made available for 
public access is not in public 
ownership, development should 
provide appropriate tenure and 
management mechanisms to 
safeguard public access to, and 
public use of, that land, 

(d)  the undesirability of boardwalks as a 

The proposal would upgrade an existing facility with 
a facility of similar built form footprint but with berths 
extending further out into Elizabeth Bay.   

(a) The design of the Proposed Facility would 
maintain public access along the foreshore 
as the design of the Proposed Facility is 
similar to the Existing Facility. There would 
be some impact to seagrass as assessed in 
Section 6.7.3. 

(b) The Proposed Facility would improve public 
access to the waterway by providing a safer 
structure. There would be some impact to 
seagrass as assessed in Section 6.7.3. 

(c) The foreshore land is in public ownership 
and would be available for public access. A 
pedestrian detour would be provided around 
the Ithaca Road car park when it would be 
used as an ancillary facility. A Traffic 
Management Plan would be prepared to 
manage traffic and pedestrian detours (refer 
to Section 6.4.3). 

(d) The Proposed Facility would not include 
boardwalks below the mean high water 
mark.  
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means of access across or along 
land below the mean high water 
mark if adequate alternative public 
access can otherwise be provided, 

(e)  the need to minimise disturbance of 
contaminated sediments. 

(e)  The disturbance of sediments will be 
minimised by implementation of safeguards 
in Section 6.2.4. 

Clause 23 Maintenance of a working 
harbour 

(a)  foreshore sites should be retained so 
as to preserve the character and 
functions of a working harbour, in 
relation to both current and future 
demand, 

(b)  consideration should be given to 
integrating facilities for maritime 
activities in any development, 

(c)  in the case of development on land 
that adjoins land used for industrial 
and commercial maritime purposes, 
development should be compatible 
with the use of the adjoining land for 
those purposes, 

(d)  in the case of development for 
industrial and commercial maritime 
purposes, development should 
provide and maintain public access 
to and along the foreshore where 
such access does not interfere with 
the use of the land for those 
purposes. 

(a) There would be no changes to the character 
or function of the foreshore  

(b) The Proposed Facility would be an 
integrated maritime facility similar to the 
Existing Facility 

(c) The adjoining land to the Proposed Facility 
is the foreshore and is not used for industrial 
and commercial maritime purposes. The 
development is compatible with the 
foreshore.  

(d)  The Proposed Facility would provide and 
maintain public access to and along the 
foreshore.  

Clause 24 Interrelationship of waterway and 
foreshore uses 

(a)  development should promote 
equitable use of the waterway, 
including use by passive recreation 
craft, 

(b)  development on foreshore land 
should minimise any adverse impact 
on the use of the waterway, 
including the use of the waterway for 
commercial and recreational uses, 

(c)  development on foreshore land 
should minimise excessive 
congestion of traffic in the waterways 
or along the foreshore, 

(d)  water-dependent land uses should 
have priority over other uses, 

(e)  development should avoid conflict 
between the various uses in the 
waterways and along the foreshore. 

(a) The Proposed Facility would be similar to 
the Existing Facility and promote equitable 
use of the waterway by providing access to 
the waterway to the public.  

(b) There would be no development on 
foreshore land for the Proposed Facility.  

(c)  There would be no development on 
foreshore land for the Proposed Facility.  

(d) The Proposed Facility would operate 
similarly to the Existing Facility and would 
not impact change to water-dependent land 
uses.  

(e) The Proposed Facility would operate 
similarly to the Existing Facility and would 
not impact change to uses in the waterways 
and along the foreshore.  

Clause 25 Foreshores and waterways 
scenic quality 

(a)  the scale, form, design and siting of 

(a) The proposal would upgrade the Existing 
Facility with a facility of similar built form 
footprint. 
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any building should be based on an 
analysis of: 
(i)  the land on which it is to be 

erected, and 
(ii)  the adjoining land, and 
(iii)  the likely future character of the 

locality, 
(b)  development should maintain, 

protect and enhance the unique 
visual qualities of Sydney Harbour 
and its islands, foreshores and 
tributaries, 

(c)  the cumulative impact of water-
based development should not 
detract from the character of the 
waterways and adjoining foreshores. 

(b) The proposal would upgrade the Existing 
Facility with a facility of similar built form 
footprint but extend the berths further out 
into Elizabeth Bay. The proposed design 
has considered the history and character of 
Elizabeth Bay and has been developed in 
consultation with the local community. 

(c) Cumulative impact is assessed in Section 
6.11 and would not detract from the 
character of the waterways and adjoining 
foreshore.  

Clause 26 Maintenance, protection and 
enhancement of views 

(a)  development should maintain, 
protect and enhance views 
(including night views) to and from 
Sydney Harbour, 

(b)  development should minimise any 
adverse impacts on views and 
vistas to and from public places, 
landmarks and heritage items, 

(c)  the cumulative impact of 
development on views should be 
minimised. 

(a) The proposal would upgrade an Existing 
Facility with a facility of similar built form 
footprint but with berths extending further 
out into Elizabeth Bay. The impact to views 
to and from Sydney Harbour have been 
assessed in Section 6.5.  

(b) The proposal would retain the visual 
continuity and significance of the landform. 
The proposed design has considered the 
history and character of Elizabeth Bay and 
has been developed in consultation with the 
local community. 

(c) The proposal would upgrade an Existing 
Facility with a facility of similar built form 
footprint but with berths extending further 
out into Elizabeth Bay. The cumulative 
impact to views have been assessed in 
Section 6.5. 

Clause 27 Boat storage facilities 
(a)  development should increase the 

number of public boat storage 
facilities and encourage the use of 
such facilities, 

(b)  development should avoid the 
proliferation of boat sheds and other 
related buildings and structures 
below the mean high water mark, 

(c)  development should provide for the 
shared use of private boat storage 
facilities, 

(d)  development should avoid the 
proliferation of private boat storage 
facilities in and over the waterways 
by ensuring that all such facilities 
satisfy a demonstrated demand, 

(e)  boat storage facilities should be as 
visually unobtrusive as possible, 

(f)  in the case of permanent boat 

(a) The proposal would upgrade an existing 
facility with a facility of similar built form 
footprint. The Proposed Facility increases 
the number of public boat storage facilities 
and is therefore consistent with clause 27 of 
the Sydney Harbour SREP.   

(b) Neither boat sheds nor private boat storage 
is proposed.   

(c) The Proposed Facility would provide for 
shared use of private boat storage facilities 
by providing suitable access and facilities.  

(d) Neither boat sheds nor private boat storage 
is proposed.   

(e) The design is also no more visually 
obtrusive that the built form of the Existing 
Facility and has been designed to be 
sympathetic to the existing natural 
environment. The maritime vista from land 
out to beyond the bay is likely to increase as 
a result of better alignment of the berths and 
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storage, the safety and utility of the 
development should not be 
adversely affected by the wave 
environment, and the development 
should avoid adverse impacts on 
safe navigation and single 
moorings. 

the fixed structure than is currently the case.     
(f) The design of the Proposed Facility has 

accounted for the wave environment to 
ensure safe navigation and the impacts of 
waves on single moorings. 

 
Part 5 of the Sydney Harbour SREP contains heritage provisions that are to be taken into account 
in respect of Part 5 activities.  
 
The Sydney Harbour SREP identifies the site of the Elizabeth Bay Maritime Facility as a heritage 
item (Item 29 – “Site of Ithaca Road Ferry Wharf, Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay”).  
 
The heritage objectives from the Sydney Harbour SREP in clauses 53(1) and (2) are considered in 
Table 4-5 below. 
 
Table 4-5: Heritage objectives 

Objective Comment 

1(a) To conserve the environmental heritage of 
the land to which this Part applies. 

Schedule 4 of the Sydney Harbour REP 
(Heritage Items) specifies that the heritage item 
is located at the “Site of Ithaca Road ferry 
wharf”.  The wharf is therefore part of an integral 
to the heritage item.  The heritage significance 
of the item is found in the use of the facility 
rather than the wharf structure itself.  Therefore, 
the demolition of the wharf structure will not 
affect the conservation of the environmental 
heritage of the item.  In fact, the replacement of 
the wharf will contribute to the preservation of 
the heritage significance of Ithaca Road ferry 
wharf site by providing continued use and water 
access.   
 

1(b) To conserve the heritage significance of 
existing significant fabric, relics, settings and 
views associated with the heritage significance 
of heritage items. 

The non-aboriginal heritage assessment (refer 
to section 6.8) considers these aspects of the 
heritage items. 

1(c) To ensure that that archaeological sites  
and places of Aboriginal heritage significance 
are conserved.  

While the site is not identified as an 
archaeological site and the wharf is above 
water, any archaeological discoveries would be 
addressed if they arose. 
There is no known Aboriginal heritage 
significance related to the structure (refer to 
section 6.10. 

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

47 



 

Objective Comment 

1(d) To allow for the protection of places which 
have the potential to have heritage significance 
but are not identified as heritage items. 

Not applicable to Elizabeth Bay Marina however 
the sea wall may be an element that has 
potential to be a heritage item.  For the purpose 
of this assessment it is considered that the sea 
wall has some heritage value and consequently 
potential impacts are assessed (refer to section 
6.8). 

2(a) To establish a buffer zone around the 
Sydney Opera House so as to give added 
protection to its world heritage value. 

Not applicable to the proposal site. 

2(b) To recognise that views and vistas between 
the Sydney Opera House and other public 
places within that zone contribute to its world 
heritage value. 

Not applicable to the proposal site.  

 
 
Part 6 of the Sydney Harbour SREP relates to wetlands protection. The site is identified as being 
located within a Wetland Protection Area under the Sydney Harbour SREP. The wetlands 
objectives from the Sydney Harbour SREP in clause 61 are considered in Table 4-6 below. 
 
Table 4-6: Wetland objectives 

Objective Comment 

(a) To preserve, protect and encourage the 
restoration and rehabilitation of wetlands. 

The proposal would impact 2547 square metres 
of seagrass. Measures would be implemented 
to avoid and minimise impacts to this habitat 
where feasible. Where impacts cannot be 
avoided offsets have been recommended.  The 
proposal would not affect the ecological 
processes of the waters or foreshore of 
Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 

(b) To maintain and restore the health and 
viability of wetlands. 

The proposal would impact 2547 square metres 
of seagrass. Measures would be implemented 
to avoid and minimise impacts to this habitat 
where feasible. Where impacts cannot be 
avoided offsets have been recommended.  The 
proposal would not affect the ecological 
processes of the waters or foreshore of 
Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 

(c) To prevent the fragmentation of wetlands. The proposal would impact 2547 square metres 
of seagrass but is unlikely to fragment any 
areas of wetlands as the proposal would 
upgrade an existing facility. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 
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Objective Comment 

(d) To preserve the scenic qualities of wetlands. The proposal would impact 2547 square metres 
of seagrass habitat. However, it is unlikely to 
diminish the scenic qualities of any wetlands. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 

(e) To ensure that wetlands continue to perform 
their natural ecological functions (such as the 
provision of wetland habitat, the preservation of 
water quality, the control of flooding and 
erosion). 

The proposal would have some minor impact to 
seagrass but it would not affect the ecological 
processes of the waters or foreshore of 
Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 

 
The matters to be considered for work within a wetland protection area from clause 63(2) of the 
Sydney Harbour SREP are considered in Table 4-7 below. 
 
Table 4-7: Clause 63(2) matters 

Clause 63(2) matter Comment 

(a) The development should have a neutral or 
beneficial effect on the quality of water entering 
the waterways. 

The construction of the Proposed Facility will 
upgrade the Existing Facility with a facility of 
similar built form footprint but extend the berths 
further out into Elizabeth Bay. Temporary water 
quality impacts may arise during construction.  
These include disturbance of soil leading to 
turbid run off, potential spills from use of 
construction equipment and potential 
disturbance to Acid Sulphate Soils (ASS). All 
potential impacts are considered to be managed 
with the implementation of the safeguards in 
Section 6.2.   
 
Through the implementation of appropriate 
management measures as described in this 
REF (see Section 6.2), the proposal would have 
a long term neutral effect on water quality.   
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.2. 

(b) The environmental effects of the 
development, including effects on: 
(i) the growth of native plant communities, 
(ii) the survival of native wildlife populations, 
(iii) the provision and quality of habitats for both 
indigenous and migratory species, 
(iv) the surface and groundwater characteristics 
of the site on which the development is 
proposed to be carried out and of the 
surrounding areas, including salinity and water 
quality and whether the wetland ecosystems are 
groundwater dependent. 

The proposal would have some minor impact to 
seagrass but it would not affect the ecological 
processes of the waters or foreshore of 
Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Further details are provided in Section 6.7. 
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Clause 63(2) matter Comment 

(c) Whether adequate safeguards and 
rehabilitation measures have been, or will be, 
made to protect the environment. 

Management measures are provided throughout 
Section 6 and summarised in Section 7 

(d) Whether carrying out the development would 
be consistent with the principles set out in the 
NSW Wetlands Management Policy (as 
published in March 1996 by the then 
Department of Land and Water Conservation). 

The principles of the policy relate to 
avoiding/minimising impacts to water, protecting 
wetlands from impacts and rehabilitating 
degraded wetlands. The proposal identifies 
some impact to sea grasses, the impacts of 
which have been assessed and mitigation 
measures recommended.  Furthermore, the 
conditions of the permit required under section 
205 of the FM Act would include measures to be 
implemented to manage impacts in seagrasses 
(i.e. wetlands).  The proposal has been 
developed to minimise impacts on seagrasses 
and therefore would be consistent with the 
principles of the policy.  
 
Further details are provided in Sections 6.2 and 
6.7   

(e) Whether the development adequately 
preserves and enhances local native vegetation. 

The proposal would have some minor impact to 
seagrass. Management measures are provided 
in Section 7 including measures to 
avoid/minimise impacts to seagrass. 

(f) Whether the development adequately 
demonstrates: 
(i) how the direct and indirect impacts of the 
development will preserve and enhance 
wetlands, 
(ii) how the development will preserve and 
enhance the continuity and integrity of the 
wetlands, 
(iii) how soil erosion and siltation will be 
minimised both while the development is being 
carried out and after completed, 
(iv) how appropriate on-site measures are to be 
implemented to ensure that the intertidal zone is 
kept free from pollutants arising from the 
development 
(v) that the nutrient levels in the wetlands do not 
increase as a consequence of the development, 
(vi) that stands of vegetation (both terrestrial 
and aquatic) are protected or rehabilitated, 
(vii) that the development minimises physical 
damage to aquatic ecological communities, 
(viii) that the development does not cause 
physical damage to aquatic ecological 
communities. 

Section 6.7 and Appendix D assess the impacts 
of the proposal on aquatic biodiversity and 
provides measures to avoid/minimise impacts.  
It is considered that  
(i, ii, vi, vii, viii) The measures contained within 
Section 6.2 and 6.7 would adequately manage 
impacts on seagrasses so that they are 
preserved. Furthermore, the conditions of the 
permit required under section 205 of the FM Act 
would include measures to be implemented to 
manage impacts on seagrasses (i.e. wetlands).  
In addition, offsets for the impact to the 
seagrass may be required as detailed in Section 
6.7.5. 
(iii, iv) A soil and water management plan 
including an erosion and sediment control plan 
will be prepared to ensure that soil erosion and 
siltation is minimised and managed. 
(v) An environmental site induction is to be 
completed prior to the commencement of work 
and attended by the Maritime construction 
project manager, contractor and Roads and 
Maritime environment staff. The induction would 
identify activities with highest risk of impacting 
seagrass and develop specific safeguards for 
each activity. The induction would include the 
risk of increased nutrient levels. 
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Clause 63(2) matter Comment 

(g) Whether conditions should be imposed on 
the carrying out of the development requiring 
the carrying out of work to preserve or enhance 
the value of any surrounding wetlands. 

Management measures are provided in Chapter 
7 including measures to avoid/minimise impacts 
to seagrass. In addition, the conditions of the 
permit required under section 205 of the FM Act 
would include measures to be implemented to 
manage impacts in seagrasses (i.e. wetlands) 
and offsets for the impact to the seagrass may 
be required as detailed in Section 6.7.5. 
 
 

 
It is also noted that clause 31 of the Sydney Harbour SREP requires consultation for certain 
development proposals not requiring development consent. Consultation, including under the 
Sydney Harbour SREP is discussed in chapter 5 of this REF. 
 

4.1.2 Local Environmental Plans 

Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012s 
The Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012 (SLEP) applies to part of the site of the proposal.  As 
already outlined above however, the proposal is permissible without development consent 
pursuant to the ISEPP, notwithstanding any provision of the SLEP.  

4.2 Other relevant NSW legislation 

4.2.1 Fisheries Management Act 1994 
The objects of the FM Act are to conserve, develop and share the fishery resources of the State for 
the benefit of present and future generations. 
 
Under section 199 of the FM Act a public authority (other than a local government authority) must, 
before it carries out or authorises the carrying out of dredging or reclamation work: 
 
(a) give the Minister written notice of the proposed work, and 
(b) consider any matters concerning the proposed work that are raised by the Minister within 28 
days after the giving of the notice (or such other period as is agreed between the Minister and the 
public authority). 
 
Under the regulations, work that involves the removal of any of material from water land that 
disturbs, moves or harms woody debris, snags, gravel beds, cobbles, rocks, boulders, rock bars or 
aquatic vegetation is considered dredging.  
 
A permit under section 205 of the FM Act is required for any potential harm to marine vegetation 
such as seagrass and macro algae. Seagrass are located around the facility and would be 
impacted by the proposed work. A permit would be required prior to proposed work commencing. 
 
An assessment of the potential impacts of the proposal on threatened species, populations, 
ecological communities and critical habitat listed on the FM Act has been undertaken in 
accordance with section 5A of the EP&A Act (7 part test). Impacts to biodiversity are assessed in 
Section 6.7 of this REF.  
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4.2.2 Marine Safety Regulation 2016 
Under Section 18 of the Marine Safety Act 1998, the proposal is considered an aquatic activity as it 
would be undertaken on navigable waters and would temporarily restrict the availability of those 
waters for normal use by the public. 
 
As such, Section 97(1) of the Marine Safety Regulation 2016 would require the work to be subject 
to an aquatic licence issued by Roads and Maritime.  
 

4.2.3 Ports and Maritime Administration Regulation 2012 
Section 67ZN of the Ports and Maritime Administration Regulation 2012 requires the written 
permission of the Port Authority of New South Wales’ Harbour Master prior to any disturbance of 
the bed of Sydney Harbour. 
 
As the proposal would disturb the bed of Sydney Harbour, Harbour Master approval would be 
required prior to the proposal commencing. 

4.3 Commonwealth legislation 

4.3.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
 
Under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) proposed 
actions are required to be referred to the Australian Government DEE if they have the potential to 
significantly impact on matters of national environmental significance or the environment on 
Commonwealth land. An assessment as to whether the proposal is required to be referred to DEE 
is contained within Appendix E and chapter 6 of the REF. 
 
Potential impacts to these biodiversity matters are also considered as part of chapter 6 of the REF 
and Appendix D. 

Findings – matters of national environmental significance (other than biodiversity matters)  
The assessment of the proposal’s impact on matters of national environmental significance and the 
environment on Commonwealth land as set out in this REF found that there is unlikely to be a 
significant impact on relevant matters of national environmental significance or on Commonwealth 
land. Accordingly, the proposal has not been referred to the DEE under the EPBC Act. 

Findings – nationally listed biodiversity matters 
The assessment of the proposal’s impact on nationally listed threatened species, populations, 
endangered ecological communities and migratory species found that there is unlikely to be a 
significant impact on relevant matters of national environmental significance. Chapter 6 of the REF 
describes the safeguards and management measures to be applied.  
 

4.4 Confirmation of statutory position 
Roads and Maritime is the proponent and determining authority for the proposed work. Pursuant to 
clause 68(4) of the ISEPP, the proposal does not require development consent and is subject to an 
environmental impact assessment under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. 
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5 Consultation 

5.1 Consultation strategy 
A community and stakeholder engagement plan has been prepared for the proposal and is 
summarised below. The plan outlines the desired outcome of communication and stakeholder 
engagement for the proposal.  It aims to describe the communication and consultation approach 
and activities for the project and advise stakeholders and the community on the outcome of the 
consultation. It has been developed to be consistent with the guidance provided in the Roads and 
Maritime Services’ Stakeholder Engagement toolkit and the International Association for Public 
Participation (IAP2) Spectrum for Public Participation. 
 
The communication objectives are to: 
• Provide clear information on when we are seeking feedback 
• Communicate the changes in the design between current state and proposed future facilities 

(footprint, moorings, berth size, kayak holdings, physical position, etc.) 
• Provide the community and stakeholders with regular and targeted information to build 

awareness and knowledge about the proposal 
• Encourage participation from the community and stakeholders in the engagement process to 

help identify a preferred option for the proposed upgrade 
• Ensure community and stakeholder feedback is considered at all stages of the proposal 
• Ensure that community and stakeholder enquiries about the project are managed and resolved 

effectively 
• Identify and mitigate stakeholder and community issues early to avoid delays to the overall 

program 
 
Identified stakeholders include: 
• The Federal Parliament via the local member of parliament 
• The State government via the NSW Minister for Roads, Maritime and Freight and local 

members of parliament 
• City of Sydney 
• Emergency Services 
• Local residents 
• Local businesses 
• Peak bodies (e.g. Boating Industry Association, Sydney Ports, WorkCover, Recreational Vessels 

Advisory Group, Commercial Vessels Advisory Group, Charter Vessel Association 
• Community interest groups 
• Maritime users 
• Wider community 
• Media 
 
Engagement tools and techniques include: 
• Project notifications and project updates 
• Meetings, briefings and interviews 
• Online forum 
• Online survey (if required) 
• Static displays 
• Letters, emails and targeted correspondence 
• Traditional and social media advertising 
• Community information sessions 
• Doorknocking nearby residents and businesses 
• Frequently Asked Questions 
• Media Release 
• Website 
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The REF will be put on public display to gain additional feedback on the proposal (refer to Section 
5.7 for further details). 

5.2 Community involvement 
Roads and Maritime invited the community and stakeholders to provide feedback on the proposal 
and three preliminary concept designs for the Proposed Facility from 23 September to 16 October 
2016. The results are provided in Appendix F and summarised below. 
 
Community members and stakeholders were encouraged to provide their feedback, leave 
comments and make submissions at the information sessions or via mail, email or phone contact 
with the project team. Key consultation tools used are provided in Table 5-1. 
 
Table 5-1 Key consultation tools 

Community update 
newsletter  

• A community update was distributed to 7,500 local residents 
on 23 September 2016 

• 200 Community updates were made available at the Marina 
and kiosk/café. 

Webpage  • The project’s webpage was updated in September 2016 
with latest proposal information including community update 
newsletter. 

Information sessions  • Saturday 8 Oct, 10:30am – 2pm 

Location: Rex Centre King Cross, Rex Centre, Fitzroy 
Gardens, 58A MacLeay Street, Potts Point (entrance near 
Baroda Street) 

30 people visited (28 signed in) 

• Tuesday 11 Oct, 5:00pm – 8:00pm 

Location: Rex Centre King Cross, Rex Centre, Fitzroy 
Gardens, 58A MacLeay Street, Potts Point (entrance near 
Baroda Street) 

33 people visited (27 signed in)  

Stakeholder briefings Formal face-to-face meetings were held with two residents that 
had specific concerns on the proposal and required clarification 
before providing their comments. A third resident was 
consulted about noise monitoring and subsequently agreed to 
host the noise monitoring device.  

 
During consultation in September and October 2016 – 169 submissions on the Elizabeth Bay 
Marina upgrade were received. Submissions were received through the following channels:  
• Online/paper survey (128) 

• Project email/information line (27) 

• In person at an information session (15) 

The structure of the consultation process was designed to encourage feedback from the 
community on each of the three concept designs, specifically on what aspects they do and don’t 
like about the options. This helped identify not only the community’s preferred concept design, but 
also aspects of the design to be further changed in response to the feedback.     
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The three concept designs presented to the community for comment are described in detailed in 
Appendix C and included:  
• Traditional Nautical design 

• Contemporary design 

• Maritime Heritage design 

 
Figure 5-1 illustrates the quantity of positive and negative comments received for each concept 
design. The contemporary design received the most amount of positive comments, and was the 
only option to receive more positive than negative comments. Both the Traditional Nautical and 
Maritime Heritage options attracted a more even balance of negative and positive comments.  

 

 
Figure 5-1 Positive and negative comments on three concept designs 

 
Key recommendations from the community were made in relation to retaining views to the water by 
including windows and open space and a number of comments highlighted the importance of using 
materials and coloring that reflect the natural elements of the Proposed Facility. 
 
Favoured aspects of the contemporary design option included the flat roofline, crisp and clean 
appearance, use of non-reflective material, and keeping the Proposed Facility similar to its current 
design. The use of solar panels and green walls were also favoured aspects, seen as making the 
Proposed Facility environmentally friendly and integrated with its surrounding.  
 
Desired changes for the contemporary design included the use of more windows to increase the 
openness of the structure, as seen in other options. Comments were received in relation to the flat 
roofline providing an unattractive view from above, and the durability and maintenance of the wood 
paneling and green walls was questioned.   
 
A preference was identified across all options for the use of glass windows to allow views of the 
bay behind the Proposed Facility. The covered walkway attracted 15 comments in favour, with two 
comments suggesting no cover to make it easier to carry paddle boards through the area.  
 
Another feature mentioned across all designs was the kayak ramp descending into the water on 
the western side of the Proposed Facility, with concerns that it would impose on the area where 
people and dogs swim and play in the shallow water. Kayak users felt it would be too steep and 
unsafe when slippery, and didn’t provide a suitable platform to get in and out of a kayak.  
 
Additional comments received on the design during consultation included:  
• Berthing should be focused on smaller vessels, larger boats are unlikely to be moored in such a 

dangerous Proposed Facility (1.5m waves in a north easterly)   

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

55 



 

• New sewage pump out berth location is not in an ideal location for a 60ft yacht with a small 
engine  

• Removing the roof in the middle would allow holding up tall boards   

• Make all toilet Unisex  to increase total number available at all times 

• Lighting should be on the inside corridor, rather than the outside. 

The above issues have been taken into account when refining the preferred design and will be 
further developed during the detailed design phase. Details of the community comments that have 
been incorporated in the concept design are provided in the table below. 

Table 5-2 Design changes incorporating community comments 

Main community feedback Design change implemented 

Building height/roof 
• Building too tall 

• Flat roof not attractive when viewed 
from above  

While the building needs to be at a certain height to 
prevent flooding to crucial areas, the proposal 
incorporates design changes to lessen the on-land 
impact of the structure, and have changed the 
cladding materials to reduce the visual impact. 

The design has lowered the floor of the kayak 
storage area. This assisted in keeping the roof low 
while allowing storage of bigger paddle boards. 
The kayak floor is designed to be flood free in 1 in 
100 year events as it is not expected to be 
exposed to wave run up and over topping that 
would occur without the protection of the pontoon 
and the building. 

The building height of the proposed structure will 
be 3.85 metres – an increase of 0.85 metres on the 
current structure.   

Design  
Design too boxy, not enough windows 

 

The front façade has been removed on the western 
building to allow a view into the kayak storage 
area. 

Windows have been added to the eastern building 
to allow for water views through the structure. 

The corridor has been widened between the two 
buildings giving a broader water view through the 
centre of the structure. The front beams have been 
removed connecting the two building to further 
open the view from the land.  
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Main community feedback Design change implemented 

Kayak ramp 
Fixed ramp potentially impact on the beach 
access to the west of the facility 

Roads and Maritime have engaged with Paddle 
NSW for input into the design of the kayak facility. 

The kayak ramp has been redesigned to Paddle 
NSW recommendations and now incorporates both 
a ramp and floating launching pontoon. 

The kayak ramp will be angled away from the 
shore to avoid any conflict with the small “beach” 
area to the right of the building that is used by the 
community for swimming. 

In addition, the extension of the jetty and provision for larger boats to moor at the Proposed Facility 
generated a total of 46 comments, with 45 opposing the extension. Key concerns related to the 
following:  
• Impact on views. These are discussed and addressed in Section 6.5 

• Increased noise impacts from larger boats. These are discussed and addressed in Section 6.1 

• Increased pollution risk from increased number and size of boats. These are discussed and 
addressed in Section 6.2 

• Additional traffic and parking pressure from increased boat sizes and number of berths. These 
are discussed and addressed in Section 6.4. 

5.3 Aboriginal community involvement 
Stage 1 of the Roads and Maritime Procedure for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and 
Investigation has been completed (Appendix G). The proposal has been assessed as unlikely to 
impact Aboriginal heritage items or places and consultation with the Aboriginal community is not 
considered required. 

5.4 ISEPP consultation 
Appendix H contains an ISEPP consultation checklist that documents how ISEPP consultation 
requirements have been considered. 
 
City of Sydney has been consulted under ISEPP about the proposal as per the requirements of 
clause 13 of the ISEPP. A description of the proposed work was provided to the council who 
provided feedback on 5 December 2016 (Appendix I).  
 
Issues that have been raised as a result of this consultation are outlined below in Table 5-3. 
 
Table 5-3: Issues raised through ISEPP consultation 
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Agency Issue Response / where addressed in 
REF 

City of Sydney • It is the City’s view that the café 
should not be included in the 
REF and that a development 
application should be submitted 
for the café. 

 

It is intended that the café space 
proposed as part of the Proposed 
Facility will not be operated 
independently of the Proposed 
Facility and is intended to provide a 
service to the boating community.   
 
Measures will be imposed to ensure 
that the café continues to form part of 
the Proposed Facility and is directed 
towards users of the Facility.  For 
example, Roads and Maritime will 
limit the operating hours of the café 
and the type of service and food 
offered.  Roads and Maritime will not 
permit the café operators to obtain a 
liquor licence unless further planning 
approval is obtained.  Appropriate 
provisions will be included in Roads 
and Maritime’s agreement with the 
future café operator to ensure 
compliance with these requirements 
and restrictions.    
 
The Proposal also incorporates 
strategies to avoid or mitigate any 
potential planning impacts resulting 
from the proposed cafe, in particular, 
noise, traffic and car parking.  This is 
to ensure that the proposed café does 
not result in any additional impacts 
that may be generated by the 
maritime component of the Proposed 
Facility.  These strategies are 
addressed in Section 6.1 and Section 
6.4.  
 
Roads and Maritime therefore 
considers that the proposed café is 
correctly characterised as being for 
the purposes of the Proposed Facility 
and is ancillary to the Proposed 
Facility which is permitted without 
consent under the ISEPP and as such 
will be assessed pursuant to Part 5 of 
the EP&A Act. 
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Agency Issue Response / where addressed in 
REF 

• It is the City’s view that the 
proposed facility structure should 
be capable of functioning, both 
aesthetically and operationally, 
with and without the cafe space 
and the project should be 
approached in that way. 

The proposal has been designed to 
include the café to service the needs 
of the facility users.  

• Roads and Maritime may be 
acting on legal advice regarding 
the inclusion of the cafe in the 
Part 5 development. If that is the 
case, a copy of the legal advice 
should be included in the REF. 

Legal advice is the subject of legal 
professional privilege and therefore 
Roads and Maritime is not in a 
position to annex the advice to the 
REF.  
 
Roads and Maritime’s position is that 
the proposed café is ancillary to and 
part of the wharf and boating facility 
and as such, separate development 
consent is not required for a food and 
drink premises. 

• If the fitout and use of the cafe 
was to be included in the Part 5 
development (which we do not 
support), and is intended to be 
operated as a licensed premises, 
a Plan of Management should be 
prepared and included in the 
REF documentation. 

Road and Maritime do not intend to 
allow any liquor licence to be obtained 
for the proposed café forming part of 
the boating facility.  Should any future 
operator wish to operate a licensed 
premises, separate development 
consent would need to be obtained 
authorising the use. 

• The potential acoustic impacts of 
the proposal, and any sensitive 
receivers, should be identified in 
a Noise Impact Assessment and 
included in the REF. If 
necessary, appropriate noise 
mitigation measures must be 
implemented within the 
Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (or equivalent) 
to ensure disturbance to 
sensitive receivers is 
ameliorated. Council's 
Construction Hours/Noise within 
the Central Business District 
Code of Practice 1992 may 
assist in this regard. 

A noise impact assessment has been 
prepared and is included in Appendix 
J and summarised in Section 6.1 of 
this REF. The assessment includes 
management measures to avoid, 
minimise or mitigate noise impacts 
which will form part of the CEMP. 
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Agency Issue Response / where addressed in 
REF 

 • Strategies for dealing with the 
potential noise impacts arising 
from future use of space as a 
cafe needs to be devised at this 
stage. Strategies for achieving 
future compliant levels of patron 
noise, music noise and 
mechanical ventilation noise 
should be considered. 

A noise impact assessment has been 
prepared and included an operational 
noise assessment of the cafe. It is 
included in Appendix J and 
summarised in Section 6.1 of this 
REF. The assessment includes 
management measures to avoid, 
minimise or mitigate noise impacts. 

• The Noise Impact Assessment 
should consider the operational 
acoustic impacts arising from that 
use and demonstrate how 
compliance with relevant criteria 
will be achieved. 

A noise impact assessment has been 
prepared and included an operational 
noise assessment of the cafe. It is 
included in Appendix J and 
summarised in Section 6.1 of this 
REF. The assessment includes 
managements measures to avoid, 
minimise or mitigate noise impacts. 

• The proposal is in close proximity 
to a number of heritage items, 
including Beare Park, and is 
located adjacent to a heritage 
conservation area. Accordingly, a 
Heritage Impact Statement must 
be prepared and included in the 
REF. The Heritage Impact 
Statement should also consider 
the construction phase of 
proposal, given that Beare Park 
is intended to be used as the 
location for the site compound. 

A heritage assessment has been 
prepared and is provided in Appendix 
Q and summarised in Section 6.8. 

• It is noted that ‘Boomerang’ at 42 
Billyard Avenue is a State 
Heritage Item. This proposal will 
impact upon views to and from 
this item from Elizabeth Bay, and 
it is therefore recommended that 
comment is sought from the 
Heritage Council of NSW. 

Visual impacts are assessed in 
Appendix O and summarised in 
Section 6.5. Heritage impacts are 
assessed in Appendix Q and 
summarised in Section 6.8. 
 
A copy of the REF will be provided to 
the Heritage Council of NSW during 
the REF display period.  

 • It is understood that it is Roads 
and Maritime policy to require a 
Construction Environmental 
Management Plan to be 
prepared prior to the 
commencement of work. The 
City would be pleased to review 
this document and provide 
comment in the interests of 

The CEMP would be provided to City 
of Sydney for comment. 
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Agency Issue Response / where addressed in 
REF 

mitigating construction impacts 
as much as possible, should the 
REF be approved. 

• The City requests that the draft 
REF be submitted for further 
comment prior to finalisation. 

The REF would be provided to City of 
Sydney for comment during the 
display period (refer to Section 5.7). 

 

5.5 SREP (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005 consultation 
The Foreshores and Waterways Planning and Development Advisory Committee and relevant 
utility authorities have been consulted about the proposal as per the requirements of clause 31 of 
the Sydney Regional Environmental Plan (Sydney Harbour Catchment) 2005. Appendix H contains 
a SREP (Sydney Harbour Catchment) consultation checklist that documents how the SREP 
consultation requirements have been considered. 
 
The following stakeholders were provided with a description of the proposed work on 10 November 
2016: 
• AUSGRID. A response was received and is provided in Appendix I and summarised in Table 

5-4 
• Sydney Water. A response was received and is provided in Appendix I and summarised in 

Table 5-4 
• Jemena. No response was received 
• Telstra. No response was received 
• Foreshores and Waterways Planning and Development Advisory Committee. No response was 

received. 
 
Table 5-4: Issues raised through SREP (Sydney Harbour Catchment) consultation 

Raised by Issue raised Response / where addressed in 
REF 

AUSGRID • Obtain the location of 
underground cables by using Dial 
Before You Dig and comply with 
the requirements of Ausgrid’s 
Network Standard 156: Working 
Near or Around Underground 
Cables before any excavation 
work is undertaken. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.6 
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Raised by Issue raised Response / where addressed in 
REF 

• Existing Ausgrid easements, 
leases and/or right of ways must 
be maintained at all times to 
ensure 24 hour access. No 
temporary or permanent 
alterations to this property tenure 
can occur without written 
approval from Ausgrid. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.6 

• A formal submission to Ausgrid 
by means of a duly completed 
Preliminary Enquiry and/ or 
Connection Application form, to 
allow Ausgrid to assess any 
impacts on its infrastructure and 
determine the electrical supply 
requirements for the 
development 

Safeguard included in Section 6.6 

Sydney Water • A Section 73 Compliance 
Certificate under the Sydney 
Water Act 1994 must be obtained 
from Sydney Water. 

Safeguards included in Section 6.6 

• The developer must have the 
building plans stamped and 
approved before any construction 
is commenced. 

Safeguards included in Section 6.6 

• Consider water efficiency 
measures during detailed design. 

Safeguards included in Section 6.6 

 • Ensure backflow prevention 
requirements are included in the 
detailed design. 

Safeguards included in Section 6.6 

• The property owner must submit 
an application requesting 
permission to discharge trade 
wastewater to Sydney Water’s 
sewage system. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.6 

 

5.6 Government agency and stakeholder involvement 
Various government agencies and stakeholders have been consulted about the proposal. 
 
DPI (Fisheries) was consulted in accordance with section 199 of the FM Act for disturbance to 
aquatic vegetation. DPI (Fisheries) was provided with a description of the proposal on 8 November 
2016 and invited to provide feedback. DPI (Fisheries) responded on the 9 November 2016 
requesting the following information to consider the proposal (refer to Appendix I for details): 
• A copy of the Review of Environmental Factors including an aquatic habitat assessment (which 

includes an onsite investigation of current seagrass distribution around the Proposed Facility 
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site and temporary berthing facility). DPI (Fisheries) also provided information to be considered 
in the aquatic habitat assessment 

• A hydrographic survey 
• Plans for the Proposed Facility. 
 
A copy of the biodiversity assessment was provided to DPI (Fisheries) for comment, which 
included a hydrographic survey and plans of the Proposed Facility. The REF would be provided 
during the display period. DPI (Fisheries) provided comments on the biodiversity assessment. 
These are included in Appendix I and outlined below in Table 5-5. 
 
Roads and Maritime met with Paddle NSW to discuss the proposed kayak ramp and pontoon on 
Tuesday 6th November 2016. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the Proposed Facility and 
seek Paddle NSW’s advice on any potential improvements that could be made during detailed 
design. Paddle NSW provided some potential design changes that could be further investigated to 
improve the Proposed Facility. Paddle NSW also stated the proposal is a great initiative. Their 
advice is provided in Appendix I. A safeguard has been included in Section 6.6 to ensure these are 
taken into consideration during detailed design. 
 
Table 5-5: Issues raised through stakeholder consultation 

Agency Issue raised Response / where addressed in 
REF 

DPI (Fisheries) • Fisheries NSW has reviewed 
the proposal in light of those 
provisions and has no 
objections to the proposed 
work 

Noted 

 • A permit to harm marine 
vegetation under s.205 of the 
Fisheries Management Act is 
to be obtained for these work, 
prior to the commencement of 
construction. The permit 
application is to provide detail 
on the specific area and 
density of seagrass that would 
be shaded from the 
construction of the pontoon 
and the extension to the 
Proposed Facility building. 
The offsets will be negotiated 
with the proponent at the 
permit application stage. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.7 
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Agency Issue raised Response / where addressed in 
REF 

• To mitigate shading impacts, 
the incorporation of meshed 
decking on the section of the 
pontoon situated over 
seagrass may be required as 
part of the Fisheries permit. 
Site investigations by DPI 
Fisheries to be undertaken at 
the permit application stage, 
will verify the need for meshed 
decking or otherwise. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.7 

• Silt curtains are to be used in 
the manner presented in the 
Biodiversity Assessment – 
Elizabeth Bay Marina Upgrade 
(NGH Environmental, 
November 2016) during the 
construction work to ensure 
that there is no escape of 
turbid plumes into the 
adjacent aquatic environment. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.2 

• Relocated moorings are to be 
placed in an area that is 
situated approximately 15 m 
away from seagrass. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.7 

• All demolished material is to 
be deposited appropriately at 
an approved facility, on land 
above the highest 
astronomical tide mark. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.2 

 • The temporary facility is to be 
removed following the 
completion of construction. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.2 

• Fisheries NSW (1800 043 
536) and the Environment 
Protection Authority (131 555) 
is to be notified immediately if 
any fish kills occur in the 
vicinity of the work. In such 
cases, all work other than 
emergency response 
procedures are to cease until 
the issue is rectified and 
approval is given by Fisheries 
NSW and/or the Environment 
Protection authority for the 
work to proceed. 

Safeguard included in Section 6.7 
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5.7 Ongoing or future consultation 
Consultation with the community and stakeholders would be ongoing through the planning and 
construction stages and be undertaken in accordance with the community consultation plan 
described in Section 5.1. 
 
In particular, the REF would be put on public display to seek feedback from the community and 
relevant stakeholders. Any submission received during the display period would be formally 
considered and responses provided in a submissions report, which would also be made available 
to the public. 
 
The community would be informed of construction activities and a community information and 
complaints line would be provided throughout the works to take inquiries and follow up on 
complaints. 
 
Ongoing and future consultation with City of Sydney would be undertaken regarding the land 
based construction zone, potential materials staging area and potential works zone.  
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6 Environmental assessment 

This section of the REF provides a detailed description and assessment of the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposal. All aspects 
of the environment potentially impacted upon by the proposal are considered. This includes 
consideration of the factors specified in the Part 5 Guidelines as required under clause 228(1) of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 and the Marinas and Related 
Facilities EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996). For completeness, the proposal has also been assessed 
having regard to the factors specified in clause 228(2) of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Regulation 2000 (see Appendix E). 
 
Site-specific safeguards and management measures are provided to mitigate the identified 
potential impacts. 

6.1 Noise and vibration 
A noise and vibration assessment prepared by Renzo Tonin & Associates has been completed for 
the proposal and is included in full in Appendix J and summarised below. 

6.1.1 Methodology 
A quantitative noise assessment in accordance with the noise objectives of the NSW ‘Interim 
Construction Noise Guideline’ (ICNG, DECC 2009) was undertaken to assess construction and 
operational impacts. 
 
As the noise environment of an area almost always varies over time, background noise levels need 
to be determined for the purpose of determining construction and operation noise goals. The NSW 
‘Industrial Noise Policy’ (INP – Environment Protection Authority NSW 2000) outlines the following 
standard time periods over which the background noise levels are to be determined: 
 
• Day is defined as 7:00am to 6:00pm, Monday to Saturday and 8:00am to 6:00pm Sundays and 

Public Holidays 

• Evening is defined as 6:00pm to 10:00pm, Monday to Sunday and Public Holidays 

• Night is defined as 10:00pm to 7:00am, Monday to Saturday and 10:00pm to 8:00am Sundays 
and Public Holidays. 

 
To determine existing representative rating background noise levels (RBL, LA90) and ambient 
noise levels (Leq) for the surrounding noise sensitive areas, long-term noise monitoring was 
undertaken at the following location: 
 
• Location M1 – 32-34 Billyard Avenue, Elizabeth Bay. The noise monitoring location is 

considered representative of the nearest affected residential receiver locations. 

 
The results of the noise monitoring are provided in Table 6-1. 
 
Table 6-1 Noise monitoring results, dB(A) 

Noise monitoring location LA90 Rating Background 
Level (RBL) 

LAeq Ambient Noise Levels 

Day Evening Night Day Evening Night 
Location M1 – 32-34 Billyard 
Ave 44 42 38 56 55 47 
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Construction noise management levels and residences 
The rating background level (RBL) is used when determining the management level. Residential 
receivers are considered ‘noise affected’ where construction noise levels are greater than the noise 
management levels identified in. The noise affected level represents the point above which there 
may be some community reaction to noise.  Furthermore, during standard construction hours a 
highly affected noise objective of LAeq(15min) 75 dB(A) applies at all receivers. 
 
Table 6-2 Noise management levels at residential receivers 

Time of day Management Level 
LAeq (15 min)* 

How to Apply 

Recommended standard 
hours: 
Monday to Friday 7 am to 6 
pm 
Saturday 7 am to 1 pm 
No work on Sundays or 
public holidays 

Noise affected 
RBL + 10dB(A) 

The noise affected level represents 
the point above which there may be 
some community reaction to noise. 
 
Where the predicted or measured 
LAeq (15 min) is greater than the 
noise affected level, the proponent 
should apply all feasible and 
reasonable work practices to meet 
the noise affected level. 
 
The proponent should also inform 
all potentially impacted residents of 
the nature of work to be carried out, 
the expected noise levels and 
duration, as well as contact details. 

Highly noise affected 
75dB(A) 

The highly noise affected level 
represents the point above which 
there may be strong community 
reaction to noise. 
 
Where noise is above this level, the 
relevant authority (consent, 
determining or regulatory) may 
require respite periods by restricting 
the hours that the very noisy 
activities can occur, taking into 
account: 

• times identified by the 
community when they are 
less sensitive to noise (such 
as before and after school for 
work near schools, or mid-
morning or mid-afternoon for 
work near residences) 

• if the community is prepared 
to accept a longer period of 
construction in exchange for 
restrictions on construction 
times. 

Outside recommended 
standard hours 

Noise affected 
RBL + 5dB(A) 

A strong justification should typically 
be required for work outside the 
recommended standard hours. 
 
The proponent should apply all 
feasible and reasonable work 
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Time of day Management Level 
LAeq (15 min)* 

How to Apply 

practices to meet the noise affected 
level. 
 
Where all feasible and reasonable 
practices have been applied and 
noise is more than 5dB(A) above 
the noise affected level, the 
proponent should negotiate with the 
community. 
 
For guidance on negotiating 
agreements see section 7.2.2 of the 
ICNG. 

 
Table 6-3 presents the adopted construction noise management levels (NMLs) for the nearest 
affected residential receivers. The NMLs for the residential receivers are derived from the RBLs 
represented by the background noise levels measured at the monitoring location and presented in 
Table 6-1. 
 
Table 6-3 Summary of residential construction noise management levels, dB(A) 

Receiver location 
Noise management levels (LAeq(15min)) 

Day Evening Night 
Residential receivers 44 + 10 = 54 42 + 5 = 47 38 + 5 = 43 

 

Construction noise management levels at other receivers 
The ICNG applies the following noise management level for active recreation areas such as parks 
and sports grounds. This criterion would apply to Beare Park during periods it is typically in use, 
which would likely be during the day and evening periods. 
 
• External noise level, LAeq (15min) ≤ 65 dB(A) 

 

Operational noise management levels and residences 
The typical operating hours of the maritime facility occur between 7:30am to 6:00pm, 
however boat owners may arrive at or leave the berths outside of standards hours during the 
evening or night time periods. Hence the operational noise of the Proposed Facility during the day, 
evening and night time periods has been assessed. 
 
Table 6-4 below presents the applicable noise criteria based on the INP and the RBLs detailed in 
Section 4.2 of the noise and vibration assessment (Renzo Tonin 2016).  
 
Table 6-4 Applicable operation noise criteria dB(A) 

Receiver Intrusiveness Criteria LAeq, 
(15min) 

Amenity Criteria, LAeq, 
(period) 

Day Evening  Night Day Evening  Night 
Residential premises 49 47 43 55 45 40 
Beare Park - - - 50 - - 
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Sleep disturbance criteria 
Given that out of hours work would occur during the night time period (i.e. 10pm to 7am), the 
assessment of sleep disturbance is to be undertaken. The ICNG recommends that where 
construction work are planned to extend over two or more consecutive nights, the assessment 
should consider maximum noise levels and the extent and frequency of maximum noise level 
events exceeding the RBL. 
 
The NSW EPA has made the following policy statement with respect to sleep disturbance: 
 
“Peak noise level events, such as reversing beepers, noise from heavy items being dropped or 
other high noise level events, have the potential to cause sleep disturbance. The potential for high 
noise level events at night and effects on sleep should be addressed in noise assessments for both 
the construction and operational phases of a development. The INP does not specifically address 
sleep disturbance from high noise level events. 
 
Research on sleep disturbance is reviewed in the NSW Road Noise Policy. This review concluded 
that the range of results is sufficiently diverse that it was not reasonable to issue new noise criteria 
for sleep disturbance. 
 
From the research, the EPA recognised that the current sleep disturbance criterion of an LA1, (1 
minute) not exceeding the LA90, (15 minute) by more than 15 dB(A) is not ideal. Nevertheless, as there is 
insufficient evidence to determine what should replace it, the EPA will continue to use it as a guide 
to identify the likelihood of sleep disturbance. This means that where the criterion is met, sleep 
disturbance is not likely, but where it is not met, a more detailed analysis is required. 
The detailed analysis should cover the maximum noise level or LA1, (1 minute), that is, the extent 
to which the maximum noise level exceeds the background level and the number of times this 
happens during the night-time period. Some guidance on possible impact is contained in the 
review of research results in the NSW Road Noise Policy. Other factors that may be important in 
assessing the extent of impacts on sleep include: 
 
• how often high noise events will occur 

• time of day (normally between 10pm and 7am) 

• whether there are times of day when there is a clear change in the noise environment (such as 
during early morning shoulder periods). 

 
The LA1, (1 minute) descriptor is meant to represent a maximum noise level measured under 'fast' 
time response. The EPA will accept analysis based on either LA1, (1 minute) or LA, (Max).” 
 
NSW EPA confirm that the sleep disturbance criterion of LA1(1min) ≤ LA90(15min) + 15dB(A), should only 
be used as a first step guide and where the criteria is not met, more detailed analysis is required. 
 
Furthermore, the ECRTN presents a summary of the findings from all the research conducted 
world-wide on sleep disturbance, and after consideration of all the information presented it 
concludes the following: 
 
• Maximum internal noise levels below 50-55dB(A) are unlikely to cause awakening reactions. 

• One or two events per night with maximum internal noise levels of 65-70dB(A) are not likely to 
affect health and wellbeing. (ECRTN p29). 

As a general rule, building structures of dwellings would typically provide a minimum of 10dB(A) 
reduction from external noise levels to internal noise levels with windows sufficiently open for fresh 
air ventilation. Therefore, based on the above internal limits the equivalent external limit would be 
LAmax 65 dB(A). In summary, the sleep disturbance criteria of LA1(1min) ≤ LA90(15min) + 15dB(A) is 
to be used for initial assessment, however consideration is also given to the threshold limit of 
awakening reaction of 65dB(A) in accordance with the ECRTN. 
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The sleep disturbance criteria for the project are presented in Table 6-5. 
 
Table 6-5 Sleep disturbance criteria, dB(A) 

Receivers 
Sleep disturbance criteria (10:00pm to 7:00am), LAmax  

LA90(15min) + 15 Upper limit 
Residential receivers 38 + 15 = 53 65 

 

Construction vibration objectives 

Disturbance to building occupants 
For disturbance to human occupants of buildings, we refer to the NSW EPA’s (ex DECC) 
‘Assessing Vibration; a technical guideline’, published by DECC in February 2006. This document 
provides criteria which are based on the British Standard BS 6472-1992, ‘Evaluation of human 
exposure to vibration in buildings (1-80Hz)’. 
 
Vibration sources are defined as Continuous, Impulsive or Intermittent (Table 6-6). 
 
Table 6-6 Types of vibration 

Type of vibration Definition Examples 

Continuous vibration Continues uninterrupted for 
a defined period (usually 
throughout the day-time 
and/or night-time) 

Machinery, steady road traffic, 
continuous construction activity 
(such as tunnel boring machinery). 

Impulsive vibration A rapid build-up to a peak 
followed by a damped decay 
that may or may not involve 
several cycles of vibration 
(depending on frequency 
and damping). It can also 
consist of a sudden 
application of several cycles 
at approximately the same 
amplitude, providing that the 
duration is short, typically 
less than 2 seconds 

Infrequent: Activities that create up 
to 3 distinct vibration events in an 
assessment period, e.g. occasional 
dropping of heavy equipment, 
occasional loading and unloading 

Intermittent vibration Can be defined as 
interrupted periods of 
continuous or repeated 
periods of impulsive vibration 
that varies significantly in 
magnitude 

Trains, nearby intermittent 
construction activity, passing heavy 
vehicles, forging machines, impact 
pile driving, jack hammers. 
Where the number of vibration 
events in an assessment period is 
three or fewer, this would be 
assessed against impulsive 
vibration criteria. 

 
When applying the criteria, it is important to note that the three directional axes are referenced to 
the human body, i.e. x-axis (back to chest), y-axis (right side to left side) or z-axis (foot to head). 
Preferred and maximum values for continuous, impulsive and intermittent vibration are included in 
Table 6-7 for residential receivers, representing the receivers within the study area. 
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Table 6-7 Preferred and maximum levels for human comfort 

Location 
Assessment 
period 

Preferred value Maximum value 
z-axis X and y axis z-axis X and y axis 

Continuous vibration (weighted RMS acceleration, m/s2, 1-80Hz) 
Residence Day 0.010 0.0071 0.020 0.014 

Night 0.007 0.005 0.014 0.010 
Impulsive vibration (weighted RMS acceleration, m/s2, 1-80Hz) 
Residence Day 0.30 0.21 0.60 0.42 

Night 0.10 0.071 0.20 0.14 

Intermittent vibration (Vibration Dose Values, VDV, m/s1.75, 1-80Hz) 
Residence Day 0.20  0.40  

Night 0.13  0.26  
 

Structural damage to buildings 
Potential structural damage of buildings as a result of vibration is typically managed by ensuring 
vibration induced into the structure does not exceed certain limits and standards, such as German 
Standard DIN4150-3. Currently there is no existing Australian Standard for assessment of 
structural building damage caused by vibration energy. 
 
The minimum ‘safe limit’ of vibration at low frequencies for commercial and industrial buildings is 
20mm/s. For dwellings it is 5mm/s and for particularly sensitive structures (e.g. historical with 
preservation orders etc.), it is 3mm/s. These limits increase as the frequency content of the 
vibration increases. 

6.1.2 Existing environment 
Elizabeth Bay Marina is located off Ithaca Road and adjacent to Beare Park in Elizabeth Bay. The 
local area consists mainly of single dwelling residential properties and multi-storey residential 
apartment complexes. 
 
Noise sensitive receivers identified during a site inspection and through aerials maps to be 
representative of the nearest affected receivers are described in and illustrated in Figure 6-1. 
 
Table 6-8 Sensitive receivers 

Receiver Description 

Receiver R1 42 Billyard Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 
Residential property located approximately 57m to the south west of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R2 36 Billyard Avenue, Elizabeth Bay 
Residential property located approximately 83m to the south west of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R3 Beare Park (west), Elizabeth Bay 
Recreational type receiver located on the western end of Beare Park 
and south of the Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R4 Beare Park (east), Elizabeth Bay 
Recreational type receiver located on the eastern end of Beare Park and 
south of the Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R5 to R7 5 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 2nd floor receivers representing the northern facade of the 
apartment complex located approximately 40m to the south of the 
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Receiver Description 

Proposed Facility. 
Receiver R8 to R16 2 Ithaca Road, Elizabeth Bay 

Ground to 8th floor receivers representing the northern facade of the 
apartment complex located approximately 55m to the south of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R17 to R25 5-7 Esplanade, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 8th floor receivers representing the northern facade of the 
apartment complex located approximately 72m to the south of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R26 to R31 11 Esplanade, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 5th floor receivers representing the north western facade of 
the apartment complex located approximately 86m to the southeast of 
the Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R32 to R44 104 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 12th floor receivers representing the north western facade of 
the apartment complex located approximately 80m to the southeast of 
the Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R45 to 52 106 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 7th floor receivers representing the western facade of the 
apartment complex located approximately 85m to the east of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Receiver R53 to R65 108 Elizabeth Bay Road, Elizabeth Bay 
Ground to 12th floor receivers representing the western facade of the 
apartment complex located approximately 110m to the east of the 
Proposed Facility. 
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Figure 6-1 Sensitive receivers 
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6.1.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 
Noise emissions were determined by modelling the noise sources, receiver locations, 
topographical features of the intervening area and buildings surrounding the proposal. The model 
takes into account the contribution of each noise source at each specified receptor point and 
allows for the prediction of the total noise from a site. 
 
The noise prediction model takes into account: 
 
• Location of noise sources and receiver locations 

• Height of sources and receivers 

• Separation distances between sources and receivers 

• Ground type between sources and receivers 

• Attenuation from barriers (natural and purpose built) 

 
The proposed construction activities that were used to assess noise impacts are listed below. For 
each activity, the noise power levels of relevant construction plant and equipment were used in the 
model. The details of the construction plant and power levels are provided in Appendix J: 
 
• Site establishment and enabling works 

• Construction of temporary facility 

• Removal of existing structure 

• Installation of steel piles within waterway – day and night (up to three nights) 

• Construction of new fixed platform and building – day and night (intricate lifting activities during 
night period, up to two nights)  

• Construction of floating structure and ramp 

• Utilities adjustment – day and night (up to one night) 

 
Predicted noise levels for each activity account for all plant and equipment nominated operating 
concurrently for each activity except for bored piling and pile hammering, where these piling 
activities are undertaken separately and not at the same time. This approach is conservative and 
has been adopted to ensure the full extent of possible noise impacts are assessed (what might 
occur in the worst-case). Therefore, the noise generated during construction work would generally 
be below the predicted noise levels. 
 

Construction during standard hours 
In regards to noise impacts during standard construction hours, the following definitions are 
applicable if predicted noise levels are at or exceed the NMLs: 
 
• Predicted noise levels at the day NML and perception of construction noise is considered 

“Noticeable” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the day NML by less than 10dB(A) and perception of 
construction noise is considered “Clearly Audible” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the day NML by 10 to 20dB(A) and perception of construction 
noise is considered “Moderately Intrusive”. 
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• Predicted noise levels exceeds the day NML by more than 20dB(A) and perception of 
construction noise is considered “Highly Intrusive” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the highly affected noise objective of 75dB(A), at residential type 
receivers only. 

 
Table 6-9 lists the receivers that would be impacted. The detailed results are provided in Appendix 
J. 
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Table 6-9 Receivers likely to be noise impacted during standard construction hours 

Construction activity 
Receivers Impacted 

Noticeable Clearly Audible Moderately Intrusive Highly Intrusive Highly noise 
affected 

Site Establishment 
and Enabling Work 

None R1, R2, R4-R44, 
R48-R65 

R45-R47 None None 

Construction of 
Temporary Facility 

R1 R4-R44, R53, R57-
R65 

R45-R52, R54-R56 None None 

Removal of Existing 
Structure 

None R3, R4, R53 R1, R2, R5-R52, R54-
R65 

None None 

Installation of Steel 
Piles within Waterway  

None R2-R5, R8, R17-R44, 
R49-R65 

R1, R6, R7, R9-R16, 
R45-R48 

None None 

Construction of New 
Fixed Platform and 
Building  

None R2-R4, R53 R1, R5-R52, R54-R65 None None 

Construction of 
Floating Structure and 
Ramp 

R4 R1, R2, R5-R65 None None None 

Utilities Adjustment  R1 R3, R5, R17-R52 R6-R16 None None 
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During standard construction hours in the daytime period, it is predicted that construction noise 
would be clearly audible for activities associated with site establishment, construction of temporary 
facilities and the construction of the floating platform and ramp for the majority of receivers. For 
activities associated with the removal of the existing structure, installation of steel piles in the 
waterway, the construction of the new fixed platform and building and utilities adjustment, it is 
generally predicted that the construction noise would be moderately intrusive for the nearest 
sensitive receivers. No residential receivers were found to be highly noise affected during the 
daytime period. 
 

Construction during night time (outside of standard construction hours) 
In regards to noise impacts during night time, if required, the following definitions are applicable if 
predicted noise levels are at or exceed the NMLs: 
 
• Predicted noise levels exceeds the night NML by less than 5dB(A) and perception of 

construction noise is considered “Noticeable” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the night NML by 5 to 15dB(A) and perception of construction 
noise is considered “Clearly Audible” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the night NML by 15 to 25dB(A) and perception of construction 
noise is considered “Moderately Intrusive” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the night NML by more than 25dB(A) and perception of 
construction noise is considered “Highly Intrusive” 

• Predicted noise levels exceeds the highly affected noise objective of 75dB(A) at residential 
receivers. 

 
Table 6-10 lists the receivers that would be impacted. The detailed results are provided in 
Appendix J. 
 
Table 6-10 Receivers likely to be noise impacted during night time 

Construction 
activity 

Receivers Impacted 

Noticeable Clearly 
Audible 

Moderately 
Intrusive 

Highly 
Intrusive 

Highly 
noise 

affected 
Installation of 
Steel Piles 
within Waterway  

None None R1, R2, R5-
R65 

None None 

Construction of 
New Fixed 
Platform and 
Building  

None R1, R2, R5, 
R17-R65 

R6-R16 
 

None None 

Utilities 
Adjustment 

R53 R1, R2, 
R32-R52, 
R54-R65 

R5-R31 None None 

 
If construction activities undertaken during the night time period, it has been predicted that the 
construction noise levels would generally be clearly audible for most receivers while intricate lifting 
activities are undertaken and moderately intrusive for piling activities. Construction work associated 
with utilities adjustments was predicted to be moderately intrusive for receivers closer to the 
construction compound and clearly audible for all other receivers. No receivers were predicted to 
be exposed to highly intrusive construction noise levels. 
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Sleep disturbance 
Potential sleep disturbance has been assessed and is summarised in Table 6-11. This table shows 
residential receivers where predicted noise levels would exceed the LA90(15min) + 15dB(A) sleep 
disturbance criterion but is not greater than the threshold limit of awakening reaction of 65dB(A) as 
well as those receivers where predicted noise levels exceed the threshold limit of awakening 
reaction of 65dB(A). The detailed results are provided in Appendix J. 
 
Table 6-11 Sleep disturbance 

Sleep 
disturbance 
criteria 

Receivers Impacted 

Piling activities Intricate lifting 
activities Utilities adjustment 

Higher than 
LA90(15min) + 
15dB(A) sleep 
disturbance 
criterion but less 
than the 
threshold limit of 
awakening 
reaction of 
65dB(A) 

None R1-R3, R17-R65 R2, R53-R65 

Higher than the 
threshold limit of 
awakening 
reaction of 
65dB(A) 

R1-R65 R4-R16 R1, R3-R52 

 
It can be seen that the predicted LAmax noise levels would generally exceed the threshold limit of 
awakening reaction at all residential receivers during piling activities and at some receivers during 
intricate lifting activities. Therefore, in accordance with the requirements of the ICNG and the 
CNVG, construction work should not occur over more than two consecutive nights and should be 
separated by at least one week and no more than a total of 6 nights per month, to allow respite to 
nearby residences.  
 
In accordance with the requirements of the ICNG and the CNVG, construction work should not 
occur over more than two consecutive nights and should be separated by at least one week and no 
more than a total of 6 nights per month, to allow respite to nearby residences. However, the CNVG 
recognises that this requirement may sometimes prolong the duration of the construction period. 
Therefore, it recommends that where this requirement would prolong the construction period and 
therefore the length of time the local community would be subjected to potential impacts, that the 
local community be engaged to seek ways to reduce the construction duration by allowing 
additional night work in a calendar month while minimising night disturbances as far as practical. 
 
The community would be informed of construction activities and a community information and 
complaints line would be provided throughout the works to take inquiries and follow up on 
complaints. 

Road traffic noise 
During construction deliveries of equipment and material and transport of construction plant and 
personnel would travel to site by barge or boat from an off-site facility with minimal construction 
road traffic movements required on the road network. Therefore, there will not be any significant 
road traffic noise impacts as a result of construction vehicles. 
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Vibration impacts 
The relationship between vibration and the probability of causing human annoyance or damage to 
structures is complex. This complexity is mostly due to the magnitude of the vibration source, the 
particular ground conditions between the source and receiver, the foundation-to-footing interaction 
and the large range of structures that exist in terms of design (e.g. dimensions, materials, type and 
quality of construction and footing conditions). The intensity, duration, frequency content and 
number of occurrences of vibration, are all important aspects in both the annoyances caused and 
the strains induced in structures. 
 
Vibration generated by construction plant estimated at various distances and expected vibration 
impacts to the residential receivers are summarised in Table 6-12. 
 
Table 6-12 Potential vibration impacts 

Approx. 
distance to 
work 

Receivers potential 
affected 

Assessment on potential vibration impacts 
Structural 
Damage Risk 

Human 
disturbance 

Vibration 
monitoring 

30-50m 5 Ithaca Road, 2 Ithaca 
Road, 42 Billyard Avenue 

Very Low risk 
of structural 
damage 

Medium risk of 
adverse 
comment as a 
result of 
impact piling 

Vibration 
monitoring 
should be 
conducted, 
where required 

>50m All other receivers Very Low risk 
of structural 
damage 

Low risk of 
adverse 
comment as a 
result of 
impact piling 

Not required 

 
There is a very low risk for structural damage from the use of impact or vibratory piling at 
residences greater than 30 metres from the construction work. Furthermore, a low to medium risk 
of adverse comments as a result of using impact or vibratory piling for pile hammering activities is 
also possible at residences up to 50 metres from the construction work. Although the proposed 
construction compound for utilities adjustment is located within 10 metres of residential buildings, it 
is not expected that a small excavator would have a significant vibration impact. 
 
Furthermore, there may potentially be vibration impacts on the existing seawall structure as it is 
located directly adjacent to the proposed construction work. It is not fully known the exact 
construction of the seawall structure; however, given its age and for a conservative assessment, 
the seawall has been classified as a Group 3 structure relevant to heritage type structures as per 
the DIN 4150-3 vibration limits. Given the proximity of vibration intensive construction work 
(vibratory piling and pile hammering) to the seawall structure and the indicative vibration levels, 
there is potential that the applicable vibration limits would be exceeded for the seawall. Therefore, 
recommendations for reducing potential vibration impacts, including minimum working distances 
for construction plant and equipment are provided in the safeguards and management measures 
below. 
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Operation 

The main contribution of noise from the operation of the Proposed Facility is from water vessels 
leaving and arriving at the berths. As a worst case scenario, it has been assumed that there would 
be a total of five water vessels arriving or leaving per hour during the day or evening and three 
water vessels per hour during the night. Table 6-13 presents the sound power level expected from 
each water vessel leaving or arriving at the Proposed Facility. Additionally, the LAmax sound power 
level representing the start up engine noise of water vessels leaving the Proposed Facility, 
presented in Table 6-13, has been used as part of the operational sleep disturbance assessment. 
Table 6-13 Sound Power Levels used for water vessels, dB(A) 

Noise source  Sound Power Level, dB(A) re. 1pW 

Motor Boat, LAeq(15min) 105 

Motor Boat (start up engine noise), LAmax 110 

 
There are also noise contributions from car park activities due to traffic generated from the 
Proposed Facility. The car park, located south of the Proposed Facility, is accessed through Ithaca 
Road and has the capacity for 26 vehicles (including one accessible and one car share). 
 
Noise generated by car park activities which may contribute to the overall LAeq noise level emission 
from the Proposed Facility includes vehicle doors closing, vehicle engines starting and vehicles 
moving. To assess this noise, the LAeq noise levels were determined for the relevant time period 
based on the number of vehicle activities expected to occur during that period at the nearest 
affected residential premises. Sound power level measurements from the Renzo Tonin database 
and library files were used for the purpose of this assessment. 
 
The sound power levels of the car park activities are shown in Table 6-14. 
 
Table 6-14 Sound Power Levels of car park activities 

Activity Sound Power Level, dB(A) re 1pW 

Vehicle door closing 86 

Vehicle engine starting 92 

Vehicle moving (10km/h) per metre 79 

 
The number of vehicle movements for the Proposed Facility was based on the traffic and parking 
assessment prepared by Traffix (2017) (refer to Appendix M). The report stated that the peak hour 
traffic generation for the site for 15 vehicles per hour which occurred during the day from 10am to 
11am on a Saturday. The capacity of the proposed café will remain the same as the existing kiosk 
and is not expected to result in a change in traffic generated by the site. However, the increase in 
berths at the Proposed Facility will increase the traffic generated by the site from 4 to 5 vehicles 
per hour. Hence for a conservative assessment, a peak hour vehicle movement of 16 vehicles per 
hour has been used for the assessment of carpark activity noise. 
 
Other noise sources include sewage pump and mechanical ventilation noise from the Proposed 
Facility. The detailed design of the Proposed Facility is to include the procurement of ‘quiet’ plant, 
commercially available silencers or acoustic attenuators for air discharge, acoustically lined 
ductwork, acoustic screens and acoustic enclosures to minimise noise impacts from these sources. 
All mechanical plant would have their noise specifications and proposed location checked prior to 
installation.    
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Patron noise from the proposed café or maritime facilities during operational hours would also 
impact noise sensitive receivers. However, these impacts would be minimised as the Proposed 
Facility and café would operate during standard hours and would not hold a liquor licence or be 
permitted to play amplified music.  
 
The sound power levels used for modelling are presented in the Table 6-15 below. 
 
Table 6-15 Sound power levels of other facility sources 

Activity Sound Power Level, dB(A) re 1pW 

Patrons with raised voice 73 

Sewage pump noise 72 

 
Operational scenarios for the Proposed Facility have been modelled for the day and evening 
scenario and the night scenario (refer to Appendix J). The scenarios are considered to represent 
the worst case 15 minute period. Note that for a conservative assessment, the evening criteria has 
been used to assess the day and evening scenario. 
 
Table 5.7 of the noise and vibration assessment (refer to Appendix J) presents the predicted noise 
levels from the operation of the Maritime Facility impacting on the nearby receiver locations. The 
result indicates that the noise impact from the operation of the Proposed Facility will comply with 
the applicable noise criteria for intrusiveness and amenity at all receiver locations. 
 
The predicted results show that the sleep disturbance screening criteria would be exceeded for the 
majority of residential receivers. However, consideration should be given to the threshold limit of 
the sleep disturbance criteria of 65 dB(A). The predicted results indicate that the threshold limit 
would not be exceeded at any residences. Furthermore, the ECRTN states that maximum internal 
levels below 50-55dB(A) are unlikely to cause awakening reactions. The predicted results present 
the external noise levels and there may be up to 10 dB(A) acoustic benefit to internal noise levels. 
The ECRTN also states that one or two events per night of maximum internal noise levels of 65-70 
dB(A) are not likely to affect health and wellbeing. It is not expected that boat owners will access 
their boats to leave the Proposed Facility more than twice a night on a frequent basis. 
 
Noise impact from the potential increase in traffic on Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue and the 
Esplanade due to the operation of the Proposed Facility has been assessed against the NSW 
‘Road Noise Policy’ (RNP). 
 
The RNP sets out criteria to be applied to particular types of road and land uses. These noise 
criteria are to be applied when assessing noise impact and determining mitigation measures for 
developments that are potentially affected by road traffic noise associated with the proposed 
marina, with the aim of preserving the amenity appropriate to the land use. 
 
For a conservative assessment, Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue and the Esplanade are classified as 
local roads. Therefore, for “existing residences affected by additional traffic on existing local roads 
generated by land use development” the following road traffic noise criterion applies: 
• Day (7am to 10pm) – LAeq 1hour 55dB(A) 

• Night (10pm to 7am) – LAeq 1hour 50 dB(A) 

In addition to the above criterion, Section 3.4.1 of the RNP states the following: 
 
“For existing residences and other sensitive land uses affected by additional traffic on existing 
roads generated by land use developments, any increase in the total traffic noise level should be 
limited to 2dB above that of the corresponding ‘no build option’.” 
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Based on the above statement, the Proposed Facility should not give rise to an increase in 
traffic noise level of 2dB(A) above existing traffic noise levels at existing residences. 
 
The traffic impact assessment prepared by Traffix (refer to Appendix M) states that 
the addition of four berths will result in negligible demand of parking spaces and an increase in 
traffic impact from 4 vehicles per hour to 5 vehicles per hour. Furthermore, the traffic assessment 
concluded that the traffic generation due to the café and kayak/paddle board storage will result in 
no noticeable change in traffic conditions on the local road network.  
 
However, to be conservative, it has been assumed that the increase in kayaks / paddle boards 
from 30 to 48 will result in 18 additional vehicles per hour. As the capacity of the proposed café is 
to remain unchanged, it is expected that the vehicle movements due to café patrons will not 
increase. It is not expected that there will be significant traffic generated during the night time 
period as the Proposed Facility will operate during the day time period only. The traffic generated 
during the night time period will be insignificant and thus, will not contribute to existing traffic noise 
levels. 
 
Based on the increased vehicle movements from 34 to 43 vehicles, road traffic noise on 
public roads as a result of the Proposed Facility was predicted for residences located along Ithaca 
Road, Billyard Avenue and the Esplanade (refer Appendix J). 
 
The existing road traffic noise levels on Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue, and the Esplanade 
generated by the Proposed Facility are predicted to not increase by more than 2 dB(A) above the 
existing traffic noise levels. Therefore, road traffic noise as a result of additional traffic generated 
by the Proposed Facility is predicted to comply with the RNP noise criterion. 
 
The noise impact from the operation of the Proposed Facility will comply with the applicable noise 
criteria for intrusiveness and amenity at all receiver locations. The predicted results show that the 
sleep disturbance screening criteria would be exceeded for the majority of residential receivers, 
however the threshold limit of awakening reaction for sleep disturbance would not be exceeded at 
any residence. 
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6.1.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Noise and 
vibration 

• A noise and vibration management plan 
must be prepared and incorporated into 
the CEMP. The management plan must 
be accordance with RMS Construction 
Noise and Vibration Guideline April 2016 
and include but not be limited to; 
• Reasonable and feasible noise control 

measures to reduce noise levels 
taking into account the control 
methods specified in the noise and 
vibration impact assessment for the 
project, this REF and the standard 
mitigation measures in Appendix B of 
the RMS Construction Noise and 
Vibration Guideline April 2016 

• Identification of nearby sensitive 
receivers 

• Details of the assessed hours of work 
and work to be undertaken 

• Behavioral practices or other 
management measures to be 
implemented to minimise noise  

• A complaints handling process.  

Contractor Pre-
construction 

Noise and 
vibration 

• Local community must be notified at least 
7 days in advance of any work. The 
notification must include a description of 
the work activities, time periods, potential 
impacts and mitigation measures 

• More specific notification processes 
including letter box drops, phone calls 
and individual/group information sessions 
as required must be undertaken to notify 
receivers of night work. 

Contractor Construction 

Noise and 
vibration 

• A verification process of noise and 
vibration levels must be implemented in 
accordance with Appendix F of the RMS 
Construction Noise and Vibration 
Guideline April 2016. Attended 
measurements are to be undertaken 
within a period of 14 days from the 
commencement of construction activities. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Noise and 
vibration 

• A management procedure must be put in 
place to deal with noise and vibration 
complaints that may arise from the 
construction work. Each complaint must 
be investigated and appropriate noise 
and/or vibration amelioration measures 
be put in place to mitigate future 
occurrences, where the noise and/or 
vibration in question is in excess of 
allowable limits. 

Contractor Construction 

Noise • Where possible, night time construction 
work must be limited to two consecutive 
nights and these periods separated by at 
least one week with no more than 6 
nights of work per month 

• The local community should be engaged 
to seek ways to reduce the construction 
duration by allowing additional night work 
in a calendar month while minimising 
night disturbances as far as practicable.   

• In addition the community would be 
informed of construction activities and a 
community information and complaints 
line would be provided throughout the 
works to take inquiries and follow up on 
complaints. 

• Where feasible, high noise generating 
activities must be completed by 11pm. 

Contractor Construction 

Noise • While installing piles in the waterway 
during the night time period, pile drilling 
and pile hammering must be undertaken 
separately and not concurrently to avoid 
the cumulative noise impacts from both 
activities 

• All other construction activities, such as 
cutting piles or pouring concrete, should 
be limited to the day period only. 

Contractor Construction 

Vibration • Recommended minimum buffer distances 
as detailed in the noise and vibration 
impact assessment (Renzo Tonin 2016) 
must be maintained for activities involving 
vibration intensive plant. If this is not 
possible, then alternate equipment or 
work methodology must be considered to 
reduce vibration impacts.  If this is not 
possible, vibration monitoring must be 
undertaken during site activities to ensure 
vibration levels at the receiver comply 
with relevant vibration limits. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Vibration • If vibration is found to be excessive, 
management measures must be 
implemented to ensure vibration 
compliance is achieved. Vibration testing 
of actual equipment on site must be 
carried out. Management measures may 
include modification of construction 
methods such as using smaller 
equipment, establishment of safe buffer 
zones, and if necessary, time restrictions 
for the most excessive vibration activities. 
Time restrictions are to be negotiated 
with affected receivers. 

Contractor Construction 

Vibration • Due to the conservatively low vibration 
limits for the seawall structure, a more 
detailed vibration analysis must be 
conducted once the design and 
construction methodology for the project 
has been finalised by the contractor. 

Contractor Construction 

Noise The detailed design of the Proposed Facility 
needs to take into consideration: 
• Procurement of 'quiet' plant 
• Strategic positioning of plant away from 

sensitive neighbouring premises, 
maximising the intervening shielding 
between the plant and sensitive 
neighbouring premises 

• Commercially available silencers or 
acoustic attenuators for air discharge and 
air intakes of plant 

• Acoustically lined and lagged ductwork 
• Acoustic screens and barriers between 

plant and sensitive neighbouring 
premises; and/or 

• Partially enclosed or fully enclosed 
acoustic enclosures over plant. 

 

Project 
Manager and 
Lead Designer 

Detailed 
Design 

Noise Mechanical plant shall have their noise 
specifications and their proposed locations 
checked prior to their installation on site. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Noise An operational noise management plan for 
the operation of the Proposed Facility is to 
be prepared and included in the terms of the 
future license of the Proposed Facility. The 
plan should include the below conditions: 
• Minimise on board entertainment, music 

and maintenance works while the vessel 
is docked in the marina berths 

• Encourage vessels to be reversed into 
berths to permit forward departures to 
avoid sounding the boat horn three times 
as would occur if the craft reversed from 
the berths 

• Restrict motor boats from idling within the 
site and ensure that vessels promptly 
leave the marina once the engine is 
started up 

• Prohibit noise generating activities 
outside of standard hours while vessels 
are berthed 

• Discourage boat owners from leaving the 
marina berths outside of standard hours. 

• No liquor license for the café 
• No amplified music played at the café. 

RMS project 
manager and 
operator 

Pre- and 
during 
operation 

6.2 Soils, water quality and contaminated land 

6.2.1 Methodology 
The following assessment has taken into account the results of geotechnical investigations 
undertaken as part of the proposal, a phase 1 contamination assessment (prepared by NGH 
Environmental and attached as Appendix K) and a review of available literature. 

6.2.2 Existing environment 

Soils 

Landward 
The 1:100,000 Geological Series Sheet for Sydney indicates Beare Park to be underlaid by 
manmade fill with Hawkesbury Sandstone occurring in the adjacent hill slopes. The fill is further 
described as dredged estuarine sand and mud, demolition rubble, industrial and household waste. 
This man-made fill was likely placed after the construction of the seawalls.  
 
The road and car park at the northern end of Ithaca Road are constructed surfaces. The road 
behind the seawall is on top of an area filled in around 1875. It is likely the fill was excavated and 
then road materials placed there as part of the initial Ithaca Road construction in 1904. The 
materials used to construct the road is not known but likely to be of local origin, including 
sandstone gravels. The road has undoubtedly been repaired many times in the past 110 years. 
During those repairs, it is likely that materials from outside the area have been used as part of the 
work. There is no detail on the materials used but other past road work have used lime, bitumen, 
cement, fly-ash, coal tar, coke and cobble stones. In addition, the installation of utilities below the 
road would have introduced new materials, likely sand and fly-ash as a bedding material for pipe 
work. 
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Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) may occur on land along the foreshore. This area has not been assessed 
to confirm the presence of ASS (Figure 6-2). The risk is however considered low considering the 
nature of the fill material described above and extensive reworking of the ground in this area over 
time.  

Seaward 
Generally, the geotechnical investigation revealed a profile of marine sands (maximum thickness of 
3.5 metres where boreholes were undertaken) transitioning to clayey sands over the underlying 
sandstone bedrock located around seven metres below the seabed.  
 
The sediments of the bay have the potential to be highly acidic (Figure 6-2). There is a high 
probability of the occurrence of acid sulphate soil in the area. This may also include the foreshore 
areas of the bay, however, this area has not been assessed. Acid sulfate soils oxidise exposed air 
and become highly acidic. Leachate form this material is also very acidic. 

 
Figure 6-2 Acid sulphate soils risk (NSW Office of Environment and Heritage) 

 

Water quality 
Stormwater from Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue, the Esplanade and other streets is discharged next 
to the proposal site. There is no treatment of this stormwater at the point of discharge. 
 
Montaya (2015) provides some information on water quality within Sydney Harbour, including 
Rushcutters Bay located to the east of Elizabeth Bay. A 2011 report averaged Sydney Water data 
for several water quality parameters (dissolved oxygen, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, 
chlorophyll-a and enterococci). Rushcutters Bay met the ANZECC (2000) guidelines for water 
quality.  
 
Furthermore, research completed at Sydney University in 2014 assessed the condition of Sydney 
Harbour and its sub-catchments and sub-estuaries (Montoya 2015). Each sub-catchment/sub-
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estuary was graded on three indicators: catchment pressures, water quality and sediment quality. 
The proposal site was included in the ‘middle estuary’ sub-estuary. The water quality grade 
assigned to each sub-catchment/sub-estuary was calculated using the following indicators: 
 
• Chlorophyll-a – a general indicator of plant biomass, increased levels of chlorophyll-a may 

denote eutrophication of the water body 

• Dissolved oxygen – low levels can significantly affect aquatic organisms such as fish, and may 
increase the toxicity of pollutants such as copper, lead and zinc 

• Turbidity – significant impacts of suspended particulate matter include a reduction in light 
availability 

• Nutrients (total nitrogen and total phosphorus) – excess nutrients may cause eutrophication. 

 
North Harbour, Lower Middle Harbour and Middle Estuary had the highest water quality with 
Middle Estuary scoring an A+. 
 
It should be noted that a number of water pollution sources are present in Elizabeth Bay. These 
include: 

• Stormwater from Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue, the Esplanade and other streets is 
discharged next to the proposal site. There is no treatment of this stormwater at the point of 
discharge 

• Vessels within the harbour are potential sources of accidental spills 
• Gross pollutants. 

 

Contamination 
A search of the NSW EPA managed public register of contaminated land revealed no previous 
records for the proposal site (Appendix K).  
 
Pollution of Sydney Harbour sediments has occurred previously. Montoya (2015) provides a review 
of previous studies on pollution in Sydney Harbour. Harbour sediments contain a variety of 
contaminants as a result of past and present land uses, the worst of which are dioxins, heavy 
metals and organochlorine pesticides (e.g. DDT). Except for a small area near the entrance to 
Sydney Harbour, all sediments exceed guidelines for at least one contaminant. The most polluted 
sediments are found in Homebush Bay, Hen and Chicken Bay, Iron Cove, Rozelle Bay, 
Blackwattle Bay and Long Bay (Montoya 2015). Figure 6-3 illustrates an example of lead 
contamination in sediments. Metal contaminants can be transferred to humans via the 
consumption of fish from the harbour.  
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Figure 6-3 Distribution of Lead in sediments of Sydney Harbour (Birch, G. F. and Taylor, S. E., 
2004). 

 
Previous land use for the proposal site and nearby land has been established through historic 
information. In summary, the site has been used as a public jetty from 1880 to about 1950. From 
the 1950s to the current day the public jetty has incorporated commercial activities. There is 
reasonable evidence that private vessels have been maintained and serviced at the jetty. Vessel 
maintenance occurred on a commercial basis at the site from the 1950s. Advertising at the Marina 
included marine engine servicing. The presence of the skids and boats on the skids indicates that 
hull maintenance was also carried out including befouling, painting and timber work. 

The land next to the site following colonialisation was used as gardens and residential property 
initially. Over time land use intensified with subdivision and residential development. The paving of 
Ithaca Road and the development of motorised transport further influenced land use. Today 
parkland, multistorey residential development and roads for motorised transport dominate the 
nearby land use. The discharge of urban stormwater from the local area directly on to the site is 
likely reflected in the pollutants within the sediments.  
 
Within the bay the development of the HMAS Rushcutter and the use of the bay for the mooring of 
private and military vessels is a dominant feature. It is likely that the discharge of bilge water and 
other waste has occurred over time. These waste streams may have impacted on the site due to 
currents within the bay.   
 
Based on the past land use on and next to the site, and the NSW guideline Managing Land 
Contamination, Planning Guidelines - SEPP 55 – Remediation of Land (1998) the likely 
contaminants have been identified (Table 6-16). Tidal water movements, wave action and storm 
action play a significant role in the movement of sediment within the harbour. Boat movements and 
the action of propeller wash at and around the jetty would also have disturbed and redistributed 
sediments. Dredging is not recorded in the bay at the Existing Facility but may have occurred at 
some point in time. It is likely that sediments next to the jetty have been reworked and redistributed 
to some degree over time. It is likely that sediment movement has changed both the floor of the 
bay and the distribution of any potential contaminants. 
 
Table 6-16 Likely contaminants on the site. 

Date Marine Use Contaminants 
1815 – 1820? Aboriginal Reserve Nil 
1820? - 1826 Unknown Nil 
1826 - 1845 Water access Nil 
1845 - 1865 Water access Nil 
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Date Marine Use Contaminants 
1865 - 1882 Water access Sediment and sewage 
1872 Water access Sediment and sewage 
1880 - 1881 Work, Water access Paints, preservatives 
1881 - 1887 Water access Paints, coal, grease and oils 
1889 Water access Paints 
1903-1904 Work Paints, preservatives 
1904 -1930? Water access, Jetty repairs, Boat 

Repairs 
Paints, coal, grease and oils 

1930? - 1949 Water access, Jetty Repairs and work, 
Boat repairs & servicing  

Paints, coal, fuels, grease and 
oils 

1930’s onward Stormwater from roads enters bay Fuels, grease and oils, spills, 
metals from fuels etc. 

1949 - 1957  Water access, Jetty repairs and work, 
Boat repairs and servicing  

Paints, fuels, grease and oils, 
metals from fuels etc.  

1957 Water access, Jetty repairs and work, 
Boat repairs and servicing 

Paints, fuels, grease and oils, 
cleaners, metals from fuels etc. 

1957 to 1983 Water access, Jetty repairs and work, 
Boat repairs and servicing 

Paints, fuels, grease and oils 
cleaners, metals from fuels etc. 

1983  Water access, Jetty repairs and work, 
Boat repairs and servicing 

Paints, fuels, grease and oils 
cleaners, metals from fuels etc. 

1983 to present Jetty repairs and work, Boat repairs 
and servicing 

Paints, fuels, grease and oils 
cleaners, metals from fuels etc. 

 

6.2.3 Potential impacts 

Construction  

Soils 

Landward 
The proposed work on land would be restricted to utility adjustments and the creation of a new 
short section of concrete path from the Ithaca Road carpark to the Proposed Facility. Only minimal 
excavations of existing road/footpath surfaces would be required which would minimise overall soil 
disturbances, potential for erosion and sedimentation and contamination through accidental spills. 
 
There is a low risk of disturbing of ASS when undertaking excavation work on land. Excavations 
would only be required to adjust existing utilities and therefore this area would have been disturbed 
numerous times over time and would be unlikely to contain ASS. 
 
The top of a short section of seawall along the frontage of the Existing Facility would be removed 
to allow the construction of the Proposed Facility. This section has been modified in the past and 
the proposed work is unlikely to destabilise the seawall. However, a temporary facility including a 
fixed platform and pontoon would be constructed to the east of the Existing Facility to allow a 
tendering service to the moorings to continue operating during the construction period. This 
temporary facility would be accessed near the existing steps along the seawall. The proposed 
temporary facilities have been designed to connect to timber blocks placed on the existing steps. 
There will be temporary piles in the water to hold the structure in place. The seawall would not 
need to be modified in this area.  
 

Seaward 
The majority of the proposed work is to be undertaken within the waterway and below the mean 
high water mark. The removal of the existing piles, installation of new piles, and anchoring of 
barges would have the potential to destabilise marine sediments, causing turbidity. Turbidity may 
cause a short term reduction in light penetration through the water column in the immediate area 

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

90 



 

around the piling work area. Subsequent sedimentation may cause a localised change in the 
particle size distribution of sediment on the seafloor. The duration and scale of the impacts would 
be minor given the size of Sydney Harbour as well as the fact that the impacts would be confined 
to bottom waters and particles would settle rapidly. It should also be noted that the seabed within 
the vicinity of the proposal site is predominantly loose sand, which is likely been submitted to 
mobilisation from vessel movements, waves, tides and stormwater release. 
 
The sea floor would not be considerably altered by removal or installation of new piles or by the 
anchors of construction vessels, although sediments would be disturbed by the work. Minor 
disturbances of sediments would also occur when the ten swing moorings are relocated, though 
increased impacts could occur if any concrete blocks are allowed to drag along the bottom when 
relocating. 
 
The proposal does not involve any dredging, filling or excavation work below the mean high water 
mark. 
 
The ability of the acid forming sediments to produce acid leachate may affect the solubility of 
sediment bound materials. Especially when the acid forming sediments are exposed to air for a 
period. Materials that may be bound in or to carbonate based sediments or organic matter may be 
mobilised and leached. So long as acid sulphate sediments are kept submerged the risk of acid 
leachate formation is mitigated. No dredging would be required and therefore the potential impacts 
as a result of disturbing any ASS that may be present is low. However, the proposal may 
potentially disturb ASS during the removal of piles. To minimise impacts, piles that have been 
removed would be checked for debris and any potential ASS would be removed, contained and 
disposed of in accordance with the Waste Classification Guidelines: Part 1 Classifying Waste 
(DECCW 2009c). 
 

Water quality 

Landward 
Excavations required for utility adjustments would expose soils and are a potential source of turbid 
runoff which may impact the waters of Elizabeth Bay considering the proximity of the bay to the 
proposed work. The excavations are considered minor and the risk of water pollution low with the 
implementation of the safeguards in section 6.2.4.  
 
Construction activities on land, including temporary ancillary facilities, are a potential source of 
pollution from accidental spills, in particular hydrocarbon spills from construction plant. Concreting 
work would also be undertaken from the foreshore to build the permanent fixed structure of the 
Proposed Facility.  
 

Seaward 
Risks to water quality may rise from the disturbance of sediments which may temporarily increase 
turbidity and potential disturbance of ASS as discussed above.  
 
Construction plant such as barges and other vessels are also potential sources of pollution, in 
particular from hydrocarbon spills, oils and lubricants. The refuelling of construction plant is a 
particularly high risk activity for spills. 
 
During the disconnection and reconnection of the sewer drainage line there is a risk of surcharge 
from the main entering Elizabeth Bay. The pipe would be sealed prior to being disconnected to 
prevent any leaks. When the sewer main needs to be reconnected to the Proposed Facility, a large 
container would be located under the connection point in case of any surcharge from the sewer at 
the time of connection. Furthermore, any floor waste traps at the Existing Facility would be emptied 
into a container and removed from the site for appropriate disposal. 
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Contamination  

Landward 
The disturbance of materials below Ithaca Road and the seawall footpath is proposed for utilities 
refurbishment. The materials used to construct the road, carpark and footpath have likely been 
disturbed in the past by road repairs, carpark work and utilities installation and modification.  While 
the nature of the materials below the road is not known, it is unlikely to be heavily contaminated 
given the surrounding land use. While some materials used in past roads have the potential to be 
contaminants the likely concentration would be limited. Additionally, any past road materials may 
also have been removed or mixed as part of road repairs. Nonetheless, any excavated material 
that cannot be reused would be waste classified and appropriately disposed.  

Seaward 
The types of contaminants likely to be present at the proposal site are likely to be similar to those 
present in surrounding waters and of similar concentrations. Therefore, the risk of distributing 
contaminants in areas that are not already impacted or the potential to increase contamination is 
considered low. As the spread of contaminants potentially associated with sediments is linked to 
the potential for the sediments to be disturbed during construction, the management measures to 
be implemented to minimise sediment disturbance would also minimise the spread of 
contaminants.  

Operation 

Sediments  
The proposal is unlikely to increase the disturbance of sediments as the Proposed Facility would 
only contain a slight increase in the number of berths (from 9 to 13). Furthermore, the berths would 
be located further out into the bay in deeper waters, which would minimise the disturbance of 
sediments from vessels. 
 
The proposed fixed platform of the Proposed Facility would not place any loading to the existing 
seawall. 

Water quality 
The increase in the number of berths from nine to 13, bringing the total number of vessels 
managed by the Proposed Facility when including the swing moorings to 64 (compared to existing 
60), is unlikely to substantially increase the risk of water quality impacts from oil and hydrocarbon 
leaks, gross pollutants and other pollutants. 
 
The Proposed Facility would include a sewage pump out facility which is a potential source of 
water quality impacts if it is not designed and operated adequately.  

Contamination 
There would be an increase in the number of berths from 9 to 13 including provision for larger 
vessels. However, as explained above, the relocation of the berths into deeper waters would 
minimise the disturbance of sediments and any contaminants that may be associated with these. 
 
The proposal would not provide additional facilities that are not provided by the Existing Facility 
except for a sewage pump out facility.  
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6.2.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Seawall • If feasible, the temporary tendering 
facility must not add any additional 
loading to the seawall. If this is not 
possible, the ability of the seawall 
to withstand any additional loading 
should the temporary tendering 
facility need to be attached, must 
be investigated during detailed 
design. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-
construction/ 
detailed 
design 

Water quality (spills) • The sewage pump out facility must 
be designed in accordance with 
AS3500.2:2015 plumbing and 
drainage and operated to ensure 
the risk of spills is avoided 

• The Proposed Facility must be 
designed to ensure that a secured 
and sealed connection between the 
vessels and pump out facility is 
provided 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-
construction/ 
detailed 
design 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

• Erosion and sediment controls will 
be established prior to any 
disturbance of the land surface. 
Controls will be in accordance with 
edition 4 of ‘Managing Urban 
Stormwater, Soils and 
Construction’ (NSW Government, 
2004) (‘The Blue Book’).  

• The maintenance of established 
stockpile sites during the work is to 
be in accordance with the Roads 
and Maritime Services Stockpile 
Site Management Guideline (EMS-
TG-10).  

• Sediment must be minimised from 
moving off-site and sediment laden 
water minimised from entering any 
drainage inlet and Elizabeth Bay. 

Contractor Construction 

Sediments • A silt curtain is to be installed 
around the work area to be 
disturbed within the waterway prior 
to commencement of work that 
disturb the seafloor 

• The silt curtain is to extend from a 
minimum of 100mm above the 
water line and be of sufficient depth 
extend to approximately 500mm 
above the seafloor during low tide 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

• Visual observations of the 
effectiveness of the silt curtain are 
required to be made regularly 
during potential sediment 
disturbing work.  

• Results of observations of the 
integrity and effectiveness of the 
silt curtain are required to be 
recorded in a site notebook 
maintained specifically for the 
purpose. The notebook is required 
to be kept on the site and to be 
available for inspection by persons 
authorised by Roads and Maritime. 

• If turbidity of the water is observed 
outside the silt curtain during 
removal of the first few piles, a 
second, moveable silt curtain will 
be installed around the piles being 
removed during each day of 
operation.  

• A Work Method Statement (WMS) 
for the removal and installation of 
the piles must be incorporated into 
the CEMP and include measures to 
minimise disturbance of sediments, 
including the safeguards in the 
REF. The WMS must be approved 
by the Roads and Maritime 
Environment Officer. 

• There will be no stockpiling or 
demolition of construction materials 
on the seabed. All demolished 
material is to be deposited 
appropriately at an approved 
facility, on land above the highest 
astronomical tide mark. 

• Prior to use at the site and / or 
entry into the waterway, machinery 
is to be appropriately cleaned, 
degreased and serviced. 

• To minimise wash and prevent 
bottom scouring of the marine 
sediments, vessels will not use 
excessive power when 
maneuvering barges into place 
over the course sand and rock 
rubble habitat 

• Scouring damage will also be 
minimised by ‘working the wind and 
tides’ by only moving floating plant 
into place on high tides and under 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

favourable or no-wind conditions, 
where practicable 

• Piles being removed must not be 
allowed to drag along the bottom of 
the seabed 

• Pea gravel or alternative approved 
material must be added to the 
seabed at the location of proposed 
piles prior to installing these to 
minimise sediment disturbance 

• Swing moorings being relocated 
must not be allowed to drag along 
the seabed and must be carefully 
placed to minimise sediment 
disturbance. 

Water quality (spills) • Emergency spill kits must be kept 
on site at all times and maintained 
throughout the construction work. 
The spill kit must be appropriately 
sized for the volume of substances 
at the work site. A spill kit must be 
kept on each barge 

• Spill kits for the construction 
barges must be specific for working 
within the marine environment 

• All staff must be made aware of the 
location of the spill kits and trained 
in their use 

• If a spill to water occurs, the Roads 
and Maritime Contract Manager 
and Roads and Maritime 
environment staff must be notified 
immediately, in accordance with 
RMS Environmental Incident 
Classification and Reporting 
Procedure February 2016 

• The spill/emergency management 
plan will also include methods to be 
used to stop the spill, contain and 
control the flow, clean up the spill, 
and record the spill 

• Equipment barges carrying plant or 
machinery must be fitted with 
impervious bunding around 
equipment which contain chemicals 
to prevent chemical spills or 
leakages from entering the water 

• A spill/emergency management 
plan which incorporates these 
safeguards will be set out within 
the CEMP.  

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

ASS • pH and peroxide tests, as relevant, 
must be carried out to detect the 
presence of any potential acid 
sulfate soils on soils in areas of 
excavation on the land and prior to 
start of work  

• Landside soils excavated for utility 
adjustments and sediments 
attached to piles being removed 
must be checked for potential acid 
sulfate soils 

• Any potential acid sulphate soils 
must be removed, contained, 
managed (treated) and disposed of 
in accordance with Waste 
Classification Guidelines: Part 1 
Classifying Waste (DECCW 2009). 

Contractor Construction 

Waste • Waste disposed of off-site shall be 
classified in accordance with the 
Waste Classification Guidelines: 
Part 1 Classifying Waste (DECCW 
2009b) prior to disposal and shall 
be disposed of at an appropriately 
licensed facility for that waste. 
Where necessary, this shall include 
sampling and analysis.  

Contractor Construction 

Water quality (spills) • All, equipment, materials and 
wastes transported between an off-
site facility, and the construction 
work site must be secured to avoid 
spills during transportation.  

• Vehicles, vessels and plant must 
be properly maintained and 
regularly inspected for fluid leaks.  

• Vehicle or vessel wash-down must 
not occur on-site.  

• Refuelling must be undertaken 
offsite if feasible or within a double 
bunded impervious area on the 
barge. 

• All fuels, chemicals and hazardous 
liquids must be stored offsite if 
feasible or within an impervious 
double bunded area in accordance 
with Australian standards and EPA 
Guidelines.  

• Emergency contacts must be kept 
in an easily accessible location on 
the construction work site and on 
all construction vessels. All crew 
must be advised of these contact 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

details and procedures.  
• Visual monitoring of local water 

quality (i.e. turbidity, hydrocarbon 
spills/slicks) is to be undertaken on 
a regular basis to identify any 
potential spills or deficient erosion 
and sediment controls. 

Water quality (spills) • Appropriately sized containers 
must be used during the 
disconnection/reconnection of the 
sewer and the emptying of any 
waste traps to ensure no sewage 
or other wastes end up in Elizabeth 
Bay. 

Contractor Construction 

Water quality (spills) • In the event of a spill during 
operation, the incident emergency 
plan must be implemented in 
accordance with Sydney Ports 
Corporation’s response to shipping 
incidents and emergencies outlined 
in the ‘NSW State Waters Marine 
Oil and Chemical Spill Contingency 
Plan’ (Maritime, 2012). 

Contractor Operation 

Water quality (spills) • A wet and dry spill kit must be 
stored at the Proposed Facility at 
all times and personnel trained in 
its use 

• An operating procedure for the 
sewage pump out facility must be 
prepared and displayed at the 
Proposed Facility to ensure the 
facility is appropriately used. 

Contractor Operation 

 

6.3 Coastal processes and Hydrology 
A coastal processes and hydrology assessment prepared by BMT WBM has been completed for 
the proposal and is included in full in Appendix L and summarised below. 

6.3.1 Existing environment 
The following section describes the coastal and hydrological environment of Elizabeth Bay and 
surrounding areas. 

Coastal setting, topography and bathymetry 
The proposal is located on the fringes of Port Jackson estuary, a drowned river valley estuary. In 
more recent geological times, the estuary has been partially filled with marine sediments in the 
form of a flood tide delta. The estuary foreshores are characterised by steep sided sandstone 
banks with soft sediment embayment and occasion beaches. Large tracts of the natural shoreline 
have been lost through development of Sydney Harbour that has included widespread land 
reclamation and construction of seawall and other foreshore structures. 
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Coastal sediment mapping of Port Jackson estuary by the NSW Geological Survey indicates 
Elizabeth Bay comprises ‘estuarine basin and bay sediments’, which are dominated by mud and 
may include clay, silt, shell, and sands of fluvial and/or marine origin (Troedson, 2015). 
 
Sydney Harbour is subject to a range of physical processes, including winds, tides, waves and 
associated currents, as well as floods. Ocean waves penetrating Sydney Harbour via the Heads 
are attenuated as they propagate upstream and bend into sheltered regions (GHD, 2015a).  
 
Elizabeth Bay is a curving embayment approximately 300 metres wide, and backed by a small, 
moderately sloping local catchment and bound by bedrock hills. A narrow (around 50 metres wide) 
strip of low lying land (at about 1.5 metres AHD) borders much of the Elizabeth Bay foreshore, 
which then slopes landward towards a broad plateau at around 40 metres AHD some 250 metres 
from the coast. Topography is steepest toward the eastern corner of Elizabeth Bay adjacent to the 
Existing Facility, where a rocky point rises away from the coast to around 20 metres AHD. 
Elizabeth Bay bathymetry is shallow, and reaches depths of around -5 metres AHD seaward of 
Elizabeth Point. The Proposed Facility extends into depths of around -4 metres AHD, with the 
proposed berth depths ranging between -2.5 metres AHD and -4 m AHD. The fixed structure would 
be located in waters between mean sea level and -2 metres AHD (refer to Figure 3-2 of the coastal 
processes and hydrology assessment attached as Appendix L). 
 

Wave climate 
Sydney Harbour opens eastward to the Tasman Sea, which experiences a high energy wave 
climate. Some ocean swell wave energy penetrates into the mouth of Sydney Harbour, however it 
becomes mostly dissipated on the shorelines around Middle Head (Watson et al., 2009). Areas 
west of Shark Bay (Nielsen Park), including Elizabeth Bay, rarely experience the impact of ocean 
swells (Cardno, 2015b). As such, the wave climate at Elizabeth Bay is considered to be dominated 
by local sea waves generated from wind occurring across Sydney Harbour.  
 
Elizabeth Bay faces northeast and is exposed to wind waves generated out of the north to north- 
east-northeast sectors. Wind statistics from a 13 year wind records from Sydney Harbour are 
presented in Figure 6-4. Wind speeds in Sydney Harbour are typically greatest during summer, 
with average wind speeds greater that 25 km/hr experienced from September through to February. 
Wind wave activity at Elizabeth Bay is typically greatest over summer months during the afternoon, 
when north and northeast winds of between 30 – 40km/hr occur about 10 per cent of the time and 
winds greater than 40 km/hr from the same direction occur around five  per cent of the time. 
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Figure 6-4 Summary Wind Speed Statistics (1997 to 2010) for 9am and 3pm Condition for Sydney 
Harbour (Source: BoM) 
 
While no wave measurements or modelling of extreme wave conditions at Elizabeth Bay are 
available, a coastal hazard assessment completed for the Woollahra City Council (located 
immediately east of the City of Sydney LGA) by Cardno (2015b) provides some information 
relevant to the proposal site. Numerical modelling of wind wave parameters for a number of north 
and northeast exposed embayment’s located on Sydney Harbour’s southern foreshore (e.g. 
Rushcutters, Double and Felix Bays), indicates that both the 50-year and 100-year Average Return 
Interval (ARI) wind wave conditions at Elizabeth Bay will likely comprise wave heights (Hs) ranging 
between 0.7 metres to 1.0 metre and wave periods between 4 seconds to 5 seconds. This inferred 
wave climate exceeds the acceptable wave climate criteria in small craft harbours set out in the 
Australian Standard AS 3962-2001 Guidelines for Design of Marinas (Table 6-17).  
 
 
Table 6-17 Criteria for Wave Climate in Small Craft Harbours (source: AS 3962-2001) 
Direction and peak wave 
period of design harbour 
wave 

Wave event (Hs) exceeded 
once in 50 years  

Wave event exceeded once 
a year  

‘Good’ wave climate conditions 
Head sea less than 2s  Conditions not likely to occur 

during this event  
Less than 0.3m wave height  

Head sea greater than 2s  ‘Less than 0.6m wave height  Less than 0.3m wave height  
Oblique sea greater than 2s  Less than 0.4m wave height  Less than 0.3m wave height  
Beam seas less than 2s  Conditions not likely to occur 

during this event  
Less than 0.3m wave height  

Beam seas less than 2s  Less than 0.25m wave height  Less than 0.15m wave height  
‘Moderate’ wave climate conditions 
Head sea less than 2s  Conditions not likely to occur 

during this event  
Less than 0.38m wave height  

Head sea greater than 2s  ‘Less than 0.75m wave Less than 0.38m wave height  
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Direction and peak wave 
period of design harbour 
wave 

Wave event (Hs) exceeded 
once in 50 years  

Wave event exceeded once 
a year  

height  
Oblique sea greater than 2s  Less than 0.5m wave height  Less than 0.38m wave height  
Beam seas less than 2s  Conditions not likely to occur 

during this event  
Less than 0.38m wave height  

Beam seas less than 2s  Less than 0.31m wave height  Less than 0.19m wave height  
 

Ocean water levels and coastal inundation 
Elizabeth Bay is subject to changes in ocean water levels within Sydney Harbour, which fluctuate 
as a result of astronomical, oceanographic and meteorological forces. Ocean water levels in 
Sydney Harbour are dominated by astronomically driven tides, but at times can also be elevated by 
the effects of storm surge processes, the impact of waves, in addition to other rare or minor factors 
(e.g. tsunamis). The following sections outline the individual elements that contribute to elevated 
ocean water levels, which can cause coastal inundation of low lying land. In addition to that 
summarised below, sea level rise is projected to continue and accelerate due to climate change. 
 

Tides 
Sydney Harbour experiences semi-diurnal tides, which consist of two high and two low tides each 
day and vary in size throughout the year. The larger “spring” tides occur every 28 days, while the 
solstice or “king” tides occur twice a year when the sun, moon and earth are aligned, once during 
winter and the other in summer. Tidal planes are used to define the variation in the tidal cycle. 
Table 6-18 presents the tidal planes for Port Jackson, which is based on analysis of ocean water 
level records from Sydney Middle Head tide gauge (HMAS Penguin) by MHL (2012). 
 
Table 6-18 Tidal Planes for Port Jackson (source MHL, 2012) 

Tidal plane Abbreviation  Height (metres AHD)  
High High Water Solstice 
Springs 

H.H.W.S.S.  +0.995  

Mean High Water Springs  M.H.W.S.  +0.647  
Mean High Water  M.H.W.  +0.524  
Mean High Water Neaps  M.H.W.N.  +0.401  
Mean Sea Level  M.S.L.  +0.02  
Mean Low Water Neaps  M.L.W.N.  -0.361  
Mean Low Water  M.L.W.  -0.484  
Mean Low Water Springs  M.L.W.S.  -0.607  
Indian Spring Low Water  I.S.L.W.  -0.856  

 

Storm surge 
Ocean water levels vary from the predicted tide due to meteorological processes including storms, 
extreme winds and changes in air pressure. Reduced air barometric pressure can cause a local 
rise in the ocean water surface in the order of 0.2 to 0.4 metres in NSW (NSW Govt., 1990). 
Extreme winds can also push water up against the coast (in addition to creating wind waves) which 
can increase water levels by 0.1 to 0.2 metres (NSW Govt., 1990). The combination of the above 
two processes is known as a storm surge, which is considered to be a ‘still water’ component of 
elevated water levels. 
 

Design water levels 
Design still water levels for Sydney Harbour were determined by Watson and Lord (2008) for 
Sydney Harbour from continuous water level measurements recorded at Fort Denison, which 
accounts for the influence of tides and storm surge on water levels. The relevant design still water 
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levels are provided in Table 6-19. The design levels for 2050 and 2100 provided below incorporate 
sea level rise predictions of 0.4 m and 0.9 m for 2050 and 2100, above 1990 levels (see below for 
further discussion). 
 
Table 6-19 Sydney Harbour Design Still Water Levels for 2010 and Predicted Levels for 2050 and 
2100 (DECCW, 2010) 
ARI (years) 2010 (m AHD) 2050 (m AHD) 2100 (m AHD) 
0.02 0.97 1.31 1.81 
0.05 1.05 1.39 1.89 
0.1 1.10 1.44 1.94 
1 1.24 1.58 2.08 
10 1.35 1.69 2.19 
20 1.38 1.72 2.22 
50 1.41 1.75 2.25 
100 1.44 1.78 2.28 
200 1.46 1.80 2.30 

 

Hydrology 

Estuary hydrology 
Circulation within Sydney Harbour is predominately driven by tide induced currents, which vary in 
magnitude throughout the harbour and also over the tidal period. Winds also play a role in driving 
circulation within the Harbour, although this process is secondary to tides (SIMS, 2014). 
 
Tidal flows are strongest near the northern side of the harbour entrance and can be as high as 
0.25m/s (SIMS, 2014) near the surface waters. Tidal velocities are an order of magnitude lower in 
the furthest branches of the estuary (SIMS, 2014). There is generally limited information available 
on currents within Elizabeth Bay, however it is considered that tidal currents are typically small and 
wind generated currents may occur under persistent north to northeast wind conditions. 
 

Surface hydrology and flooding – stormwater, drainage and infrastructure 
Elizabeth Bay has a small catchment that is highly urbanised with extensive hard surfaces that 
would result in rapid runoff during short duration high intensity rainfall events. No natural 
watercourses occur within the catchment that drains towards the bay. Stormwater is discharged to 
Elizabeth Bay via four small stormwater outlets positioned along shoreline. Two outlets are located 
either side of the Elizabeth Bay Marina.  
 
The stormwater catchment for the two outlets adjacent the Elizabeth Bay Marina is small, and 
drains Greenknowe Ave, Onslow Ave, Billyard Ave, Ithaca Road and the Esplanade.  
 
Local drainage flooding of Elizabeth Bay was investigated by WMA Water in 2016 as part of the 
Rushcutters Bay Floodplain Risk Management Study. That assessment shows Elizabeth Bay will 
experience minor overland flooding as a result of the stormwater network reaching capacity.  
 
Flood mapping of the 20-year ARI design event shows minor flooding of Ithaca Road flowing north 
towards the Ithaca Road/Beare Park carpark, which drains away via the two stormwater pits 
located at the carpark. Under that event, flooding is constrained to the margins of the road and 
carpark, and reaches depths between 0.15 metres and 0.3 metres. The foreshore promenade 
adjacent the Existing Facility does not become flooded under this design event.  
 
Conditions modelled for a 100-year ARI design event shows much of the lower Ithaca Road will 
experience shallow flood waters that pool in the Ithaca Road/Beare Park carpark and spill over the 
foreshore promenade. Figure 6-5 indicates that flood depths on the foreshore promenade adjacent 
to the Existing Facility are less than 0.15 metres. The promenade crest adjacent to the Existing 
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Facility is elevated between 1.55 to 1.7 metres AHD. Therefore, the 100-year ARI peak flood level 
on the southern margin of the Existing Facility reaches a maximum elevation of 1.85 metres AHD.  
 
Flood planning levels prescribed by the City of Sydney in their Interim Floodplain Management 
Policy (2014) indicate the flood planning level for business and retail development would be 
determined through a merits approach presented by the applicant, with a minimum of the one per 
cent AEP (100-year ARI) flood level. The minimum flood planning level for land based components 
of the proposal would therefore be around 1.85 m AHD. 
 

 
Figure 6-5 Elizabeth Bay 1-in-100 year Flood Extents and Depth (adapted from WMA Water 2016) 
 

Sediment transport and shoreline stability 
In coastal and estuary environments, soft (unconsolidated) sediments located on the shoreface 
(seabed) and along the shoreline (beach and dunes) can be moved through the action of tides, 
currents, waves and winds. Coastal sediments at Elizabeth Bay occur on the seabed only, as the 
shoreline is armoured by a vertical sandstone seawall. The shoreline position is stable, due to the 
presence of a vertical seawall. While the overall condition of the seawall is not known, there are no 
records of a collapse of the seawall or repairs since its construction (circa 1880s) indicating the 
seawall is likely to be stable. 
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Tidal current velocities in Elizabeth Bay are expected to be low and with the exception of large 
storm events, wave energy is generally small and dominated by locally generated wind derived 
seas. The presence of seagrass on the seabed further indicates Elizabeth Bay is a usually a low 
energy environment (when not subject to storm events). It is therefore considered that negligible 
movement of sediment would occur on the seabed of Elizabeth Bay, other than the very close to 
the shoreline under the action of energetic wind wave conditions. 
 

Climate change and sea level rise 
Anthropogenic climate change is causing sea levels to rise, with global sea levels rising at a rate of 
around 3.2 mm per year over the past two decades (CSIRO, 2016). The most recent climate 
change projections indicate that sea level rise will continue and accelerate over the coming century 
and more (IPCC, 2014).  
 
In 2009, the NSW State Government outlined a Sea Level Rise Policy Statement that specified sea 
level rise planning benchmarks of an increase by 0.4 metres by 2050 and 0.9 metres by 2100 
above 1990 mean sea level. In 2010, the Department of Planning published a NSW Coastal 
Planning Guideline: Adapting to Sea Level Rise which adopted those planning benchmarks.  
 
In 2012, the Sea Level Rise Policy Statement (2009) was repealed, however global projections for 
sea level rise have remained largely unchanged since that policy statement was published. Many 
public authorities (e.g. Councils) continue to plan for a 0.4 metres and 0.9 metres rise above 1990 
mean sea level by 2050 and 2100. 
 
Over the coming century, sea level rise will contribute to increased risk of coastal flooding in 
lowland areas. Table 6-19 demonstrates how projected sea level rise will increase the frequency of 
a given elevated ocean water level.  
 
Guidelines for the Design of Maritime Structure AS 2997-2005 state that maritime structures 
should be designed to cater for increase in ocean water level due to sea level rise. It also states 
that the amount of sea level rise to consider for design purposes should depend on the design life 
of the structure. The design life of the proposed Marina is around 50 years for the fixed structures 
and piles, and around 30 years for the floating structures. 
 

6.3.2 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Wave and wind climate 
Construction of the proposal would involve construction of a fixed temporary structure and the use 
of floating barges which may result in slight reduction in wave energy reaching the Elizabeth Bay 
shoreline in the vicinity of the Existing Facility. Any changes to the local wave conditions during the 
construction phase would be negligible, temporary and contained in the area where the barges are 
anchored. 
 
Overall, impacts on wave climate during the construction phase would be minor or negligible and 
as such does not warrant further detailed assessment. 
 
The temporary facility may become exposed to elevated water levels and wave action in the event 
of a storm. The temporary facilities should therefore be designed in accordance with the Australian 
Standards AS 4997-2005 Guidelines for Design of Maritime Structures which states that a 20 – 50 
year ARI design wave height should be accounted for in design of temporary work. In the absence 
of numerical modelling, it is suggested a deck level of two metres AHD is likely appropriate, 
however a freeboard allowance should also be considered. 
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Water levels including climate change 
Construction of the proposal would involve the use of floating barges that are well equipped to 
manage changes in water levels. The proposal does not involve any construction work that would 
affect water levels, that is, impacts on water levels during the construction phase would be 
negligible and as such does not warrant further detailed assessment. 
 

Hydrology 
Construction of the Marina would involve the use of floating barges that are well equipped to 
manage tidal flows and wind generated currents. The impact of the proposal on tidal flows, or 
currents within Elizabeth Bay would be negligible. 
 
A temporary construction facility would be situated adjacent the northeast foreshore steps. 
Vehicular access to this temporary facility may be required at times via the Ithaca Road/Beare Park 
carpark. The stormwater pits located at this carpark drain surface runoff from Ithaca Road. If there 
is a temporary construction facility at this location, erosion and sediment controls would be 
required to intercept stormwater flow resulting in short-term ponding to ensure sediment drops out. 
The impact on stormwater is expected to be minor and localised to the construction footprint. 
 
Overall, impacts on hydrology during the construction phase would be minor or negligible and as 
such does not warrant further detailed assessment. 

Sediment transport and shoreline stability 
Construction work is expected to have negligible impact on the natural movement of sediments 
along the seabed. No dredging, reclamation or filling of the seabed is required for the proposal. 
There would be negligible mechanical movement of seabed sediments from removal of existing 
piles and installation of new piles during the construction phase. 
 
Seabed sediments would be locally disturbed by the mechanical action arising from the removal of 
existing piles, placement of new piles and the relocation of swing moorings. Seabed sediments 
would be disturbed in proximity to each affected pile or mooring only and the impacts would be 
minor. Mechanical disturbance of the seabed may also occur from anchorage of barges and other 
construction vessels (including possible cable drag) during the construction phase, however, this 
disturbance would be highly localised, temporary in nature and minor. 
 
Construction of the proposal is expected to only have a minor impact on coastal processes (i.e. 
local waves, tides and current) which are responsible for transporting sediments within Elizabeth 
Bay, and as such detailed (quantitative) assessments are not required. 
 

Operation 

Wave and wind climate 
The Proposed Facility would be subjected to lateral and wave uplift loads from wind wave action. 
To ensure the strength and stability of the Proposed Facility, the floating and fixed structures would 
be designed in accordance with the Australia Standards AS 4497-2005 Guidelines for Design of 
Maritime Structures and AS 3962-2001 Guidelines for Design of Marinas.  
 
The wind wave climate experienced at the site may include extreme wave heights up to one metre 
(Hs). The mooring of small vessels within the Proposed Facility would therefore need to be 
protected by a wave attenuator, as currently proposed for the outer section of the floating structure. 
The wave attenuator would be designed and constructed in accordance with the Australia 
Standard AS 3962-2001 Guidelines for Design of Marinas to achieve a moderate wave climate, or 
better. This would ensure suitable mooring conditions for vessels less than 20 metres in length, 
landward of the outer floating structure.  
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The wave attenuator would result in a reduction of wave energy occurring at inner section of the 
floating structure, the fixed structure and the seawall immediately behind the Proposed Facility. 
This may decrease the rate at which the backing sandstone seawall degrades although this would 
be highly localised and would not apply to the whole seawall. Reduced wave energy behind the 
wave attenuator may also reduce sediment movement along the shallow embayment area within 
and around the proposal site, however, this is expected to be a minor impact. 
 
Overall, impacts on wave climate during the operational phase would be minor or negligible and as 
such does not warrant further detailed assessment. 

Water levels including climate change 
Operation of the Proposed Facility structure would not affect water levels at Elizabeth Bay, with the 
exception of attenuating the local wave climate. The proposal has been designed to ensure that 
elevated water levels do not pose an unacceptable risk to property or safety. The proposal includes 
a fixed and floating structure: 
 
• The fixed structure comprised a platform (concrete deck and steel substructure and piles) that 

would include two buildings and allow for outdoor spaces. The fixed structure has a 50 year 
design life. The fixed platform level would be constructed at +2.28 metres AHD which would 
ensure that accommodation is made for elevated still water levels due to tide and storm surge 
impacts, and including sea level rise to 2065. 

• The floating structure would comprise a pontoon system with a northern and eastern floating 
walkway. Piles used for the floating structure have a design life of 50 years, while the floating 
structure has a design life of 30 years. Some piles used for the floating structure would extend 
to +3.0 metres AHD 

• Mooring piles between berth vessels on the northern side of the floating structure have a 
50 year design life, and would extend to a height of around +4.0 metres AHD. 

 
Floor levels of the Proposed Facility buildings and open space/walkways would be designed to 
accommodate elevated water levels from storm activity and future sea level rise. Sea level rise 
benchmarks specified by NSW Coastal Planning Guideline: Adapting to Sea Level Rise (DoP, 
2010) recommends consideration of the following sea level conditions, relative to 1990 levels: 
 
• 0.4 metres by 2050 

• 0.9 metres by 2100 

 
Considering the proposal has a design life of around 50 years, it is considered appropriate to plan 
for projected 2065 sea level conditions. Assuming a linear rate of sea level rise between the above 
benchmarks, the following increase above 1990 sea level is applicable for the Proposed Facility 
upgrade: 
 
• 0.55 metres by 2065 

 
Key design water levels for Sydney Harbour relevant to the proposal are provided in Table 6-20. 
These levels do not account for high frequency water level oscillations due to waves, however it is 
noted that the impact of waves on water levels would be small because the site is exposed to 
locally generated wind waves only and the proposed wave attenuator would help to reduce wave 
action arriving at the fixed structure. 
 
Table 6-20 Sydney Harbour Design Still Water Levels for 2010 and Predicted Levels for 2065 
(adapted from DECCW, 2010) 

ARI (years) 2010 (m AHD) 2065 (m AHD) 
0.02 0.97 1.46 
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ARI (years) 2010 (m AHD) 2065 (m AHD) 
0.05 1.05 1.54 
0.1 1.10 1.59 
1 1.24 1.73 
10 1.35 1.84 
20 1.38 1.87 
50 1.41 1.90 
100 1.44 1.93 
200 1.46 1.95 
Marina levels Metres AHD 
Fixed structure floor level 2.28 
Floating structure pile height 3.00 

 
The proposed fixed structure has a design platform level of 2.28 metres AHD, which is 0.35 
metres above the projected 100-year ARI still water level for 2065. An appropriate freeboard 
allowance needs to be incorporated into the detailed design, to ensure the structure is not exposed 
to critical overtopping discharge volumes under future sea level and storm conditions that may be 
experienced during the design lifespan of the Proposed Facility. 
 
The proposed floating structure is designed to move vertically in response to changing water 
level conditions arising from storms and sea level rise. The floating structure piles extending 
beyond the deck level would be cut off at a height of around 3.0 metres AHD, which provide a 
freeboard of more than one metre above the 2065 100-year storm surge level (1.93 metres AHD). 
As such, the floating pontoon section of the Proposed Facility is adaptable to elevated water levels 
and sea level rise over the design life of the proposal. 
 

Hydrology 
No major changes to the land surface or stormwater infrastructure at the site are proposed for the 
Proposed Facility upgrade. As such, impacts on surface hydrology are expected to be negligible. 
 
There may be minor changes to tidal flows and currents in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed 
Facility associated with the increased number of piles and placement of a wave attenuator. No 
dredging of the seabed is proposed. It is therefore considered that no adverse changes to tidal 
flows or currents within the Elizabeth Bay would result from the operation of the proposal. 
 
Overall, impacts on hydrology during the operation phase would be minor or negligible and as such 
does not warrant further detailed assessment. 

Sediment transport and shoreline stability 
The Proposed Facility may result in minor changes to local waves and currents, which may reduce 
the natural transport of sediments across the shallow seabed areas occurring in proximity to the 
site. Under present conditions, it is considered that only a minor amount of sediment is moved 
naturally near to the site. Therefore any changes to sediment transport conditions from the 
proposal would be minor and adverse impacts are not expected. 
 
The shoreline position is stable, due to the presence of a vertical (stable) seawall. The wave 
attenuator would result in a reduction of wave energy reaching the shoreline behind the Proposed 
Facility, which may decrease the rate which the seawall degrades in the immediate vicinity of the 
Marina. 
 
Overall, the impact of the Proposed Facility operation on local waves, tides and currents (and 
therefore sediment transport and shoreline stability) would be minor, and as such does not warrant 
further more detailed quantitative assessment. 
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Flooding 
Flood levels near the proposal site are controlled by the level of the foreshore promenade which is 
estimated to lie between 1.5 metres AHD and 1.7 metres AHD. Local flooding during a 100-year 
design storm event at Elizabeth Bay results in shallow floodwater with flood depths of less than 
0.15 metres over the Ithaca Road/Beare Park carpark and the foreshore promenade. The flood 
level of the overland flow is around 1.85 metres AHD. 
The Proposed Facility deck level of the fixed platform structure is designed at 2.28 m AHD 
elevation, or 0.43 m above the maximum 100-year flood level impacting the adjacent foreshore 
promenade. Local flooding is therefore not expected to impact the Proposed Facility.  
 
As above, potential impacts on flooding during the operation phase would be negligible and as 
such further detailed studies are not warranted. 

6.3.3 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Flooding • Temporary construction facilities at the 
Ithaca Road / Beare Park carpark must 
not block or restrict stormwater drainage 
infrastructure (i.e. drains and stormwater 
pits) 

• The footprint of any temporary site 
construction facilities within the carpark 
area that may be impacted by overland 
flows during flood events must be 
minimised as far as practicable 

• If temporary facilities are required at the 
Ithaca Road / Beare Park carpark, which 
is subject to overland flooding, then a site 
flood management plan must be 
developed as part of the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Contractor Construction 

Temporary 
facility 

• The temporary facility must be designed 
to accommodate design wave heights and 
water levels in accordance with the 
Australian Standards AS 4997-2005 
Guidelines for Design of Maritime 
Structures. For temporary work, a 20 – 50 
year ARI design wave height should be 
accounted for. It is suggested that a deck 
level of 2 m AHD is likely appropriate, 
however a freeboard allowance should 
also be considered. Numerical modelling 
of wave and water level conditions could 
be undertaken to refine the design height 
recommendations. 

• A Coastal Storm Emergency Response 
Plan must be prepared, that details 
safeguards to prepare, respond and 
recover from a possible storm event. The 
Plan will recommend the regular 
monitoring (visual and/or electronic) of 
BoM Sydney Closed Waters Forecast and 
Severe Weather Warnings, predicted 

Contractor, 
RMS 

Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

tides (especially spring and solstice tides), 
ocean water level and winds/wave 
conditions; actions for the evacuation of 
staff and visitors from the water based 
facilities to a safe location on land; and 
will provide recommendations to minimise 
risk of damage from coastal flood water 
and wave action to the temporary 
facilities. 

Design • Detailed design and construct fixed and 
floating Marina structures in accordance 
with Australia Standards AS 4497-2005 
Guidelines for Design of Maritime 
Structures and AS 3962-2001 Guidelines 
for Design of Marinas, to ensure adequate 
strength and stability of the Marina with 
consideration to exposure to wind, 
current, wave and water level loads 

• Design and construct a wave attenuator in 
order to satisfy the Australia Standard AS 
3962-2011 Guideline for Design of 
Marinas’ for an acceptable wave climate 
within small craft marinas. A ‘moderate’ 
wave climate is acceptable 

• Design the Proposed Facility to cater for 
an increase in ocean water levels due to 
sea level rise over the design life of the 
structure to satisfy the Australian 
Standard AS 2997-2005 Guidelines for 
the Design of Maritime Structure 

• With consideration of a 50 year design life 
for the Proposed Facility, and the former 
sea level benchmarks provided by the 
NSW Government, the Proposed Facility 
must be designed to cater for a 2065 sea 
level of 0.65m above 1990 levels 

• Design and construct fixed deck levels for 
habitable areas with an appropriate 
freeboard allowance above 100-year ARI 
extreme water level projected over the 50-
year life cycle of the Proposed Facility. 
With consideration of future sea level rise, 
a 2065 100-year ARI storm surge level of 
1.93 m AHD must be adopted for design 
purposes. 

RMS Detailed 
design 

Construction • Implement sediment erosion control 
measures in accordance with the Soils 
and Construction Handbook prior to the 
commencement of any 
excavation/trenching or earthworks. 

• Apply a silt curtain around the piles being 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

removed during each day of operation 
prior to commencement of the work. Silt 
curtain to extend from a minimum of 
100mm above the water line and be of 
sufficient depth to extend to around 500 
mm above the seafloor during low tide to 
avoid damage to seagrass habitat. 

• Undertake visual observation of silt 
curtains twice per day to inspect their 
condition to ensure device is functioning 
as intended. 

• Undertake regular monitoring (visual 
and/or electronic) of BoM Sydney Closed 
Waters Forecast and Severe Weather 
Warnings, predicted tides (especially 
spring and solstice tides), ocean water 
level and winds/wave conditions, and 
cease construction operations in the case 
of inclement weather conditions at 
Elizabeth Bay. 

• Anchor cables must be suitably buoyed to 
minimise cable drag from construction 
barges. 

• Anchors must be lifted prior to moving 
construction barges, to minimise 
disturbance of seabed. 

• In the event of an extreme coastal storm 
event, barges and machinery, to be 
relocated to land in the first instance (if 
time permits) or relocated to protected 
waters or securely tied to temporary 
facility pontoon/berthing platform as a 
secondary measure. 

 
Other safeguards and management measures that would address hydrological impacts are 
identified in Section 6.2. 

6.4 Land and maritime transport and parking 
A traffic assessment has been completed for the proposal by Traffix and is included in full in 
Appendix M and summarised below. 
 

6.4.1 Existing environment 

Road network and parking 
The road network in the vicinity of the proposal is shown in Figure 6-6 with the following roads of 
particular interest: 
 
• Elizabeth Bay Road. A local collector road that runs in an east-west direction in the vicinity of 

the proposal site. Elizabeth Bay Road commences to the south of site at Ward Avenue and 
terminates to the east in a cul-de-sac. It has a 50km/h speed limit in the vicinity of the proposal 
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site and carries one lane of traffic in each direction. It has a carriageway width of 12.5 metres 
and provides one hour metered parking on each side during peak hours and unrestricted 
parking at other times 

• Ithaca Road. A local road that runs in a north-south direction commencing at Elizabeth Bay 
Road in the south and terminating at Elizabeth Bay Marina to the north of proposal site. Ithaca 
Road has a 50km/h speed zoning in the vicinity of the proposal site and carries a single lane of 
traffic in each direction. It has a carriageway width of 11 metres, provides 1-hour restricted 
parking during peak periods and unrestricted parking at other times along both kerbsides. The 
end of Ithaca Road includes a council car park with 26 spaces, including one accessible 
parking space and one shared parking space. 

• Billyard Avenue. A local road that runs in an east-west direction commencing at Ithaca Road to 
the east and terminating in a cul-de-sac to the north-west of proposal site. It is a one way street 
subject to 50km/h speed zoning in the vicinity of the site and carries a single lane of traffic in a 
westbound direction. Parking is provided on both sides of the carriageway with a total width of 
7.5 metres. This parking is provided as 1-hour restricted parking during peak periods and 
unrestricted parking at other times. 

 
The proposal site is located about 225 metres from bus stops located along Elizabeth Bay Road, 
which are serviced by Route 311 connecting to Sydney CBD and Railway Square. It is also within 
800 metres of Kings Cross Station providing access to the T4 Eastern Suburbs railway line to the 
city and the wider metropolitan rail network. 
 
The proposal site attracts a high number of people walking up to site (around 25%). Of the patrons 
arriving to site by car the majority are dropped off as passengers or taxis or private vehicles, with 
less than 25% bringing their own vehicle to site. From the surveyed assessment the peak hour 
traffic generation for the site was 15 vehicles per hour arriving to site, with this peak occurring from 
10am to 11am on the Saturday morning. This peak hour is as would be expected for the operation 
of the wharf for boating facilities and auxiliary cafe function. 
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Figure 6-6 Road network 
 

Maritime use 
Elizabeth Bay is located within Sydney Harbour and may be accessed by the public and 
commercial boat operators. It is popular with tourists due to its proximity to the Sydney Harbour 
Bridge and Sydney City. Elizabeth Bay does not experience any through maritime traffic.  
 
A review or Elizabeth Bay vessel movement results recorded from 20 September to 4 October 
2016 indicate an average of six vessel movements per day. 

6.4.2 Potential impacts 

Construction  
Construction traffic would travel to site on barges using the designated maritime fairway or from the 
Ithaca Road car park and potential materials storage area.  
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The proposal may require two car parks for up to five months for the potential works zone. The 
potential works zone would be used to receive deliveries to the potential materials storage area.  
 
The closure of the Ithaca Road car park would also be required for up to two, two week periods. 
The closures are required for the connection to utilities which are located within the car park. The 
closure of the Ithaca Road car park for up to four weeks will see the temporary removal of: 
• 24 on-street public parking spaces 
• 1 car share space; and 
• 1 accessible parking space 
 
Between 8 to 10 car parks would also be unavailable for up to 4 days during concrete pours. 
 
During the closure of the Ithaca Road car park the nearest accessible parking space would be 
located at 39 Elizabeth Bay Road.  
 
A temporary exclusion zone would be required around the construction zone for safety purposes. 
Vessels, other than construction vessels, would not be allowed within this zone. This is unlikely to 
cause more than a minor disturbance for maritime traffic within Elizabeth Bay. 
 
A temporary tendering facility would be provided at D’Albora Marina Rushcutters Bay during the 
construction period which would continue to service the boating community and provide access to 
the moorings for boat owners. 
 

Operation 

Parking requirements 
An assessment of the parking requirements of each component of the Proposed Facility has been 
undertaken and is summarised in Table 6-21. 
 
Table 6-21 Parking requirements 

Facility 
component 

Requirement Assessment 

Marina berths 3962-2001 Guidelines for design 
of marinas stipulates the following 
parking rates: 
 
• 0.3 – 0.6 spaces per wet berth 

designed for boats with lower 
number indicative of a 
commercial facility. 

 
The application of the above 
parking rate to the proposed 
addition of four berths is expected 
to require one additional parking 
space. 

The parking rates are generic rates 
for marinas, applying to marinas 
Australia wide and do not take the 
following unique factors into 
consideration with regards to the 
proposal site: 
• The site is a small urban facility 

with good access to local public 
transport connections 

•  The parking provision in the 
surrounding area is restricted to 
‘1 hour’ parking, preventing 
people from parking within 
proximity of site to make use of a 
boat trip.  

In addition, surveys undertaken of 
the Existing Facility berths over a two 
week period from September 20th to 
October 4th 2016 indicate the 
existing nine berths are used on 
average less than once per day over 
the two week period, with a peak 
demand of three boats used on 
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Facility 
component 

Requirement Assessment 

Saturday October 1st 2016 and an 
average weekend demand of 1.5 
boats used on a Saturday or Sunday 
across the 9 existing berths. 
 
Accordingly, the existing parking 
demand from the nine Existing 
Facility berths is far lower than the 
0.3 car spaces per berth estimated 
under the Australian Standards. As 
such, the addition of four berths is 
expected to result in a negligible 
addition in parking demand at the 
subject site of less than the one 
vehicle space estimated by the 
Australian Standards. 

Chandlery/boat 
broker 

Parking requirements under the AS 
3962 Guidelines indicate a parking 
rate of one space per 50 square 
metres is appropriate. 
 
The proposed chandlery/boat 
broker would occupy a space of 
around 40 square metres. One 
parking space would therefore be 
required according to this rate. 

As with the berths, the parking rate 
does not account for the location and 
local conditions of the proposal site. 
In addition, the chandlery would 
replace the existing site workshop 
servicing the Existing Facility. As 
such it is considered the proposed 
development would result in a 
negligible increase in parking 
demand of less than one vehicle 
space. 

Café When assessing the parking 
demand for a café, the Roads and 
Maritime Guide to Traffic 
Generating Developments (2002) 
recommends assessing a similar 
café development with regards to 
the number of seats, the design 
occupancy and the modal split of 
patrons arriving. 

The proposed café is to replace the 
existing kiosk on site whilst 
maintaining the existing number of 
seats (12). As the location is to be 
the same and the surveyed modal 
split of guests is likely to be the same 
as the existing kiosk it is considered 
that the proposed café would 
maintain the existing parking 
demand, with no additional demand 
to the on street parking provision 
within the Ithaca Road carpark 
expected. 

Kayak/Paddleboard 
storage 

The proposal involves improving 
the existing storage arrangements 
for kayak and paddleboards, 
increasing the storage from 30 
units to 48. The Roads and 
Maritime Guide to Traffic 
Generating Developments (2002) 
and the Proposed Facility design 
standards to not supply a parking 
rate for users of a kayak or 
paddleboard. 

Typically the kayaks and boards are 
utilised by members of the local 
community, with users accessing 
them infrequently and before the 
typical peak parking demand periods 
of the weekend lunchtime. As such, 
the increase in storage of 
kayaks/boards is expected to result 
in a negligible change in parking 
demands. 

Accessible parking An accessible parking space is 
currently provided within the Ithaca 
Road Council car park adjacent to 

It is considered this space represents 
an appropriate provision having 
regard to the proposed development. 
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Facility 
component 

Requirement Assessment 

the Existing Facility.  

 

Traffic impacts 
An assessment of the traffic impacts as a result of each component of the Proposed Facility has 
been undertaken and is summarised in Table 6-21 
 
Table 6-22 Traffic impacts 

Marina 
component 

Requirement Assessment 

Marina pontoon 
and chandlery 

In order to assess proposed 
expansion to the Existing Facility 
berths, and the inclusion of a boat 
chandlery, surveys of similar 
facility’s containing chandleries 
have been undertaken, including 
Holmport Marina at Church Point 
and D’Albora Marina at the Spit. In 
both instances surveys revealed 
these facilities attracted a peak 
hour trip rate of 0.35 vehicle trips 
per berth, typically occurring on a 
Sunday. 
 
For the existing Elizabeth Bay 
Marina, which includes 9 berths, 
this would mean 4 vehicle trips per 
hour. 

The subject development proposes 
an additional four pontoon berths for 
a total of 13 on site. The increase in 
berths is not expected to have more 
than a minor increase in peak hour 
traffic generation, with an increase of 
one vehicle trip per hour to the site 
during the weekend peak period 
expected from this component. 
 
As shown via the modal split surveys 
(refer to Appendix M) this additional 
trip is likely to involve a drop off by a 
taxi or private vehicle rather than by 
parking an additional vehicle at the 
proposal site. 

Cafe According to the Roads and 
Maritime Guide to Traffic 
Generating Developments Section 
3.7.2 the peak hour generation 
for a cafe is to be calculated by the 
proposed numbers of seats, whilst 
including such factors as seat 
occupancy, transport mode of 
patrons, and the distributions of 
arrivals and departures. 

The proposed layout of the café 
would maintain 12 seats, as is 
currently provided at the existing 
kiosk. It is considered that the 
transport mode of patrons, seat 
occupancy and distributions of 
departures and arrivals, as described 
in Section 6.4.1, would remain 
similar to the existing kiosk/café. As 
such, trip generation of the proposed 
café is expected to be in line with the 
existing development, with no 
noticeable change in traffic 
conditions expected on the local 
network from this use. 

Kayak/Paddleboard 
storage 

The Roads and Maritime guide 
does not provide a trip generation 
rate for kayak storage. 

It is considered the increase in 
storage area would have a negligible 
impact on the traffic generation of the 
site, particularly in the critical 
network peak periods. 
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Maritime traffic impacts 
The proposal would relocate the berths to deeper water and therefore improve access to the berths 
for vessels, including larger vessels. 
 
Up to ten moorings would be relocated within Elizabeth Bay. This is unlikely to have more than a 
negligible impact. The tendering service that would be provided by the Proposed Facility would 
continue to service the moorings. 
 

6.4.3 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Road traffic • A Road Traffic Management Plan must 
be prepared as part of the CEMP and 
include the following: 
• A construction overview (including 

a construction schedule and 
proposed hours of work) 

• Truck routes for construction 
vehicles to access and egress the 
site from the arterial road network 

• Access to the site for the required 
construction vehicles, and 
frequency of construction vehicle 
arrivals and departures 

• Any required modifications to 
existing car parking arrangements 
to accommodate construction 
activities 

• Construction worker parking 
arrangements 

• Pedestrian access and control 
• Traffic control plans (if required) to 

facilitate construction vehicle 
access to and egress from the site, 
and any work zone requirements or 
road occupancy applications. 

Contractor Pre-construction 

• A temporary works application and 
road closure application will be 
submitted to the City of Sydney for any 
ancillary facilities or road closures 
required for construction 

Contractor Pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Maritime 
traffic 

• A Maritime Traffic Management Plan 
must be prepared as part of the CEMP 
and include the following: 
• A construction overview (including 

a construction schedule and 
proposed hours of work) 

• Routes for construction vessels to 
access and egress the site  

• Access to the site for the required 
construction vessels, and 
frequency of construction vessels 
arrivals and departures 

• The appropriate signage to be 
installed in consultation with NSW 
Roads and Maritime (Maritime 
division). 

Contractor Pre-construction 

Road traffic • All Traffic Control Plans (TCP) will be 
implemented by a certified Traffic 
Controller who shall be onsite during 
work hours to ensure all signage is 
provided in accordance to the 
requirements of the approved CTMP. 

Contractor Construction 

• Truck routes will be established prior 
to the commencement of any works, 
including the truck size, access 
location and provision of loading and 
unloading area to minimise the impact 
the existing road network and 
pedestrians 

Contractor Construction 

• All trucks will enter and exit the site in 
forward direction. All drivers will be 
linked via radio and called to site when 
required to ensure no trucks queue or 
park on-street. 

Contractor Construction 

• Pedestrian access will be ensured and 
safely maintained at all time. 

Contractor Construction 

• Heavy earth equipment work will be 
restricted between the work hours of 
7:00am and 5:00pm on Monday to 
Friday and 8:00am – 1:00pm 
Saturdays, only. 

Contractor Construction 

• At no time will contractors be allowed 
to park private vehicles within the 
proposed loading areas, which are for 
the sole purpose of the loading / 
unloading of materials and equipment 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

• A site requirement will be imposed on 
all personnel to utilise public transport 
to and from the site. 

Contractor Construction 

Maritime 
traffic 

• The temporary facility must be built 
first prior to the demolition of the 
Existing Facility to ensure that the 
tendering service is not interrupted. 

Contractor Construction 

• The impacted swing moorings will be 
relocated within Elizabeth Bay in 
consultation with NSW Maritime. 

Contractor Construction 

• All construction barges will only use 
the maritime fairway.  

Contractor Construction 

 

6.5 Landscape character and visual impacts 
A landscape character impact assessment (prepared by KI Studio) and visual impact assessment 
(prepared by Clouston Associates) have been completed for the proposal and are included in full in 
Appendix N and Appendix O respectively and summarised below.  
 

6.5.1 Methodology 
The landscape character and visual impacts have been assessed in accordance with Roads and 
Maritime’s Environmental Impact Assessment Practice Note - Guidelines for Landscape Character 
and Visual Impact Assessment No. EIA-N04. The assessment used the combination of the 
sensitivity of landscape character zones or viewpoints and the magnitude of the proposed change 
on these to determine the overall landscape character or visual impact as shown in Figure 6-7.  
 
The sensitivity value refers to the qualities of a particular character zone or viewpoint, which may 
include the number and type of receivers and how sensitive the existing character of the setting is 
to the proposed change. For example a pristine natural environment will be more sensitive to 
change than a built up industrial area. 
 
The magnitude refers to the nature of the proposal. For example a large interchange would have a 
very different impact on landscape character or view than a localised road widening in the same 
area. 
 

Figure 6-7 Landscape character and visual impact assessment matrix 
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6.5.2 Existing environment 

Landscape context 
Elizabeth Bay is a harbourside suburb in eastern Sydney. It is dominated by dense urban character 
with numerous high-rise apartment buildings.  Harbour views are attainable from a number of high 
rise residential apartment buildings as well as from foreshore villas, parks and local streets, giving 
the suburb its unique quality and strong relationship with the harbour.  
 
The suburb includes a number of parks, including Beare Park, Hargreave Park, Arthur McElhone 
Reserve, as well as smaller ones such as the loop at the northern end of Elizabeth Bay Road. 
Situated at a prominent location, the proposal’s site interfaces Beare Park, an open space at the 
harbour foreshore. This situation makes the site highly sensitive due to its prominent location and 
popularity as a destination for locals.  
 
Macleay Point separates Elizabeth Bay from Rushcutters Bay and is a key topographical feature 
whereby the landform quickly rises at the eastern side. The slopes facing north tend in contrast to 
be gentler, with the topography roughly following the shape of the bay. 
 
The area contains building types that represent the last 150 years of development and co-exist in a 
harmonious way. Despite the dominance of later built high rise towers, the area provides a highly 
cohesive character, even though the towers visually dominate the backdrop of low scale 
streetscapes. 
 
It is the history, heritage and scenic values of the area that strongly contribute to its identity and 
sense of place. 
 

Landscape character zones 
Six landscape character zones have been identified in the vicinity of the proposal site (Figure 6-8). 
Each has its own unique qualities that define the overall sense of place surrounding the proposal 
site. The landscape character zones and their sensitivity are described in Table 6-23.
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Figure 6-8 Landscape character zones (KI Studios 2016)
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Table 6-23 Landscape character zones and their sensitivity 

 
Landscape 
character zone 

Description 
 

Sensitivity 
 

Zone A - Harbour The harbour is an iconic element for the city 
of Sydney that is used on a daily basis for 
commuting, maritime work and recreational 
purposes. It consists of a large body of 
water extending north of the Proposed 
Facility. Sydney Harbour is a flooded river 
valley that contains numerous ridged 
peninsulas, creating bays and coves along 
its length. 

High – due to high scenic 
value and identity of this 
zone. The harbour also 
creates an important 
backdrop from numerous 
vantage points, underpinning 
its significance as a key 
landscape element in the 
general setting. 

Zone B – 
Foreshore villas 

Situated along the foreshore and to the 
west of Ithaca Road, this group of 
residences include some of the most 
sought after homes along the harbour 
foreshore. The properties include 
manicured gardens and buildings with 
various architectural styles, including 
various heritage properties. 

High - due to the residential 
land use, scenic setting, high 
quality of these homes and 
heritage values of the area. 

Zone C – Beare 
Park 

Beare Park has a scenic harbourside 
setting at the end of Ithaca Road. It is part 
of the original 1831 grant of the Elizabeth 
Bay Estate to Colonial Secretary Alexander 
Macleay.  The park features mature trees 
and extensive grassed areas, and contains 
a group of Washington palms, which are a 
local landmark.  The park includes toilet 
facilities and seating as well as a canopy 
fountain brought from Glasgow in 1870. An 
esplanade runs along the foreshore 
adjacent to a seawall that was built in 1901 
as part of the reclamation strategy to create 
new parkland. 

High – due to high scenic 
quality of the park, combined 
with its history. This is further 
underpinned by the popularity 
of the park, as it provides an 
excellent amenity for locals. 

Zone D –  
Elizabeth Bay 
house and 
gardens 

Located on the mid-slopes, this zone is 
culturally significant with its heritage value 
and prominence. Elizabeth Bay House was 
once the finest house in the colony, set 
within a large garden, notable for its 
integration of exotic planting within native 
bush. The house was built by Alexander 
Macleay between 1835 and 1839.  Whilst 
little remains of these original gardens, the 
house is open for public viewing to provide 
an insight into how wealthy families lived in 
the 1830s in Australia. 

High – due to its heritage and 
cultural values. 

Zone E – Low-rise 
group at mid-
slopes 

A variety of apartment blocks front Billyard 
Avenue, directly behind the foreshore villas 
identified in Zone B. These buildings 
predominantly range from three to six 
stories buildings and have brick facades. 
Some of these buildings were built in the 
early and mid-20th century, whilst others 
are of a contemporary nature.  
A few apartments on the upper storeys of 

High - due to its residential 
land use and exclusive 
locality. 
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Landscape 
character zone 

Description 
 

Sensitivity 
 

these buildings may have harbour views, 
overlooking the afore-mentioned foreshore 
villas. For these apartments, however, the 
presence of the harbour has a limited effect 
as the views are towards the distance.  

Zone F – High rise 
group 

 Fronting Beare Park, are a wide range of 
high-rises, offering magnificent views 
towards the harbour and overlooking the 
park. These apartment buildings range from 
modern to older type structures from the 
early and mid-twentieth century.  These 
buildings have extensive glass 
fenestrations, particularly towards the 
harbour, creating a strong visual 
relationship between the scenic landscape 
and these residences. 

 High – due to its setting and 
panoramic vistas which 
strongly contribute to the 
sense of place and identity of 
this character zone. 

 

Viewpoints 
Figure 6-9 indicates the approximate theoretical visual catchment of the Existing Facility building. 
The assessment is theoretical and assumes a perfectly bare and smooth terrain unencumbered by 
houses, buildings or other structures. The results do not take into account landscape features 
above ground level that affect visibility such as trees, hedgerows, fences and buildings. The 
proposal would, therefore, not be visible from many of the locations within the visual catchment 
due to the presence of vegetation and/or built form. The visual accessibility of the proposal site is 
relatively limited from many locations in the locality due to the enclosed nature of the bay, the hilly 
topography and the dense nature of the surrounding buildings. The primary view corridors towards 
Elizabeth Bay Marina include the view down Ithaca Road, views from within Beare Park and views 
from a number of apartments that line the edge of Beare Park, looking out across the bay. Key 
viewpoints were identified and selected for further analysis. These are illustrated in Figure 6-9 and 
Figure 6-10 and described in Table 6-24. 
 

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

121 



 

 
Figure 6-9 Key viewpoints and theoretical visual catchment (Clouston 2017) 
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Figure 6-10 Key viewpoints around Beare Park (Clouston 2017) 

 
 
Table 6-24 Key viewpoints 

Key viewpoint 
(distance from 
proposal site) 

Receptors Description Sensitivity 

1 – Beare Park 
West  
 
(40 metres) 

Users of 
Beare Park 

This viewpoint looks over 
Beare Park towards 
Elizabeth Bay. A grassed 
lawn and several palm trees 
are visible in the foreground, 
as well as a bench, 
sandstone paved path and a 
concrete rendered seawall 
which defines the northern 
edge of the park. Large 
multi-storey apartment 
blocks are visible in the 
background, enclosing the 
eastern side of the park. The 
Existing Facility building and 
associated moored boats are 
visible in the centre of the 
view frame, partially blocking 
views to the other side of the 
bay. 

High - This is a well used 
and scenic park which 
serves as an important area 
of public open space for 
nearby residents and visitors 
to Elizabeth Bay.  

2 - 5 Ithaca 
Road - 

Apartment 
block 

These dwellings have views 
over the park towards the 

High - As residential 
receptors, these dwellings 
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Key viewpoint 
(distance from 
proposal site) 

Receptors Description Sensitivity 

Residential 
Apartments 
adjacent to 
Beare Park 
 
(55 metres) 

residents bay, partially screened by 
foreground vegetation. The 
Existing Facility and 
associated moored boats are 
visible. 

have a high sensitivity to 
change and are likely to 
highly value their scenic 
views over the park and bay.  

3 - View down 
Ithaca Road 
toward site 
 
(120 metres) 

Pedestrians 
and motorists 
heading north 
on Ithaca 
Road 

This viewpoint looks down a 
slight hill towards Beare Park 
and Elizabeth Bay in the 
middle distance. Residential 
development either side of 
the road limits the view to a 
narrow corridor, framing the 
Existing Facility building 
within the centre of the view 
frame.  

Low - As a public road, this 
viewpoint has a reduced 
sensitivity to change due to 
its functional nature and the 
relatively short duration of 
view.  

4 - Beare Park 
central 
 
(45 metres) 

Users of 
Beare Park 

This viewpoint looks over 
Beare Park towards 
Elizabeth Bay. A grassed 
lawn and several palm trees 
are visible in the foreground 
along with bench seating, a 
footpath and the sandstone 
sea wall. The Existing 
Facility building and 
associated moored boats are 
visible, partially blocking 
views to the other side of the 
bay. 

High - This is a well used 
and scenic park which 
serves as an important area 
of public open space for 
nearby residents and visitors 
to Elizabeth Bay.  

5 - Beare Park 
east 
 
(95 metres) 

Users of 
Beare Park 

This viewpoint looks over 
Beare Park towards 
Elizabeth Bay, framed by 
native trees. A sandstone 
paved path and seawall form 
the edge of the park, with the 
Existing Facility building 
largely obscured by a yacht 
and associated moored 
boats visible in the middle 
ground. 

High - This is a well used 
and scenic park which 
serves as an important area 
of public open space for 
nearby residents and visitors 
to Elizabeth Bay.  

6 - 108 
Elizabeth Bay 
Road - 
Residential 
Apartments 
east of Beare 
Park 
 
(85 metres) 

Apartment 
block 
residents 

These dwellings have views 
over the park towards the 
bay, partially screened by 
foreground vegetation. The 
Existing Facility and 
associated moored boats are 
visible. 

High - As residential 
receptors, these dwellings 
have a high sensitivity to 
change and are likely to 
highly value their scenic 
views over the park and bay.  

7 - Yaranabbe 
Park 
 
(600 metres) 

Users of the 
northern end 
of Yaranabbe 
Park 

This viewpoint looks west 
across Keltie Bay towards 
Beare Park and the existing 
Existing Facility, partially 

Moderate 
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Key viewpoint 
(distance from 
proposal site) 

Receptors Description Sensitivity 

obscured by boats swing-
moored in the bay. The edge 
of this park has panoramic 
views to Rushcutters Bay, 
Elizabeth Bay and Garden 
Island in the middle distance 
with the Sydney CBD 
buildings visible in the 
background. 

8 - Sydney 
Harbour 
 
(1.3 kilometres) 

Public ferry 
and 
recreational 
water users 

Distant views of Elizabeth 
Bay Marina are available, 
surrounded by boats moored 
in Rushcutters Bay, 
apartments in Elizabeth 
Bay/Potts Point and Naval 
ships docked at Garden 
Island to the right of the view 
in the middle distance. This 
view would be available to 
Eastern Suburbs and lower 
North Shore ferry 
passengers, as well as 
cruise ships and recreational 
watercraft. The visibility of 
the Existing Facility would 
depend on the number of 
boats moored in front of it, 
which partially obscure the 
Existing Facility. 

Moderate 

9 - Garden 
Island 
 
(1.2 kilometres) 

Garden 
Island users, 
including day 
visitors to the 
Naval 
museum and 
Naval-
associated 
personnel 
(between 
3000 and 
6000 people). 

The Existing Facility is visible 
in the far distance.  When 
decommissioned ships are 
docked at Garden Island 
they will block views of the 
Existing Facility from certain 
sections of Garden Island, 
while views from other areas 
would remain due to the 
elevated nature of the site.  

Moderate 

10 - Cremorne 
Reserve 
 
(2.4 kilometres) 

Users of 
Cremorne 
Reserve 

Distant views of Garden 
Island, the Botanical 
Gardens and the edge of the 
Sydney CBD are available 
from the southernmost tip of 
Cremorne Reserve. While 
the location of Elizabeth Bay 
Marina can be determined 
based on surrounding 
landmarks, the Existing 
Facility itself is barely visible 
from this point. 

High 
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6.5.3 Potential impacts 
Construction impacts 

Construction would take around eight months to complete. During this time ancillary facilities, 
construction vessels, construction traffic, excavations during utility work and other construction 
activities would reduce the visual amenity provided by Beare Park and the bay. These impacts are 
unavoidable while the work is taking place. However, mitigation measures have been 
recommended to minimise impacts to visual amenity as far as practicable. 
 
Operational impacts 

Landscape character impacts 
The landscape character impacts on each landscape character zone are presented in Table 6-25. 
The proposal would provide a similar operational function to the existing situation and is 
considered to integrate well within the setting, which is surrounded by historic as well as 
contemporary architecture.  
 
The identified landscape character impact is considered predominantly of a moderate nature. This 
result is driven by the high sensitivity of the setting, its scenic value and sensitive land use. In 
terms of the Proposed Facility itself, the element considered to have the highest impact is the 
pontoon layout, which is reminiscent of a modern facility. Hence, the Existing Facility with its 
informal character would be transformed into a modern and safe facility that would change its 
identity to some degree.  This impact however, is considered of a limited nature to the surrounding 
setting, its functioning and its scenic qualities, whilst bringing improved access and safety for its 
users. 
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Table 6-25 Landscape character impacts 

Landscape 
character zone 
 

Sensitivity 
 

Magnitude Landscape character impact 

Zone A - Harbour High Low: the proposal would have a minimal 
impact to the overall harbour setting. The 
proposed use is consistent with the existing 
one. The proposal would provide enhanced 
facilities for the local community, providing 
better access and recreational value and 
opportunities to the community. This is 
considered a benefit and overall enhancement 
compared to the existing situation. The sense 
of place and character of the harbour would 
not be affected.  
 

Moderate: the proposal would introduce a new 
Proposed Facility compared to the Existing 
Facility and with it, remove a quaint element that 
contributes to the identity of the harbour. The 
introduction of a modern facility would however 
also contribute to the improved functioning of the 
facility, including safety for its users. Hence, the 
moderate impact assessed provides positive 
impacts as well as negative ones.  
 

Zone B – 
Foreshore villas 

High Low: the proposal would have a limited impact 
on panoramic views due to the orientation of 
most of these properties in relation to the 
facility. The character and sense of place of 
these properties would not be affected and the 
limited scale of the proposal mitigates the 
magnitude of impact. The Existing Facility 
operation would be retained.  
 

Moderate: the panoramic vistas contribute to the 
overall sense of place and identity of these 
properties. Although these impacts are of a visual 
nature, the vistas contribute to the perceived 
value and identity of these properties. 
 

Zone C – Beare 
Park 

High Low: the overall sense and identity of the park 
would not be impacted. However, the 
Proposed Facility would slightly impact on 
some of the views towards the harbour, which 
are an important interface with the park and 
contribute to its identity. The relocation of 
boats away from the foreshore would make 
these elements less dominant.  
 

Moderate: the use and amenity of the park would 
not change. The impact on any vistas as a result 
of the proposal is considered minor. The extended 
areas of the pontoon/ jetty as a wave attenuator 
contributes to built form elements in the harbour, 
whilst the relocation of the existing berths away 
from the park would create a more open 
character.  
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Landscape 
character zone 
 

Sensitivity 
 

Magnitude Landscape character impact 

Zone D –  
Elizabeth Bay 
house and 
gardens 

High Negligible: the proposal would have no effect 
on the character and sense of place on this 
property. Vistas from Elizabeth Bay House 
would not be greatly affected by the proposal.  
 

Negligible: no noteworthy impact identified as a 
result of the proposal.  
 

Zone E – Low-rise 
group at mid-
slopes 

High Negligible: the proposal would have no effect 
on the character of this area. Vistas for a few 
apartments may be slightly affected, yet these 
impacts are considered to be of a minor 
nature.  
 

Negligible: no noteworthy impact identified as a 
result of the proposal.  
 

Zone F – High rise 
group 

High Low: for some residences, panoramic views 
would be impacted in a minor way. The 
general sense of the vistas towards the 
harbour would be retained, which contributes 
to the identity of these apartments. The 
proposal would retain a similar function as in 
the existing situation, thereby limiting the 
magnitude of impact.  
 

Moderate: minor impacts to panoramic vistas 
which would not change the overall sense of place 
and identity of these properties.  
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Visual impacts 
 
The visual impacts of the proposal on the studied viewpoints range from Negligible to Moderate 
(Table 6-26).  
 
Table 6-26 Visual impacts 

Key viewpoint  Sensitivity Magnitude Visual impact 
1 – Beare Park 
West  
 
 

High Low Moderate. There would be a slight increase in the 
scale of the Proposed Facility building and the 
discernible increase in berthed boats, extending 
a greater distance into Elizabeth Bay. These 
boats would present a more centralised block on 
the harbour compared to the current 
arrangement. The boats may slightly obscure 
views to the Harbour and opposite foreshore 
although they would be at a greater distance to 
the viewer compared to the existing 
arrangement. The inclusion of an integrated 
kayak storage area in the proposed design may 
enhance the visual amenity of the Proposed 
Facility building by reducing the visual clutter 
associated with the Existing Facility. 
 

2 - 5 Ithaca 
Road - 
Residential 
Apartments 
adjacent to 
Beare Park 
 
 

High Low Moderate. The proposal is not expected to 
greatly increase the scale or bulk of the 
Proposed Facility buildings from this viewpoint 
although there is likely to be a discernible 
increase in the number of berthed boats, 
extending a greater distance into the bay. These 
would form a more centralised block of boats 
than the existing arrangement. There may be an 
associated reduction in the amount of clear water 
visible. The inclusion of an integrated kayak 
storage area in the proposed design may 
enhance the visual amenity of the Proposed 
Facility building by reducing the visual clutter 
associated with the Existing Facility.  

3 - View down 
Ithaca Road 
toward site 
 
 

Low Low Low. There would be a slight increase in the 
scale of the Proposed Facility buildings and the 
discernible increase in berthed boats, extending 
a greater distance into Elizabeth Bay. These 
boats would present a more centralised block on 
the harbour compared to existing conditions.  

4 - Beare Park 
central 
 
 

High Low Moderate. There would be a slight increase in the 
scale of the Proposed Facility buildings and the 
discernible increase in berthed boats, extending 
a greater distance into Elizabeth Bay. These 
boats would present a more centralised block on 
the harbour compared to existing conditions. The 
boats may slightly obscure views to the Harbour 
and opposite foreshore, although would be at a 
greater distance from the viewer compared to the 
current configuration.  
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Key viewpoint  Sensitivity Magnitude Visual impact 
5 - Beare Park 
east 
 
 

High Low Moderate. There would be a slight increase in the 
scale of the Proposed Facility buildings and the 
discernible increase in berthed boats, extending 
a greater distance into Elizabeth Bay. These 
boats would present a more centralised block on 
the harbour compared to existing conditions. The 
boats may slightly obscure views to the Harbour 
and opposite foreshore, although would be at a 
greater distance from the viewer compared to the 
current configuration.  

6 - 108 
Elizabeth Bay 
Road - 
Residential 
Apartments 
east of Beare 
Park 
 
 

High Low Moderate. The proposal is not expected to 
greatly increase the scale or bulk of the 
Proposed Facility buildings from this viewpoint 
although there is likely to be a discernible 
increase in the number of berthed boats, 
extending a greater distance into the bay. These 
would form a more centralised block of boats 
than the existing arrangement. There may be an 
associated reduction in the amount of clear water 
visible, however the boats would be at a greater 
distance from the viewer compared to the current 
arrangement.  
More elevated apartment residents are likely to 
have wider, panoramic views than lower level 
residents. The upgraded Proposed Facility would 
form a smaller part of the overall view frame from 
these higher apartments, potentially reducing the 
visual impact.  

7 - Yaranabbe 
Park 
 
 

High Low Moderate/Low. The distance of the proposal site 
from this viewpoint and panoramic nature of the 
view lessen the potential for visual impact. 
Furthermore, the crescent-shaped eastern end of 
Beare Park and multi-storey residential towers 
block the Proposed Facility from view from all 
areas within Yaranabbe Park except its northern 
end. The presence of existing boats and marine 
infrastructure within the view also assists in 
reducing the magnitude of change associated 
with the upgrade.  

8 - Sydney 
Harbour 
 
 

Moderate Negligible Negligible. While the new Proposed Facility 
building would be just visible from the harbour at 
this distance it will appear as an insignificant part 
of a much wider panoramic view frame. The 
presence of existing boats and marine 
infrastructure within the view would also assist in 
reducing the magnitude of change associated 
with the upgrade.  
 

9 - Garden 
Island 
 
 

Moderate Negligible Negligible. While the new Proposed Facility 
building would be visible from Garden Island at 
1.2km, from such a distance it would appear as 
an insignificant part of a much wider panoramic 
view frame from both viewpoints. The presence 
of existing boats and marine infrastructure within 
the view would also assist in reducing the 
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Key viewpoint  Sensitivity Magnitude Visual impact 
magnitude of change associated with the 
upgrade.  
 

10 - Cremorne 
Reserve 
 
 

High Negligible Negligible. The Proposed Facility building would 
be barely visible from this point and would 
appear as an insignificant part of a much wider 
panoramic view frame. 

 
 
The concept design has been developed to reduce visual contrast. The following features have 
contributed to lowering the visual impact of the Proposed Facility building:  
• Matching the flat roofed profile of the existing building and reducing the scale of the upgraded 

building as much as possible 
• Using natural building materials such as timber batons as cladding 
• Using glass panels and green walls to assist in breaking up the form of the building, reducing 

its perceived bulk and provide visual interest when viewed from the south 
• Maintaining a view corridor to Sydney Harbour and back to Beare Park through the centre of 

the building when viewed from the north and south 
• Providing a formal kayak storage area, reducing the visual clutter associated with the Existing 

Facility.  
 
Private Viewpoints  
The two private viewpoints studied received visual impact scores of ‘Moderate’. These include 5 
Ithaca Road (viewpoint 2) and 108 Elizabeth Bay Road (viewpoint 6) which are representative of 
the residential apartment buildings that surround Beare Park.  
 
These receptors have a high sensitivity to visual change and are located in close proximity to the 
proposal, with mostly direct views over Elizabeth Bay and the upgraded Proposed Facility. 
Vegetation within the park would, however, filter or block views from some lower story windows, 
reducing potential impacts. More elevated apartments are likely to have wider, panoramic views 
ensuring the proposal forms a smaller part of the overall viewframe, potentially reducing the level 
of visual impact experienced.  
 
The most discernible element of the proposal from these dwellings would be the increased number 
of berthed boats of a larger size, extending an increased distance into Elizabeth Bay. The 
Proposed Facility capacity of 13 berthed boats (between 12m and 20m in length) presents an 
increase in the scale and bulk of elements within Elizabeth Bay compared to the current 9 berths 
and low density swing moorings. There would be a slight but noticeable filling of the bay and less 
clear water visible, although the boats would be at a greater distance from the viewer than the 
existing arrangement.  
 
Public Viewpoints  
Viewpoints within Beare Park (1, 4 and 5) have received a visual impact rating of Moderate. These 
receptors have a high sensitivity to change in the visual scene and a close proximity to the 
proposal.  
 
The Proposed Facility building is unlikely to cause a major impact on visual amenity within the park 
due to its low profile and similarity to the existing structure. The expanded pontoons and berthed 
boats may slightly impact sightlines to the water and opposite foreshore, however the boats would 
be at a greater distance from the viewer compared to the current configuration. The provision of 
formal kayak storage as part of the proposal has the potential for beneficial visual impacts, 
assisting in reducing the visual clutter associated with the Existing Facility.  
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Views of the proposal from the water are available from sections of Sydney Harbour (viewpoint 8). 
The visual sensitivity and period of view from these locations, however, is lower and a major 
impact on visual amenity is not expected from the water.  
 
Beyond 200m distance, the level of visual impact reduces dramatically as viewing distance 
increases and the upgrade Proposed Facility becomes a small part of a wider viewframe. Public 
open space including Garden Island (viewpoint 9), Yaranabbe Park (viewpoint 7) and Cremorne 
Reserve (viewpoint 10) have all recorded impact ratings of Negligible or Moderate/Low.  
 
From all viewpoints studied, the presence of numerous swing moored vessels, jetties and other 
marine infrastructure within the view has assisted in reducing the magnitude of change associated 
with the proposal. 

6.5.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Visual impacts • Screening storage and container areas and 
services appropriately  

• Ensuring a sight line is maintained to the 
water when looking through the building 
north from Beare Park  

• Specifying berth types, sizes and locations 
to ensure large bulkier vessels do not block 
key viewpoints  

• Maintaining gaps in the Proposed Facility 
berthing, free from vessels that allows for 
views through the Proposed Facility to the 
opposite foreshore. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Detailed 
design 

Visual impacts • Lighting, particularly floodlighting, will 
minimise reflection from the water’s surface  

• Public domain hard landscape elements 
and plant selection will be complementary 
to the existing landscape character of the 
site 

• Signage locations will minimise impact by 
consolidating within built form elements 
rather than freestanding where possible. 
Dimensions of signs should be kept to a 
minimum and be complimentary to the 
community and commercial identity of the 
site  

• Ensuring design refinements to the build 
form continue to represent the design form 
and quality of the proposal. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Detailed 
design 

Visual impacts • Urban design principles will be integrated 
throughout the detailed design and 
construction of the proposal.  

Roads and 
Maritime 

Detailed 
design 

Visual impacts • Temporary visual impacts must be 
minimised by maintaining the work site in a 
clean and tidy state and completing the 
work within the shortest possible time 
frame.  

Contractor Construction 
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6.6 Socio-economic 
A Socio-economic impacts assessment has been prepared by HillPDA for the proposal and is 
included in full in Appendix P and summarised below. 

6.6.1 Methodology 
The assessment has been prepared in accordance with the RMS Environmental Impact 
Assessment Practice Note on Socio-economic assessment (EIA-N05). The proposal has been 
assessed at a 'basic level' in accordance with the provisions in Table 1 of the Practice Note. The 
impacts are considered of minor nature, are localised and of a relatively short duration.  
The preparation of the assessment includes:  

• Preparing a profile of the existing social-economic environment including demographics, 
community infrastructure and businesses that may be affected by the Proposed Facility 
upgrade  

• Providing a stakeholder consultation overview  
• Providing a positive and negative impact assessment during construction and operation  
• Identifying mitigation measures during construction and operation  

 

6.6.2 Existing environment 

Businesses 
There are presently two businesses operating under temporary licences at the Existing Facility - 
the marina operator and the kiosk proprietor. 

 

Community Values 
The results of consultation feedback indicate the community is concerned about: 
• Visual amenity impacts to Elizabeth Bay 
• Disruption to open space near the Proposed Facility 
• Safety relating to the launch ramp for watercrafts 
• Noise impacts from larger boats accessing the Proposed Facility 
• Stress on parking from an increased number of berths 

 

Social characteristics 
The demographic precinct (study area) comprises the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) SA2 

boundaries known as Potts Point – Woolloomooloo SA2 and Darlinghurst SA2. For the purpose of 
this assessment, this area will hereby be known as Potts Point – Darlinghurst (Figure 6-11).  
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Figure 6-11 Study area 

 
As of 2011, the study area had a population of around 16,921 residents. A lower proportion of 
these residents were under the age of 15 years (4%) and over the age of 60 years (12.1%) when 
compared to Greater Sydney (19% and 18% respectively). However, the area contained a higher 
proportion of residents within the age group of 15-44 years (67%) when compared to Greater 
Sydney (44%).  
 
As of 2011 there were 100 Aboriginal and Torres Straight Islanders people in the study area or 
0.6% compared to 1.2% in Greater Sydney. The median age of the Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander group is 32 years old compared to 22 years old in the Greater Sydney region.  
 
As of 2011, the most common spoken language at home other than English in the Potts Point - 
Darlinghurst area was Spanish with 1.6% of the population speaking it at home, compared to 
Greater Sydney where the largest spoken language other than English was Arabic with 4.1% or 
178,663 people speaking it at home. In the Potts Point - Darlinghurst area only 0.4% of the 
population spoke Arabic at home.  
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As a percentage, less people are in need of assistance within the Potts Point - Darlinghurst area in 
proportion to greater Sydney. In 2011, 259 People or 1.5% of the population required assistance in 
comparison to 2.5% that require assistance in the Greater Sydney area.  
 
In 2011 the majority of residents used public or active transport to get to work. Only 22% used the 
car (as a driver or passenger) to get to work compared to 59% in Greater Sydney.  
 

Economic characteristics 
As of 2011, there were around 9,561 private dwellings within the precinct. A significant proportion 
of these were apartment style dwellings (84%), which was higher when compared to Greater 
Sydney of which twenty-six percent (26%) of dwellings were identified as apartments.  
 
Reflective of an area with a high proportion of apartment style living and a young workforce was 
the higher proportion of residents renting (61%), when compared to Greater Sydney (32%). Family 
households comprised 37% of household structure and just over a third of the population owned or 
were in the process of purchasing a house (37%).  
 
The median household income for the area was $2,012 per week in 2011. This was above the 
median weekly household income of Greater Sydney, which was $1,447 per week. Personal 
income in the precinct was $1,107 per week, which was higher than Greater Sydney at $619 per 
week. Median rent however was also higher at $514 per week, compared to Greater Sydney, 
which recorded a weekly rent of $351 per week.  
 
As of 2011, there were approximately 16,269 residents over the age of 15 years within the area. Of 
these residents, 11,059 or 68% were employed. The area had a high proportion of residents 
employed in “white collar” occupations (54%) and a comparatively low proportion of residents 
within “blue collar” occupations (12%) when compared to Greater Sydney (37% and 24% 
respectively). Around 30% of employed residents stated that walking was their primary method of 
getting to work (2011).  
 
As of 2011, the study area accommodated slightly fewer than 10,000 jobs. The top four 
employment industries were as follows:  
 
• Professional, Scientific and technical services – 2,024 jobs or 18%  
• Financial and insurance services – 1,171 jobs or 11%  
• Accommodation and food services – 1,073 jobs or 10%  
• Public administration and safety – 887 jobs or 8%  
 
Of around 11,400 jobs located within Potts Point - Darlinghurst, 3,357 were local resident 
employees. Of these workers 13% walked to work, 40% travelled by private car, 20% used other 
modes of transport.  
 
The BTS forecasts that the population of the precinct will reach around 23,989 persons by 2041, 
representing an increase of around 1,674 persons or 7% over its 2011 base population of 22,315 
residents.  
 
Employment within the precinct is forecast to increase from 13,134 jobs to just over 16,300 jobs by 
2041. This represents an increase of 3,176 jobs or 19.5% over the period.  
 

Beare Park 
Beare Park borders the Existing Facility. The park as described by Clouston Associates (2017), 
presents a well planted and maintained setting with a mix of shrubs, trees and groundcover. Two 
large turf areas form the main components of the park, located on either side of Ithaca Road. The 
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character of the park is mostly open with trees spaced at large distances in order to maintain water 
views for adjoining residences. 
 
Beare Park and its ancillary facilities including the ornamental canopy fountain, the seawall and the 
octagonal pool with spray fountain is the only social infrastructure immediately adjacent to the 
proposal that would be directly affected. The Ithaca Road car park, comprising a total 26 car parks 
including one accessible and one car share car park would also be impacted.  
 
The following key infrastructure and services are located within a radius of 800 metres of the 
proposal (Table 6-27).  
 
Table 6-27 Facilities and services within 800 metres of the proposal 

Type Facilities and services 
Parks • Arthur McElhone Reserve  

• Beare Park  
• Rushcutters Bay Park  
• Fitzroy Gardens  
• Macleay Reserve  
• Lawrence Hargrave Reserve  
• Waratah Street Reserve Playground  

Launching ramp • D'Albora Marina Rushcutter Bay  
Cafe • Lizzy Bay Café  

• Café Two Ants  
• Heart of Glass Café  
• Poppi's Place  
• LOT 19 Café  
• Café Yucca  
• Pickled  
• Pott Spot  
• The White Wall  
• D'Albora Marina Rushcutters Bay  
• The Chelsea Tea Room  
• Hotel 59 Café  
• Veloce Deli Café  
• Bourke Street Bakery  
• Rushcutters Bay Kiosk  

Playground • Waratah Street Reserve Playground  
• Rushcutters Bay Park  

 

Community and stakeholder concerns 
The local community was consulted to gain their feedback on three preliminary designs for the 
Proposed Facility. The feedback is summarised in Chapter 5 and provided in Appendix F.  
 
Stakeholders, such as the City of Sydney and utility providers were also notified of the proposal to 
gain their feedback. Their feedback is summarised in Chapter 5 and provided in Appendix I. 

6.6.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 
The following amenity impacts in Table 6-28 would result from the proposal and have been 
discussed in relevant sections of this REF. Additional information is provided if not previously 
discussed in relevant section. 
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Table 6-28 Impacts to amenity during construction 

Amenity Comment 
Noise and Vibration (refer 
to section 6.1) 

• Park users would find construction noise moderately intrusive 
with the amenity of Beare Park likely impacted. This may result 
in a change of park user behaviour as people seek other 
recreation spaces. As identified previously, there are five parks 
within 800 metres of Beare Park, of which three have 
playgrounds. These parks would provide an alternative for 
residents if construction noise becomes overly intrusive.  

• Visual impacts (refer to 
section 6.5) 

• No further information for discussion 

• Traffic and access 
(refer to section 6.4) 

 

• Traffic movements. Adjustments to traffic movements are 
anticipated during the construction period with an increase of 
potentially 15 movements per day during peak construction 
times. These movements would include small trucks and 
commercial vehicles servicing the construction activities. As a 
residential area, construction traffic movements may slightly 
disturb the residential amenity of the locality or result in time 
delays due to increased traffic. However, due to the low number 
of movements and likely spread of movements across the day, 
the impact of construction traffic on the surrounding community 
is likely to be negligible and a short term impact while 
construction occurs. A lot of movements by the local community 
in the study area are by walking and public transport, particularly 
during the day for travelling to work.  

• Parking. During community consultation the availability of car 
parking was raised as an issue during construction. There would 
be a temporary reduction in parking demand during closure of 
the Existing Facility. Temporary loss of car parking (due to the 
location of the ancillary facilities in the Ithaca Road car park) 
would occur as a direct and indirect consequence of 
construction.  

 
Car parking spaces would be unavailable for public use for a 
temporary period of two, two week periods for utilities 
augmentation. Between 8 to 10 car parks would also be 
unavailable for up to 4 days during concrete pours. Two parking 
spaces may be required for up to five months for the potential 
works zone.  
 
This would make it more difficult for residents and visitors to 
access parking as the loss of parking may generate higher 
parking demand in surrounding residential streets.  
 
Residents and park users would be forced to seek parking on-
street during closure of the Ithaca Road car park. Furthermore, 
the parking provision in the surrounding area is restricted to ‘1 
hour’ parking. Demand for parking is currently high and so any 
loss would be felt by the community. This would provide a short 
term negative impact on the community requiring parking in the 
area including residents and on the useability and attractiveness 
of the park for people visiting the park by car.  
 
The closure of the Ithaca Road car park would be limited to two, 
two week periods for utility adjustments and four days for 
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Amenity Comment 
concrete pours. Two parking spaces may also be required for up 
to five months for the potential works zone.  
 
The construction area would be reinstated to its previous 
condition, as a car park following utility adjustments and 
concrete pours.  

 
 
 
There are presently two businesses operating at the Existing Facility - the Existing Facility operator 
and the kiosk proprietor. However, both owners have received advanced notification from Roads 
and Maritime about the effect of the proposal on their businesses and have had the opportunity to 
plan accordingly.   
 
The loss of and or disruption of access to Beare Park was cited as a concern during community 
consultation. The proposed construction activities would be mainly from the water, however, the 
construction of the Proposed Facility would require the use of the Ithaca Road car park and 
potentially a grassed area between the Ithaca Road car park and the Proposed Facility.  
 
The construction zone for utilities augmentation would require the closure of the Ithaca Road car 
park for two, two week periods. Closure of the Ithaca Road car park would also be required for up 
to four days for concrete pours. 
 
The potential works zone may require temporary closure of two car parking spaces to receive 
deliveries to the potential materials staging area for up to five months. 
 
The park is presently used for passive recreation - walking, playground, picnicking, exercising and 
sitting. This means that the areas of open space and the playground on either side of the car park 
would still be able to be used by the public for these types of activities. However, construction 
activities are likely to impact access and amenity (noise) of the park, which could result in reduced 
user patronage. This impact would be most acute during weekdays and Saturday mornings 
however, minimal or no change in the number of users is expected on Sundays when no 
construction work would occur. Safe access for pedestrians and cyclists would be provided at all 
times.  
 
The proposed reconstruction (and therefore temporary nature) of the Proposed Facility and 
ancillary facilities would result in alteration to the services and facilities currently available for public 
use.  
 
The Existing Facility currently offers storage for kayaks and watercrafts. The temporary removal of 
this facility may potentially alter a person's daily or weekly routine as the Existing Facility would no 
longer be available at Beare Park. To reduce the impact of the temporary removal of the watercraft 
storage facility, Roads and Maritime would establish a temporary facility at D’Albora Marina at 
Rushcutters Bay to minimise disruption to recreational users.  
 
A temporary facility for access to and from existing swing moorings would be available during 
construction of the Proposed Facility. The temporary facility would consist of a small platform, 
ramp, pontoon and mooring for a tender vessel. This facility would enable Existing Facility users to 
access their watercraft during the construction phase.  
 

Operation 
The following amenity impacts would result from the proposal and have been discussed in relevant 
sections of this REF. Additional information is provided if not previously discussed in the relevant 
section. 
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• Noise and vibration (section 6.1). 

• Visual impacts (section 6.5) 

• Traffic and access (section 6.4).  

 
One of the objectives of the proposal is to provide a facility that is acceptable to the community and 
stakeholders. The Proposed Facility would meet or exceed current safety and marine engineering 
standards.  
 
Following construction of the Proposed Facility the commercial and cafe businesses would be fully 
operational once again.  
 
The upgrade of the Existing Facility includes the provision for disability access, which ensures 
equal access opportunity for all users.  
 
Once operational the Proposed Facility would have a positive direct impact for the community. The 
new structure does not encroach on any existing open space areas. It provides enhanced facilities 
and recreation opportunities for the local community. This is considered a benefit and overall 
enhancement to the existing space and community sense of place.  
 

6.6.4 Safeguards and management measures 
 
There are no safeguards and management measures solely applicable to socio-economic impacts. 
Other safeguards and management measures that would address socio-economic impacts are 
identified in sections 6.1, 6.4, 6.5 and 6.10. 

6.7 Biodiversity 
A biodiversity assessment has been prepared by NGH Environmental for the proposal and is 
included in full in Appendix D and summarised below. 

6.7.1 Methodology 
For the purposes of the assessment, the proposal site is defined as the maximum potential direct 
impact of the proposal and covers the footprint of the Existing Facility and Proposed Facility. 
 
The study area is the area surveyed for the purposes of this assessment. The study area includes 
the proposal site and the construction area where barges would be located during demolition and 
construction defined in Figure 1-2.   
 
The study locality is defined as the area within a 10 kilometre radius of the proposal site. Note 
that this is different to the definition of locality provided within the Threatened Species Assessment 
Guidelines: the assessment of significance (DECC 2007) (see below).  
 
The locality (as defined within DECC 2007) is the same meaning as ascribed to local population of 
a species or local occurrence of an ecological community.  
 
The local occurrence (as defined within DECC 2007) is the ecological community that occurs 
within the study area. However, the local occurrence may include adjacent areas if the ecological 
community in the study area forms part of a larger contiguous area of that ecological community 
and the movement of individuals and exchange of genetic material across the boundary of the 
study area can be clearly demonstrated. This may include similar vegetation communities with 
similar species composition.  
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The local population is the population that occurs in the study area. The assessment of the local 
population may be extended to include individuals beyond the study area if it can be clearly 
demonstrated that contiguous or interconnecting parts of the population continue beyond the study 
area. 
 
The following tasks were undertaken to determine the potential biodiversity constraints of the study 
area: 
• Database searches undertaken for the purposes of this assessment included threatened and 

protected species databases as listed in Table 6-29. The results of the database searches are 
provided in Appendix D including an evaluation of presence of habitat and likelihood of 
occurrence of threatened and protected flora and fauna species and ecological communities 

• Surveys of the intertidal and subtidal zones within the study area undertaken by qualified 
ecologists on 28 September 2016. The following was recorded and mapped: 

• Aquatic habitats present. This included three transects of 30 to 50 metres long extending 
from the intertidal to subtidal zones perpendicular to the shoreline in order to determine the 
extent and condition of the different habitats (Figure 6-12) 

• Species of seagrass present, percent cover, average leaf length and epiphytic cover 

• Macroalgae including percentage cover 

• Any pest species (e.g. Caulerpa taxifolia) Fauna associated with the present habitats and 
existing structures (e.g. piles) as well as the percent cover of sessile organisms on the 
Existing Facility piles 

• Opportunistic observations of fish and invertebrates during the surveys 

• Furthermore, based on background research and knowledge of species habitat 
requirements, targeted searches were undertaken during the surveys for the following 
species: 

• Sygnathiformes: seahorses, weedy seadragons, pipefish (protected under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity and Conservation Act 1999 and NSW 
Fisheries Management Act 1994). 

• Elegant wrasse Anampses elegans (protected under the NSW Fisheries Management 
Act 1994). 

 
Further details on the methodology is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Table 6-29 Details of Background searches  

Resource Target Search date Search area 

BioNet Threatened and protected aquatic flora and 
fauna and populations 

05/10/2016 Study locality 

EPBC Act 
Protected 
Matters 
Search 

Threatened aquatic flora and fauna, 
endangered populations and ecological 
communities and migratory species 

05/10/2016 5km of the 
proposal site 
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Resource Target Search date Search area 

NSW 
Department 
of Primary 
Industries 
(DPI) 
fisheries 
website 

Listed aquatic threatened species, populations 
and ecological communities; protected species 

05/10/2016 Sydney 
Metropolitan 
area 

Atlas of 
Living 
Australia 

Aquatic threatened and protected flora and 
fauna, endangered populations and ecological 
communities and migratory species, protected 
species 

05/10/2016 1km of the 
proposal site 

OEH website Critical habitats 05/10/2016 5km of the 
proposal site 

NSW DPI 
website 

Critical habitats, estuarine habitats, key fish 
habitats 

05/10/2016 5km of the 
proposal site 

NSW DPI 
website 

Aquatic pests and diseases 06/10/2016 1km of the 
proposal site 
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Figure 6-12 Study area and transects undertaken 
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6.7.2 Existing environment 

Terrestrial 
An ecologist surveyed the Existing Facility on 28 September 2016. The Existing Facility did not 
provide habitat for microbats, birds or other terrestrial fauna. Beare Park adjacent to the Existing 
Facility has limited terrestrial habitat value and is made up of maintained lawns with isolated 
planted trees (mostly palm trees).  

Aquatic 
Habitats within the study area included: 
• Rocky intertidal zone. An artificial sandstone seawall extended the length of the study area. At 

the bottom of the seawall, a strip of rubble extended from the base up to 10 metres out. Sydney 
rock oysters (Saccostrea glomerata) as well as other common invertebrates were present on 
the seawall (Figure 6-13) 

• Sand and silty sediment substrates. Soft sediments were the main habitat present in the 
study area. Fine sand was found from the existing seawall (western side of the Existing Facility) 
and passed the rubble strip, west of the Existing Facility. The proportion of silts sediment 
became more important with the depth. The seagrasses Zostera sp. and Halophila sp. (see 
flora) were found on sand and silty sediment. Presence of holes on the surface of sediment 
indicated presence of burrowed fauna (Figure 6-13) 

• Hard substratum provided by the existing structures. The Existing Facility structure is 
supported by several timber piles. Piles were colonised by macroalgae (see flora) and by 
sessile fauna. The intertidal areas of the piles were covered with various invertebrates including 
oysters, barnacles and cunjevoi. In the subtidal area, the piles were covered with various 
sponges and ascidians. Percentage cover of sessile fauna on structure was estimated at 80 to 
100 per cent (Figure 6-13).  

Very few fish species were recorded in the study area. Several adult luderick (Girella tricuspidata) 
and bream (Acanthopragrus australis) were observed beneath the Existing Facility structures (deck 
and floating pontoon). These species are of a commercial and recreational interest. No seahorses 
were observed on the piles and no pipefish were recorded in the seagrass during the field survey. 

 
Within the survey area, Zostera sp. was present in the form of a discontinuous bed) extending 
parallel to the shore, west of the Existing Facility, and of a small patch of few square metres, east 
of the current wharf. Zostera sp. was mainly present in mix with Halophila sp. Zostera sp. Zostera 
sp. was present in the shallow parts of the study area, between one to three metres deep (diving 
depth gauge). The total area covered by the mixed bed of Zostera sp. and Halophila sp. is around 
384 square metres in the study area (Figure 6-13). 
 
The seagrass species Halophila sp. was widely present in the study area and extended up to three 
metres deep. The total area covered by Halophila sp. (without any Zostera sp.) is around 2163 
square metres in the study area (Figure 6-13). 
 
Posidonia australis in Port Hacking, Botany Bay, Sydney Harbour, Pittwater, Brisbane Waters and 
Lake Macquarie (Endangered population in NSW) was not recorded in the study area and is not 
known to occur in the adjacent bays. 
 
The total area of seagrass beds in the study area is 2547 square metres including around 384 
square metres of Zostera sp. 
 
Macroalgae were present on hard substratum consisting of: 
• the rubble strip present in the eastern side of the wharf, extending from the seawall up to 10 

metres offshore (Ecklonia radiata, Sargassum sp., Padina elegans, Dictyota dichotoma and 
Corallina sp.) 
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• the artificial structure of the Existing Facility (piles, floating pontoons, slip rails) (Ecklonia 
radiata, Sargassum sp., Padina elegans, Dictyota dichotoma) 

• sparse and scattered rubble and debris around the Existing Facility (Ecklonia radiata, 
Sargassum sp., Padina elegans) 

Algal turf was present on floating pontoons and piles. 
 
Caulerpa taxifolia was recorded within the study area. This invasive species was present 
throughout the study area in the form of isolated strands and scattered clumps of few square 
metres. The shallowest record in the study area was one metre. Percentage cover of Caulerpa 
taxifolia was estimated at less than five per cent. The species is known to occur within the Sydney 
Harbour and has been previously recorded in Rushcutters Bay, the adjacent bay east of Elizabeth 
Bay. 
 
Species list and site photographs are provided in Appendix D. 
 
The following threatened and protected aquatic (marine) species have been determined to have 
the potential to occur in the study area (though none were recorded during the field surveys). Most 
of these would only occasionally pass through or occur in proximity of the Existing Facility on rare 
occasions. 
 
• Australian grayling (Prototroctes maraena) – vulnerable under the EPBC Act 

• Syngnathiforms – protected under the FM Act and EPBC Act 

• Grey nurse shark (Carcharias taurus) – Critically endangered under the FM Act and EPBC Act 

• New Zealand fur seal (Arctocephalus forsteri) – vulnerable under the TSC Act 

• Little penguin in the Manly Point area (Eudyptula minor) – endangered population under the 
TSC Act 

• Green turtle (Chelonia mydas) – Vulnerable under the TSC Act and EPBC Act, migratory under 
the EPBC Act 

• Leathery turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) – Endangered, migratory under the EPBC Act 

• Indo-Pacific humpback dolphin (Sousa chinensis) – Migratory under the EPBC Act 

 
Neither the study area nor the locality contains any areas that have been declared as critical 
habitat under either the TSC Act, FM Act or EPBC Act. 
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Figure 6-13 Habitat map 
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6.7.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Terrestrial 
No terrestrial habitat would be removed and all land work would be limited to utility adjustments 
and ancillary facilities at the Ithaca Road car park and a small grassed area north of the Ithaca 
Road car park.   

Aquatic 
The proposed work would involve the removal of the piles supporting the Existing Facility and 
floating structures. Therefore, the associated sessile biota such as macroalgae, sponges and 
invertebrates attached to these would be directly impacted and removed. The species on the 
structures are common and found in adjacent areas of Elizabeth Bay.  
 
Seagrasses and macroalgae may be directly impacted during the construction work by anchoring 
of barges and boats and the use of propellers in shallow areas. The removal of Existing Facility 
infrastructure may also directly damage this habitat if dragged along the seabed. Barges will be 
moved around the construction area (study area) for the duration of the proposed work which will 
increase potential for these habitats to be impacted. Furthermore, if barges need to be fixed in a 
particular location for an extended period of time, this may indirectly impact seagrass and 
macroalgae as a result of shading. The temporary facility consisting of a small platform, ramp and 
pontoon that would be constructed on the eastern side of the Existing Facility for the duration of the 
work would also impact seagrass and/or macroalgae as a result of shading. Increases in turbidity 
and sedimentation, as discussed below, may also impact seagrass. 
 
A total area of 2547 square metres of seagrass has the potential to be directly or indirectly 
impacted during the demolition of the Existing Facility and construction of the Proposed Facility. 
This is considered a worst case scenario with all seagrass within the study area being disturbed. 
Harm to marine vegetation, including seagrass and macroalgae, requires a permit under Part 7 of 
the FM Act. Furthermore, as seagrass in the study area is considered type 1 highly sensitive key 
fish habitat (Zostera, Halophila species of seagrass beds >5m2 in area), any harm would need to 
be offset in accordance with DPI’s Policy and Guidelines for fish habitat conservation and 
management (Update 2013) (refer to section 6.8.3 for offset requirements).  
 
The relocation of any moorings to undertake the work would be undertaken away from the shore in 
an existing area disturbed by existing mooring. Impacts on seagrass is unlikely as a result of the 
relocation of the moorings. 
 
The demolition of the existing structure and construction of the Proposed Facility, in particular the 
piling, is likely to disturb the sediment. This has the potential to have the following impacts: 
• Increase water turbidity which can reduce light availability for seagrass and macroalage and 

affect suspensivores, in particular sessile invertebrates. The sediment is sandy and therefore 
the risk of prolonged turbidity is low 

• Increase sedimentation in areas of seagrass beds causing smothering of this habitat. 
Sedimentation can also affect suspensivores, in particular sessile invertebrates 

• Movement of contaminated sediments. The movement of sediments is likely to be confined to 
surrounding waters which are likely to have the same levels of contaminants as within the 
disturbed area 

• Disturbance of acid sulfate soils. This is unlikely to be a major issue as the proposal would not 
require any dredging. However, as discussed in section 6.2, sediments attached to piles being 
removed from the water would be checked for acid sulfate soils before they are appropriately 
disposed. 
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To minimise the above and confine any disturbances to a small area, silt curtains would be used. It 
should be noted that the use of curtains also has the potential to impact seagrass habitat if allowed 
to drag along the seabed. 
 
The use of construction boats, barges as well as shore based plant and machinery are potential 
sources of pollution as a result of accidental spills. 
 
The use of construction boats, barges and underwater equipment may increase the risk of the 
establishment of non-indigenous species including invasive species, especially if these boats come 
from outside the harbour and/or have been previously used in infested areas and have not been 
adequately checked and cleaned. The pest Caulerpa taxifolia was also found in the study area and 
further spread and contamination of other waterways may occur if not adequately managed as this 
species can easily spread from fragments. 
 
Fish may avoid the area during the proposed work as a result of habitat disturbances and 
underwater construction noise. This impact would be temporary and minor as the more mobile fish 
species have the ability to avoid the area and use adjacent habitats (i.e. other wharves and jetties) 
in the surrounding area.  
 
Less mobile species have an increased risk of being impacted. These include seahorses which 
could potentially be clinging to the piles beneath the wharf. Due to this close association and their 
relatively low mobility, the removal of piles and associated biota has the potential to injure or kill 
these protected species, should they occur at the Existing Facility. While they were not recorded 
during the current surveys they cannot be discounted. 
 
Turtles and little penguins, should they occur on site during construction, have the potential to be 
impacted through accidental collisions with boats. The risk of this occurring is considered very low. 
 

Operation 

Aquatic 
The removal of the Existing Facility would remove man-made habitat for aquatic species. However, 
similar habitats are located nearby and the structures would be replaced with the construction of 
the Proposed Facility. The new structure would provide similar habitat which would be colonised by 
macroalgae and invertebrates. 
 
The Proposed Facility including the floating structure would reclaim a larger area than the Existing 
Facility (about 1040 square metres compared to around 470 square metres for the existing 
structure). Some of this reclaimed area is likely to shade the seabed preventing seagrass from 
becoming established, in particular the area below the main fixed structure and part of the floating 
structure, which covers an area of around 580 square metres (about 110 square metres more than 
the Existing Facility). In particular, the proposed kayak ramp and pontoon would encroach into the 
Zostera sp patches. 
 
The Proposed Facility will relocate the berths further from the shore in deeper waters. This has the 
potential to have a positive impact by minimising damage to seagrass as a result of boats berthed 
in shallow waters in proximity to seagrass habitat where propeller damage may occur.  
 
The proposed sewage pump-out facility is a potential source of pollution and would need to be 
carefully managed to ensure accidental spills are avoided. This is discussed further in Section 6.2. 
 
Apart from the above the Proposed Facility would be similar built form footprint as the Existing 
Facility and is unlikely to have additional impacts. 
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Threatened species 
The proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened species, populations or ecological 
communities or their habitats, within the meaning of the Threatened Species Conservation Act 
1995 or Fisheries Management Act 1994 and therefore a Species Impact Statement is not 
required. 
 
The proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened species, populations, ecological 
communities or migratory species, within the meaning of the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The requirements of the EBPC Act strategic assessment 
approval are not triggered by this project and a referral to the Australian Department of the 
Environment and Energy is not required for any other matter of national environmental 
significance. 
6.7.4 Safeguards and management measures 
Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Seagrass • The design of the Proposed Facility 
must where feasible incorporate 
features to minimise shading of the 
seabed. The following must be 
considered: 
• The amount of light reaching 

aquatic vegetation can be 
maximised by increasing the 
height of the structure above the 
water, reducing the width of the 
deck to the minimum required 
for safe access, excluding the 
use of a pontoon or minimising 
the size of it and orientating the 
structure to maximise sunlight 
penetration under the deck (e.g. 
north-south orientation is 
preferred over east-west 
orientation) 

• Structures over aquatic 
vegetation should be decked 
with mesh, grid or grates of 
agreed specifications to allow for 
light penetration 

• To mitigate shading impacts, the 
incorporation of meshed decking on 
the section of the pontoon situated 
over seagrass may be required as 
part of the Fisheries permit. Site 
investigations by DPI Fisheries to 
be undertaken at the permit 
application stage, will verify the 
need for meshed decking or 
otherwise 

• Where feasible, the temporary 
facility consisting of a small 
platform, ramp and pontoon to be 
constructed on the eastern side of 
the Existing Facility and that would 
be operational during the demolition 
of the Existing Facility and 
construction of the Proposed 
Facility must be located in an area 
that would avoid shading any 
seagrass. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-
construction  
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Seagrass and 
aquatic habitats 

• A risk assessment workshop is to 
be completed prior to the 
commencement of work and 
attended by the Maritime 
construction project manager, 
contractor and RMS environment 
staff. The workshop would identify 
activities with highest risk of 
impacting seagrass and develop 
specific safeguards for each 
activity. These requirements would 
be captured in the contractors 
CEMP and communicated to all 
staff and would include those 
identified in this REF. 

• The seagrass within the study area 
must be surveyed and mapped 
prior to construction and within the 
first year following construction to 
determine the actual extent of 
impact in order to determine the 
amount of seagrass that will need 
to be confirmed following the 
detailed design. Potential offset 

• A permit to harm marine vegetation 
under s.205 of the Fisheries 
Management Act is to be obtained 
for these work, prior to the 
commencement of construction. 
The permit application is to provide 
detail on the specific area and 
density of seagrass that would be 
shaded from the construction of the 
pontoon and the extension to the 
Proposed Facility. The offsets will 
be negotiated with the proponent at 
the permit application stage 

• The temporary facility is to be 
removed following the completion 
of construction. 

Roads and 
Maritime, 
Contractor 

Pre-
construction  

Seagrass • The silt curtain must be monitored 
on a regular to ensure that the silt 
curtain does not damage the 
seagrass beds. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Seagrass and 
aquatic habitats 

• Seagrass bed exclusion zones will 
be delineated in the CEMP to 
prevent direct disturbance to 
marine habitats outside the limits of 
the required work area 

• All staff working on the site will be 
advised of the location of aquatic 
habitats, and exclusion zones 

• No vessel anchors will be placed in 
identified seagrass habitats 

• Anchor cables must by suitably 
buoyed prior to laying, and kept 
buoyed once laid, to prevent cable 
drag and cable swing damage 
(scalping) to seagrass and rock 
rubble habitat areas. Where this is 
impractical, contractors will use 
floating rope 

• Minimise disturbance of the 
seabed, marine vegetation habitats, 
and the mobilisation of any 
colonised pest algae (Caulerpa 
taxifolia) 

• To prevent shading impacts, 
vessels must not be moored/ 
anchored in the same location for 
more than one complete 24 hour 
diurnal cycle (unless required for 
construction purposes, justification 
must be provided) 

• Relocated moorings are to be 
placed in an area that is situated 
approximately 15 metres away from 
seagrass. 

• An environmental site induction is 
to be completed prior to the 
commencement of work and 
attended by the Maritime 
construction project manager, 
contractor and Roads and Maritime 
environment staff. The induction 
would identify activities with highest 
risk of impacting seagrass and 
develop specific safeguards for 
each activity. The induction will 
include the risk of increased 
nutrient levels. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Noxious weeds • All the wetted surface areas of 
demolition materials taken from the 
waters, and construction related 
equipment that comes in contact 
with the seabed (including mooring 
tackle, cables, ropes and anchors), 
must be inspected for possible 
attached Caulerpa taxifolia plants 
and these must be collected and 
disposed of into plastic bags then 
placed into garbage bins on shore 
as recommended in the NSW 
Control Plan for the Noxious Marine 
Alga Caulerpa Taxifolia (NSW 
Fisheries 2009). 

Contractor Construction 

Threatened species • If unexpected threatened fauna or 
flora species are discovered, stop 
work immediately and follow the 
Roads and Maritime Services 
Unexpected Threatened Species 
Find Procedure in the Roads and 
Maritime Services Biodiversity 
Guidelines 2011 – Guide 1 (pre-
clearing process). 

Contractor Construction 

Fish kills • Fisheries NSW (1800 043 536) and 
the Environment Protection 
Authority (131 555) must be notified 
immediately if any fish kills occur in 
the vicinity of the work. In such 
cases, all work other than 
emergency response procedures 
are to cease until the issue is 
rectified and approval is given by 
Fisheries NSW and/or the 
Environment Protection authority 
for the work to proceed. 

Contractor Construction 

 
Other safeguards and management measures that would address biodiversity impacts are 
identified in section 6.2.3. 
 

6.7.5 Biodiversity offsets 
The proposed work has the potential to impact around 2547 square metres of type 1 – sensitive 
key fish habitat (seagrass).  Clause 220 of the FM Act allows for conditions to be included in 
permits issued under the Act in relation to rehabilitation and compensation. The costs are 
considered to be part of the cost of the development and are to be met by the proponent. In 
accordance with the NSW DPI Policy and guidelines for fish habitat conservation and management 
(2013), the following applies:   
 
• NSW DPI enforces a ‘no net loss’ habitat policy as a permit condition or condition of consent. 

This may require proponents to conduct habitat rehabilitation and/or provide environmental 
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compensation. A monetary bond or payment may be required to be lodged with NSW DPI to 
ensure the work is completed in accordance with the permit conditions 

• NSW DPI calculates habitat compensation on a minimum 2:1 basis for all key fish habitat to 
help address other indirect impacts of development. A greater compensation ratio may be 
considered if opportunities for compensation are not available in the vicinity of, or of the type of, 
habitat that has been lost 

• NSW DPI does not support seagrass transplanting as an impact compensation measure as the 
viability of transplanting methods is yet to be scientifically proven for all species (see Ganassin 
and Gibbs 2008). Transplanting may be allowed in future for those species where viability is 
scientifically proven. In circumstances where seagrass is likely to be negatively impacted and 
cannot be avoided or mitigated, environmental compensation will be required and calculated in 
line with the rate outlined in point 2 above.  

 
Any requirements for rehabilitation and compensation (offsets) would be detailed in a permit to be 
issued by DPI (Fisheries). Table 6-30 provides the cost of compensation based on the worst case 
scenario of all seagrass within the study area being harmed. 
 
Table 6-30 Potential seagrass offset requirements (worst case scenario) 

Seagrass to be impacted (m2) Compensation ($/m2)* Total cost of compensation 

2547 $102 $259,794 

*Based on figures in NSW DPI Policy and guidelines for fish habitat conservation and management 
(2013) and taking into consideration a 2:1 offset ratio 

6.8 Non-Aboriginal heritage 
A heritage assessment has been prepared by Paul Davies (and amended by NGH Environmental) 
for the proposal and is included in full in Appendix Q and summarised below. 

6.8.1 Existing environment 

Elizabeth Bay 
Elizabeth Bay was set aside for an Aboriginal reserve about 1815 by Governor Lachlan Macquarie. 
The bay by that time had been named Elizabeth, in honour of Mrs Macquarie. Macquarie's 
successor, Governor Thomas Brisbane, set the bay aside as a site for an asylum for the insane. 
There was another policy change under Governor Ralph Darling (from 1824) when the bay front 
and 54 acres (21.8 ha) behind it were granted to Alexander Macleay in 1826. 
 
Macleay (1767-1848) was the colonial secretary of New South Wales, and he had migrated to the 
colony in 1826 to take up this position. He was promised a grant of land at Elizabeth Bay and there 
he erected his residence (architect, John Verge) and developed the grounds into a private botanic 
garden. Elizabeth Bay House, still standing in Onslow Avenue, was completed between 1835 and 
1839. 
 
Macleay experienced financial difficulties in the downturn of the 1840s, and left the colony in 1845. 
His estate at Elizabeth Bay was taken on by his eldest son, William Sharp Macleay (1792-1865) 
who lived there until his death in 1865 when it was bequeathed to his brother George (1809-1891). 
George had left the colony in 1859 and from his home in England directed the estate be subdivided 
and sold with 99 year leases. The land releases were staged and by 1882 only 3 acres of garden 
around the house remained. 

Harbour frontage within Macleay’s Elizabeth Bay 
Elizabeth Bay House is located on low-rise at the south-west corner of the former estate grounds. 
In the nineteenth century the low-lying harbourside frontage of Elizabeth Bay was extensively 
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landscaped with a pleasure garden comprising a network of interconnected pathways, and 
orangery. The grounds included the beach front.  
 
The landscaping of Elizabeth Bay House is recognised as significant as a local adaptation of 
contemporary English landscape practices. The siting of the house, the layout of its drives and 
paths, and terraces, were carefully set out in response to the harbour setting and the views offered. 
There was an intentional mixture of native bushland and the more familiar lawns, shrubberies, etc. 

Ithaca Road 
Ithaca Road, Billyard Avenue and the Esplanade were created from part of the garden of Elizabeth 
Bay House. A number of nineteenth century surveys prepared for the subdivision of the estate 
indicated this area prior to 1865 was the location of the orangery and orchard of the household 
garden. There was a gardener's cottage, erected about 1827, and walls enclosing discrete parts of 
the grounds. 
 
In 1875 the lease of four allotments at the corner of Ithaca Road and Billyard Avenue was acquired 
by George Macleay's cousin, (Sir) William John Macleay (1820-1891), who erected a building (the 
Macleayan Museum) to house the natural history collections bequeathed to him by William Sharpe 
Macleay and included also the exhibits collected by Alexander Macleay. The contents of the 
Macleayan Museum were transferred to the University of Sydney in 1888 and form the basis of the 
collection of the Macleay Museum. The museum building itself was demolished in the early 1920s. 
 
In 1885 WJ Macleay erected a smaller building (the Linnean Hall) to the west of the museum for 
the Linnean Society of NSW. The Linnean Hall was demolished in 1927, and the site is part of the 
Albert's Boomerang. Several trees from the days of the Linnean Hall survive in the grounds of 
Boomerang. 
 
A length of Ithaca Road to the then shoreline of Elizabeth Bay was formed and surfaced in 1872 
under contract by the City Council. By later subdivision the southern length was formed to connect 
with Elizabeth Bay Road. The opening of these roads to the public would also have permitted 
access to the Macleay museums, and foreshore of Elizabeth Bay. 

Ithaca Road Jetty 1876-1949 
It has been thought that the Macleays erected a private jetty into Elizabeth Bay and it was sited to 
the east of the present jetty and that WS and WJ Macleay used their jetty to collect marine 
specimens. The historical maps of the area depicted a part enclosed 'boat harbour' with 'jetty' at 
the western end of the bay (approximately below No. 2 Billyard Avenue). The collected historical 
maps do not depict a jetty in the eastern part of the bay frontage prior to the building of the public 
jetty in 1880. Therefore, WJ Macleay was likely to have used the public jetty for his marine 
excursions. 
 
The movement to establish a public jetty at the end of Ithaca Road commenced in 1876, and 
therefore not long after the subdivision of the grounds for housing. Newspaper accounts of the time 
indicated that the jetty was sought for the convenience of residents of Upper Woolloomooloo (i.e. 
Potts Point, Elizabeth Bay), for picnic parties, and other excursionists. 
 
Being within the harbour, the City Council required permission from the Crown, the then consent 
authority being the Department of Lands. The City Council sought permission in September 1877, 
but it was September 1880 when provisional approval was received, together with notification that 
payment for a Special Lease was required. 
 
By 1885, the annual rental of the Special Lease was 15 pounds, the conditions of this lease were: 

• the lease will not confer any right of purchase 
• that watermen and private boats be allowed to land and embark passenger without charge 

and free access to be maintained for that purpose. 
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• that the structure be removed at the cost of the lessees and without compensation should 
the Minister so desire at the termination of the lease. 

 
Construction of the jetty commenced by December 1880. The contractor, William McQuoid, 
experienced delays in the placing of the piles as it was found that the bark from the timber had 
shorn off in delivery, and another set of piles needed to be supplied. The jetty was completed by 
the beginning of January 1881. 
 
The jetty was used by commercial ferry companies, although exact details of the use (timetabled or 
periodical) have not been determined, for a time in the early 1880’s. However, owing to the shallow 
water commercial uses had ceased by 1887. 
 
At the time of the construction of the jetty evidently some thought had been given to extending it 
further into the harbour. The need to extend the length of the jetty was acknowledged by the City 
Council and the work was undertaken by 1889. 
 
The condition of the jetty had deteriorated by about 1900 and in February 1903 it was damaged 
badly in a storm. Remedial repair work was undertaken by the City Council in 1904 but the state of 
disrepair was severe as the jetty was closed to the public for over a year. 
 
The facility has existed in some form since 1908 based on Council’s record. However, the facilities 
operation dates back to 1927, when the first executed lease was granted. The facilities included a 
single level weatherboard building used as offices, cafe, store room, male and female amenities. 
The timber wharf area and boardwalk across the front and side of weatherboard building provided 
access to one floating pontoon and timber berthing for 9 boats. 
 
Historical photographs record the jetty changed little up to the 1930s. At sometime in the latter half 
of the 1930s the lease was acquired by a commercial boat letting business. Over the following 
decades the lease was held by several private commercial concerns and the jetty facilities were 
altered and developed. 

Ithaca Road Jetty 1949 – the present day 
By 1949 a structure, described as 12ft x 8ft, had been erected by the then lessee. Another 
structure was built on the jetty in 1957 to provide a kiosk, office and boatshed. This was the first 
substantial structure to be erected. 
 
Around 1960 the lessee was the Marine Development Corporation Pty Ltd and it undertook 
alterations and additions that also included a kiosk. 
 
It was annotated in the early 1960s that alterations had been erected by successive boat shed 
operators without permission from either the Maritime Services Board or Sydney Council. While the 
pre-1980 historical property files of the former Maritime Services Board have not been researched, 
the Maritime Services Board informed the City Council in May 1964 as follows: 
 
“Referring to previous correspondence, I have to point out that the structure referred to in your 
letter of 28th August, 1963, an “the...public jetty” having been deemed unsafe had been 
demolished and its constituent materials removed by the Board prior to the date of that letter.” 
 
The historical surveys showing the footprint of the jetty pre 1960 and post 1970 support this 
statement that the 1880 wharf was demolished by the Maritime Services Board around this time. 
 
In August 1962 the Marine Development Corporation Pty Ltd submitted a development application 
for a marina type development including five shops, a kiosk, an office for boat hiring, provision for 
boat storage, car parking, etc. That application was not approved by Council. Objections were 
made by the Elizabeth Bay Progress Association to commercial development being within a 
residential district, and the Council was concerned about car parking, public right of access to the 
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jetty, and general amenity. In 1963 the Council resolved to lease the jetty, but that required 
purchase of the existing lease from the Marine Development Corporation Pty Ltd. 
 
In the instance of the 1962 application the City Council had the statutory authority to refuse, but 
acknowledged it had limited powers in the circumstances. In 1973 an application to build a new 
jetty to the east of the existing jetty was submitted. The Council objected in principle and the 
development did not proceed. 
 
The applicant in the 1973 proposal was Elizabeth Bay Marine Services Pty Ltd. In 1983 that 
company rebuilt the boat shed and office and repaired the complex, and in 1984 they built the 
eastern extension to the jetty. 
 
The 51 swing moorings were licensed under CL1016 since 1974. 
 
The marina is currently managed by Chesterton International Australia (CI Australia) on behalf of 
Roads and Maritime. The current berth licences are short term and subject to a 3 months 
notification period if either party wishes to terminate the licences. The interim marina manager is 
Tolken Marine Services who is directly engaged by CI Australia. 
 
A number of proposals have been developed for the site but have not been successful, they 
include: 

• 1989 Elizabeth Bay Marina Pty Ltd submitted a development proposal to Maritime Services 
Board to increase the number of wet berths and offset with reduction of swing moorings 
bringing a net increase to 39 boats. 

• 1993 a development application (DA) was submitted to South Sydney Council by the then 
leaseholder Campbell Cocks Investments Pty Ltd to build a 70 seater restaurant. 

• 2015 a DA to City of Sydney by the then leaseholder Spicey was submitted to expand the 
number of wet berths by a net increase of 20 boats.  

 
These applications involved significant community interest in the facility that identified that 
proposals for the site needed to address: 

• Neutral impacts to traffic. 
• Minimal visual impacts. 
• Significant community involvement. 
• Heritage interpretation inputs. 
• Minimal noise impacts during construction and operation. 

The seawall and reclamation 
The jetty was built prior to the building of the seawall at the eastern end of Elizabeth Bay. 
Construction of this municipal improvement was undertaken in 1886. The extent of this sea wall 
was the area at the termination of Ithaca Road (that is below the jetty structure) and to the east of 
it. This section of the wall was documented by the City Surveyor's Office. The cost of construction 
was about 1435 pounds.  
 
The area behind this new seawall was reclaimed by the City Council, although it had no legal title 
to the reclaimed land at the time.  This reclaimed area became Beare Park in 1888. The park was 
enlarged in 1901, and more land was added to the south in 1954. In 1980 Council acquired the 
properties of 1-3 Ithaca Road to the west, comprising the former tennis court and part of the 
gardens of Boomerang. 
 
Elsewhere along the bay front the wall would seem to have been built in stages by the individual 
land holders, but to a uniform and consistent building line. There is no documentary evidence to 
indicate the 1880s building line has changed over time. 
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Statement of Significance 
The place has historical significance at the local level for its ability to demonstrate a pattern of use 
that has extended from the first wharf in the 1880s to the present day.  It provides evidence of the 
use of the site for the provision of public access to the water illustrating the importance of the 
harbour in providing transport and recreational boating in Sydney and in this locality. 
 
The facility is a remnant structure of the many simple waterfront boatsheds, wharfs and jetties that 
characterized waterfront development since the harbour areas were first developed. 
 
The site has some social significance forming part of an area of foreshore parkland that is well 
used and valued by the community in a densely developed suburb. The level of public consultation 
indicates a social value where the local community has taken an active interest in the future of the 
site. 
 
The Existing Facility has modest representative significance as one of a number of minor wharf 
and marina facilities around the harbour that demonstrate changing patterns of use. 
 
While the site is included in the heritage schedule of the SREP, the assessment in the HIS 
(Appendix Q) concludes that the actual physical fabric of the place does not have specific heritage 
significance but the continued use of the site in providing water access to Elizabeth Bay is an 
aspect of significance.  That is, having a wharf facility and a boatshed is significant but the Existing 
Facility itself is not of significance. 

6.8.2 Potential impacts 

Demolition of the Existing Facility 
The first consideration is the demolition of the wharf and boatshed which is a specific consideration 
for assessment under the SREP. 
 
The assessment focuses on the retention of heritage values of the facility, where they exist, and of 
the harbour frontage more broadly.  As the fabric is not significant, demolition will not remove 
significance provided that a suitable and appropriately designed wharf and boatshed replaces it. 
 
The first assessment then is whether demolition can be undertaken.   This assessment concludes 
that the removal of the facility will not have a significant adverse heritage impact on the context of 
the place and provided that a new facility replaces it the continuity of use that is a core heritage 
value is protected. 
 
It is also possible to consider the action of demolition and replacement as one of maintenance as 
the current facility can no longer be retained due to its condition and its replacement is a sound 
heritage outcome. 
 
The proposal involves the complete removal of the Existing Facility including the disused slip rails. 
There is not intent to reinstate slips or skids as they are no longer appropriate in the setting (for 
safety and operational reasons) and have not been in use for many years. These features are not 
significant and were largely covered over in recent years to allow other uses of the facility. 

Construction of the new Proposed Facility 
The key elements that then need to be considered are where it is sited and the architectural form 
that it takes.   
 
The siting is determined by the Existing Facility at the end of the road where there is public access 
and existing connection to the reclaimed foreshore area.  It is sound to retain the location at the 
end of the public road where access is straightforward and the recreational values of the adjacent 
parkland are not affected. 
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The current presentation of the wharf and boatshed building to the public park areas is a low flat 
roofed building with a similar built form timber fence/screen that extends across the site frontage. 
 
The preferred design of the Proposed Facility (option 2) provides for two low buildings with a 
central walkway that has a similar built form footprint to the Existing Facility (noting it is higher due 
to the raised floor level).  The addition of a second building has minimal visual impact due to the 
flat roof form and the overall Proposed Facility will be seen and perceived from the parkland in a 
similar way to the Existing Facility albeit with a new façade appearance. The incorporation of 
timber from the Existing Facility and building on the cladding of the new building is good practice 
and provides an appropriate link to the Existing Facility. 
 
An important ongoing aspect of the Existing Facility is the provision of public access to the wharf 
area and the proposed ongoing cafe use. The proposed cafe is relocated to the water end of the 
Proposed Facility that provides an enhanced setting and ensures better access for the boating 
public onto the Proposed Facility. This continues the extension of public space onto the wharf and 
provides a good user experience in terms of setting and the ability to provide future interpretation 
on the history of the waterfront at Elizabeth Bay. 
 
Minor changes are required to the sea wall to construct the Proposed Facility.  This involves 
removing six stones along the water’s edge in front of the Existing Facility, set above the path 
level, and infilling the gap to meet the Proposed Facility with stone paving.  The coping stones are 
of recent construction along with the steps and flanking walls and railings at the western end of the 
site.  The stonework to be removed is consistent with the other stonework around the water’s edge 
but is not significant. 
 
There are no adverse impacts to the significant historic fabric on the sea wall arising from 
construction of the proposal. 
 
Secondary considerations are the short-term possible impacts during construction in creating a 
construction zone, potential materials staging area and potential works zone, locating a temporary 
facility and providing new services to the site. 
 
A temporary facility is to be located to the east of the site, set in the harbour and lightly attached to 
the shore through an existing opening in the sea wall.  The temporary facility has been designed to 
have no impact on the sea wall.  The location is appropriate and there are no impacts on heritage 
values provided that the temporary facility is removed on completion. 
 
The second short-term potential impact is the siting of a potential materials staging area for 
construction for up to 5 months.  This has been located south of the sea wall where there is very 
low potential for any impacts.  The materials staging area is to be removed on completion and the 
current form of the area reinstated. 
 
There are no anticipated heritage impacts from the use of the Ithaca Road car park for a 
construction zone. 
 
There are no known or potential archaeological sites within the area of the proposed work.  While 
there is always some potential for archaeological material, given the nature of the Existing Facility 
and its regular upgrade and as removal and replacement of piles is the major activity within the 
harbour, there is very little potential for archaeological material.  Similarly, on land there is little 
potential for archaeology within the road reserve. Should archaeological material be encountered 
during the course of the project works would cease in the vicinity in accordance with the RMS 
Unexpected Archaeological Finds Procedure. 

Operation 
A visual impact assessment has been prepared by Clouston (refer to section 6.5) that considers 
visual impact in relation to amenity.  The conclusions of that report are agreed as they relate to 
visual amenity, however, the consideration of visual impacts in terms of heritage is a different 
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matter, even though the two considerations are similar.  The key difference is that the 
consideration is in relation to heritage values and not amenity. 
 
There are no heritage visual impacts arising from the Existing Facility in its setting of the bay, the 
park and in relation to adjacent heritage items as its presence in the bay is part of the heritage 
value of the bay.   
 
A wharf and boating facility is in context with the area, is part of the pattern of development and is 
not intrusive.  The consideration is whether the particular proposal has aspects that may create 
visual impact. 
 
This assessment also applies to the small marina section of the development.  While there are 
locations from where it will be seen, its small scale and siting beyond the wharf and boating facility 
is consistent with the pattern of development in the past and does not create any visual heritage 
impacts.  
 
There would be no more than minor and temporary visual impacts on or from nearby heritage 
items or areas, specifically the Boomerang property and the adjacent heritage conservation area 
setting. 
 
This report concludes that the design of the Proposed Facility does not create any adverse 
heritage visual impacts as it is appropriately scaled, subdued, recessive in design and form, similar 
built form footprint to the Existing Facility and is no more visible than the Existing Facility. The 
proposed design will be a more responsive design to the setting, and the facility as a whole is 
consistent with the established character of the area and the existing facility. 

6.8.3 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Non-aboriginal 
heritage 

• An archival recording of the wharf and 
building in its current form will be 
undertaken to provide a record of the 
evolution of the site. 

• An interpretation proposal for the site 
should be prepared that illustrates its long 
and interesting history from the time of 
being part of the grounds of Elizabeth Bay 
house through its various periods of 
development.  

• Where possible the re-use of recovered 
materials from the Existing Facility is 
encouraged as part of the interpretation of 
the place. 

• A copy of the REF will be provided to the 
Heritage Council of NSW during the REF 
display period. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Pre-
construction 

Non-aboriginal 
heritage 

• If archaeological evidence is uncovered 
during work the protocols of the “Roads and 
Maritime Unexpected Archaeological 
Procedures Procedure” must be followed 
and an experienced archaeologist engaged 
to investigate that material prior to work 
proceeding. 

Contractor Construction 
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Other safeguards and management measures that would address Non-Aboriginal heritage impacts 
are identified in section 6.5. 

6.9 Climate change 

6.9.1 Strategic framework 
The NSW 2021: A plan to make NSW number one (NSW Government 2011), outlines priority 
actions to assist local government, business and the community build resilience to future extreme 
events and hazards by helping them understand and prepare for the impacts of climate change. As 
part of this strategy, the NSW Government has commenced assessing regional vulnerabilities to 
extreme weather events. This will assist in delivering locally based adaptation programs where 
required. Actions to deliver on this target include: 
 
• Complete fine scale climate change projections for NSW and make available to local councils 

and the public by 2014 
• Work with government agencies and universities to deliver improved climate projections for 

NSW and the ACT. 
 
Other NSW 2021 goals and targets that will help tackle climate change include:  
 
• Twenty per cent renewable energy by 2020  
• Assist business and households to realise annual energy savings of 16,000 GigaWatt hours 

(GWh) by 2020 compared to ‘business as usual’ trends  
• Support 220,000 low income households to reduce energy use by up to 20 per cent by June 

2014  
• Increase the share of commuter trips made by public transport (including increasing the 

proportion of total journeys to work by public transport in the Sydney Metropolitan Region to 28 
per cent by 2016)  

• Targets to increase walking and cycling  
• Planning policy to encourage job growth in centres close to where people live and to provide 

access by public transport.  
 
Roads and Maritime has also developed a Climate Change Plan to respond to impacts posed by 
climate change, including reducing greenhouse gas emissions and planning for physical 
consequences. Roads and Maritime includes actions to:  
 
• Reduce the Roads and Maritime carbon footprint  
• Help reduce the carbon footprint of NSW road transport  
• Adapt the Roads and Maritime transport system to the impacts of climate change  
• Manage the Roads and Maritime transition to a low carbon economy. 

 
The OEH Adapt NSW website accessed in November 2016 suggests that projected climate 
change for the Sydney Region is likely to be significant, including:  
 
• Average annual temperatures to increase by around two degrees Celsius from 1990-2009 

levels and extreme temperatures to increase significantly by 2060-2079  
• Changes in seasonal rainfall, including increases in summer and winter rainfall by 2060-2079  
• Increased frequency and intensity of annual extreme rainfall events could also increase. 

6.9.2 Potential impacts 

Construction 
Construction would contribute to climate change through the generation of greenhouses gases 
from construction activities. Greenhouse gases would be generated through the use of fossil fuels 
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by construction plant and equipment, transportation of personnel and materials and the embodied 
carbon in the materials used such as concrete and steel. 
 
Opportunities exist to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions for the proposal through investigating 
alternative, lower embodied carbon options for construction. These are listed in section 6.9.3 
below.  
 
• Biofuels (biodiesel, ethanol, or blends such as E10 or B80) which can reduce the greenhouse 

gas emissions of construction equipment  
• Lower embodied energy concrete for lower-strength applications containing less Portland 

cement which can be replaced with fly-ash. 
 

Operation 
The Proposed Facility has taken into account the wave action at the site and predicted sea level 
rise at 2050 based on NSW Government – Environment, Climate Change and Water document 
“Coastal Risk Management Guide”. This is considered adequate considering the expected lifespan 
of the Proposed Facility. 
 
More extreme and more frequent heat events as a result of climate change may lead to more rapid 
degradation of the Proposed Facility structures. This may result in additional maintenance 
requirements. 
 
Operation of the Proposed Facility will remain much the same as existing operations. There would 
be some greenhouse gas emissions emitted during maintenance and operation of the Proposed 
Facility, although maintenance requirements would initially be less than for the Existing Facility. 
The design has also incorporated solar panels and aims to achieve a National Australian Built 
Environment Rating System (NABERS) Rating of 4+ (Good or better performance). NABERS is a 
national rating system that measures the environmental performance of buildings and ranges from 
1 to 6. 
 

6.9.3 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Climate 
Change 

• The design of the building must meet a 
NABERS rating of 4 or above 

• Incorporate the use of solar panels in the 
design of the Proposed Facility. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Design 

Climate 
Change 

• Consider the use of renewable energy to 
power the site compounds (e.g. solar 
panels) or the contribution to green energy 
programs. Any contribution must cover the 
full power usage during construction. 

Contractor Construction 

Climate 
Change 

• Where feasible and reasonable, procure 
recycled content construction materials 

• Use lower embodied energy concrete for 
lower-strength applications where feasible 
and reasonable. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Climate 
Change 

• Where feasible and reasonable select the 
most fuel efficient plant, equipment and 
vehicles available through consultation with 
subcontractors and suppliers 

• Regularly maintain all plant and vehicles, 
including any water vessels, to maintain fuel 
efficiency 

• Procure locally produced goods and 
services where feasible, reasonable and 
cost effective to reduce transport fuel 
emissions 

• Alternative fuel and power sources (such as 
biodiesels and ethanol blends) will be used 
wherever practicable. 

Contractor Construction 

 
Other safeguards and management measures that would address climate change impacts are 
identified in Section 6.3.3. 
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6.10 Other impacts 
Environmental factors with negligible to minor impacts have been assessed in the table below.  

6.10.1 Existing environment and potential impacts 
 

Environmental factor Existing environment Potential impacts 

Air quality The existing air quality near the location of the proposal is 
primarily influenced by emissions from motor vehicles, 
vessels, commercial operations and residential activities. 
Air quality is also influenced by the prevailing weather and 
climatic conditions, bushfires and other natural factors 
such as pollen. 

During the construction of the proposal temporary impacts 
on air quality may arise from: 
• Minor generation of particles and dust from Existing 

Facility removal work 
• Minor emissions (primarily diesel exhaust) from plant 

and machinery 
• Minor emissions from construction traffic and water 

vessels. 
 
The level of operation of the Proposed Facility would not 
significantly change. However, the sewage pump out facility 
is a potential source of odour if not adequately designed 
and operated.  

Aboriginal heritage An AHIMS search has been undertaken for the proposal 
site on 27 June 2016. In accordance with the PACHCI 
Stage 1, the Roads and Maritime Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Advisor (Sydney Region) has considered the 
proposal and has agreed there is no requirement to 
proceed to Stage 2 (Appendix G), which would involve a 
desktop assessment, archaeological site survey and 
Aboriginal consultation. 

The proposal site has been disturbed through urbanisation 
and retains none of the original landscape where Aboriginal 
objects would usually be found. No Aboriginal sites have 
been recorded near the site. The proposal would therefore 
not impact any known Aboriginal objects or declared 
Aboriginal places.  

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

163 



 

Environmental factor Existing environment Potential impacts 

Waste and resource use The Existing Facility would create waste from the 
operation of the various facilities on site including the kiosk 
and vessels. 

Construction activities would generate various waste and 
resource use streams including: 
• Solid waste from the removal of the Existing Facility, 

including timber 
• Waste fuels, oils, liquids and chemicals 
• Packaging wastes such as card board, timber, paper 

and plastic 
• General garbage and sewage from the construction 

zone. 
The proposal is unlikely to create substantially more waste 
and resource use streams during operation then the 
Existing Facility. The proposed cafe would retain a similar 
capacity to the existing kiosk. The Proposed Facility would 
also include a sewage pump-out facility to manage waste 
from vessels. 
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6.10.2 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Air quality • Measures to address air quality impacts will be incorporated into the CEMP 
and implemented throughout the construction period. As a minimum, the 
following measures will be included: 

• Covering of all loaded trucks and vessels 
• Machinery to be turned off rather than left to idle while not in use 
• Maintenance of all vehicles, including trucks and vessels entering and 

leaving the site in accordance with the manufacturers specifications to 
comply with all relevant regulations 

• Maintenance of all plant and equipment to ensure good operating 
condition and exhaust emissions comply with the Protection of the 
Environment Operations Act 1997 

• Maintaining the work site in a condition that minimises fugitive 
emissions such as minor dust.  

Contractor Construction 

Aboriginal heritage • If Aboriginal heritage items are uncovered during the work, all work in the 
vicinity of the find must cease and the Roads and Maritime’ Aboriginal 
cultural heritage advisor and the senior regional environmental officer 
contacted immediately. Steps in the Roads and Maritime Standard 
Management Procedure: Unexpected Heritage Items must be followed.  

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Waste and resource use • A Waste Management Plan (WMP) must be prepared and implemented as 
part of the CEMP. The WMP will include but not be limited to: 

• Measures to avoid and minimise waste associated with the project 
• Classification of wastes and management options (re-use, recycle, 

stockpile, disposal) 
• Statutory approvals required for managing both on and off-site waste, 

or application of any relevant resource recovery exemptions 
• Procedures for storage, transport and disposal 
• Monitoring, record keeping and reporting.   

The WMP will be prepared taking into account the Environmental 
Procedure - Management of Wastes on Roads and Maritime Services Land 
(Roads and Maritime, 2014) and relevant Roads and Maritime Waste Fact 
Sheets. 

• Waste disposed of off-site shall be classified in accordance with the Waste 
Classification Guidelines: Part 1 Classifying Waste (DECCW 2009b) prior to 
disposal and shall be disposed of at an appropriately licensed facility for that 
waste. Where necessary, this shall include sampling and analysis 

• Timber and other components of the Existing Facility that is removed must 
be reused and/or recycled if feasible 

• Waste material must not be left on site once the work has been completed 

• Working areas must be maintained, kept free of rubbish and cleaned up at 
the end of each working day 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

• A wet and dry spill kit must be stored at the Proposed Facility at all times 
and personnel trained in its use 

• All wastewater from vessels is to be discharged at an approved vessel 
wastewater disposal facility. No vessel wastewater is to be discharged (i.e. 
pumped out) directly into the water or onto any land adjacent. 

• An operating procedure for the sewage pump out facility must be prepared 
and displayed at the Proposed Facility to ensure the facility is appropriately 
used. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Operation 
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6.11 Cumulative impacts 

6.11.1 Study area 
The cumulative impact assessment has considered the suburb and waters of Elizabeth Bay. 

6.11.2 Broader program of work 
The Sydney Harbour Regional Boating Plan identifies the boating safety, access and infrastructure 
actions across the region to be implemented over the next five years. In regards to access, vessels 
access the waterways of the Sydney Harbour region in several ways including boat ramps, private 
and commercial moorings, facility berths and club or private landing facilities. One of the access 
actions is to work with councils and other partners on options to improve the capacity, condition 
and amenity of existing access facilities in the region. The proposal forms part of this broader 
program of work.  

6.11.3 Past, present and future projects 
A search of current Development Applications on the City of Sydney website for the suburb of 
Elizabeth Bay was undertaken on 11 November 2016. Various Development Applications (DAs) for 
residential developments are currently being reviewed and/or have been approved. The majority of 
the projects are for minor modifications to existing residential properties. Potential construction 
impacts from these DAs could include construction noise and traffic and parking impacts.  
 
No other developments occurring or being planned within the waters of Elizabeth Bay are known.  
 

6.11.4 Potential impacts 

Environmental factor Construction impacts Operational impacts 

Noise The proposal in conjunction 
with other construction 
activities that may be occurring 
concurrently may increase 
noise impacts on residents. 

It is considered that the 
operation of the Proposed 
Facility will be similar when 
compared with the existing 
operations of the site and that 
noise will not increase 
significantly. This was 
confirmed in a quantitative 
assessment (refer to Section 
6.1) 

Traffic and parking The proposal may cause 
increased demands on parking 
along Ithaca Road and the car 
park as a result of additional 
construction vehicles present 
on site and the temporary 
closure of some or all of the 
Ithaca Road car park. 

An assessment of traffic and 
parking impacts during 
operation is included in Section 
6.4. The assessment 
concluded no or negligible 
additional demand to the on 
street parking provision within 
the Ithaca Road carpark 
expected. 
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6.11.5 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing 

Cumulative 
construction 
impacts 

The Consultation Plan will include consultation 
with proponents of surrounding construction 
activities to: 
• Increase awareness of construction 

timeframes and impacts 
• Coordinate impact mitigation and 

management (e.g.: respite periods), in 
particular relating to parking impacts and 
noise impacts. 

Contractor Construction 
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7 Environmental management 

7.1 Environmental management plans 
A number of safeguards and management measures have been identified in the REF in order to 
minimise adverse environmental impacts, including social impacts, which could potentially arise as 
a result of the proposal. Should the proposal proceed, these safeguards and management 
measures would be incorporated into the detailed design and applied during the construction and 
operation of the proposal. 
 
A Project Environmental Management Plan (PEMP) and a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) will be prepared to describe the safeguards and management 
measures identified. The PEMP and CEMP will provide a framework for establishing how these 
measures will be implemented and who would be responsible for their implementation. 
 
The PEMP and CEMP will be prepared prior to construction of the proposal and must be reviewed 
and certified by the Roads and Maritime Environment Officer, Sydney region, and City of Sydney 
prior to the commencement of any on-site work. The CEMP will be a working document, subject to 
ongoing change and updated as necessary to respond to specific requirements. The CEMP and 
PEMP would be developed in accordance with the specifications set out in the QA Specification 
G36 – Environmental Protection (Management System), QA Specification G38 – Soil and Water 
Management (Soil and Water Plan), and QA Specification G10 - Traffic Management. 
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7.2 Summary of safeguards and management measures 
Environmental safeguards and management measures outlined in this REF will be incorporated into the detailed design phase of the proposal and 
during construction and operation of the proposal, should it proceed. These safeguards and management measures will minimise any potential 
adverse impacts arising from the proposed work on the surrounding environment. The safeguards and management measures are summarised in 
Table 7-1. 
 
Table 7-1:  Summary of site specific environmental safeguards 

 

No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

GEN1 General - minimise 
environmental impacts 
during construction 

A CEMP will be prepared and submitted for review and 
endorsement of the Roads and Maritime Environment 
Manager and City of Sydney prior to commencement of 
the activity.   
 
As a minimum, the CEMP will address the following: 
• any requirements associated with statutory approvals 
• details of how the project will implement the identified 

safeguards outlined in the REF 
• issue-specific environmental management plans 
• roles and responsibilities 
• communication requirements 
• induction and training requirements 
• procedures for monitoring and evaluating 

environmental performance, and for corrective action 
• reporting requirements and record-keeping  
• procedures for emergency and incident management 
• procedures for audit and review. 
 
The endorsed CEMP will be implemented during the 
undertaking of the activity. 

Contractor / 
Roads and 
Maritime Project 
Manager 

Pre-construction / 
detailed design 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

GEN2 General - 
environmental 
awareness 

All personnel working on site will receive training to ensure 
awareness of environment protection requirements to be 
implemented during the project. This will include up-front 
site induction and regular "toolbox" style briefings.   
 
Site-specific training will be provided to personnel engaged 
in activities or areas of higher risk. These include:  
• areas of heritage significance 
• adjoining residential areas requiring particular noise 

management measures. 

Contractor / 
Roads and 
Maritime Project 
Manager 

Pre-construction / 
detailed design 

NV1 Noise and vibration • A noise and vibration management plan must be 
prepared and incorporated into the CEMP. The 
management plan must be accordance with RMS 
Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline April 2016 
and include but not be limited to; 
• Reasonable and feasible noise control measures to 

reduce noise levels taking into account the control 
methods specified in the noise and vibration impact 
assessment for the project, this REF and the 
standard mitigation measures in Appendix B of the 
RMS Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline 
April 2016 

• Identification of nearby sensitive receivers 
• Details of the assessed hours of work and work to 

be undertaken 
• Behavioral practices or other management 

measures to be implemented to minimise noise 
• A complaints handling process.   

Contractor Pre-construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

NV2 Noise and vibration • Local community must be notified at least 7 days in 
advance of any work. The notification must include a 
description of the work activities, time periods, potential 
impacts and mitigation measures 

• More specific notification processes including letter box 
drops, phone calls and individual/group information 
sessions as required must be undertaken to notify 
receivers of night work. 

Contractor Construction 

NV3 Noise and vibration • A verification process of noise and vibration levels 
must be implemented in accordance with Appendix F 
of the RMS Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline 
April 2016. Attended measurements are to be 
undertaken within a period of 14 days from the 
commencement of construction activities. 

Contractor Construction 

NV4 Noise and vibration • A management procedure must be put in place to deal 
with noise and vibration complaints that may arise from 
the construction work. Each complaint must be 
investigated and appropriate noise and/or vibration 
amelioration measures be put in place to mitigate 
future occurrences, where the noise and/or vibration in 
question is in excess of allowable limits. 

Contractor Construction 

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

173 



 

No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

NV5 Noise • Where possible, night time construction work must be 
limited to two consecutive nights and these periods 
separated by at least one week with no more than 6 
nights of work per month 

• The local community should be engaged to seek ways 
to reduce the construction duration by allowing 
additional night work in a calendar month while 
minimising night disturbances as far as practicable.   

• In addition the community would be informed of 
construction activities and a community information 
and complaints line would be provided throughout the 
works to take inquiries and follow up on complaints. 

• Where feasible, high noise generating activities must 
be completed by 11pm. 

Contractor Construction 

NV6 Noise • While installing piles in the waterway during the night 
time period, pile drilling and pile hammering must be 
undertaken separately and not concurrently to avoid 
the cumulative noise impacts from both activities 

• All other construction activities, such as cutting piles or 
pouring concrete, should be limited to the day period 
only. 

Contractor Construction 

NV7 Vibration • Recommended minimum buffer distances as detailed 
in the noise and vibration impact assessment (Renzo 
Tonin 2016) must be maintained for activities involving 
vibration intensive plant. If this is not possible, then 
alternate equipment or work methodology must be 
considered to reduce vibration impacts.  If this is not 
possible, vibration monitoring must be undertaken 
during site activities to ensure vibration levels at the 
receiver comply with relevant vibration limits. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

NV8 Vibration • If vibration is found to be excessive, management 
measures must be implemented to ensure vibration 
compliance is achieved. Vibration testing of actual 
equipment on site must be carried out. Management 
measures may include modification of construction 
methods such as using smaller equipment, 
establishment of safe buffer zones, and if necessary, 
time restrictions for the most excessive vibration 
activities. Time restrictions are to be negotiated with 
affected receivers. 

Contractor Construction 

NV9 Vibration • Due to the conservatively low vibration limits for the 
seawall structure, a more detailed vibration analysis 
must be conducted once the design and construction 
methodology for the project has been finalised by the 
contractor. 

Contractor Construction 

NV10 Noise The detailed design of the Proposed Facility needs to take 
into consideration: 
• Procurement of 'quiet' plant 
• Strategic positioning of plant away from sensitive 

neighbouring premises 
• Maximising the intervening shielding between the plant 

and sensitive neighbouring premises 
• Commercially available silencers or acoustic 

attenuators for air discharge and air intakes of plant 
• Acoustically lined and lagged ductwork 
• Acoustic screens and barriers between plant and 

sensitive neighbouring premises; and/or 
• Partially enclosed or fully enclosed acoustic enclosures 

over plant. 

Project Manager 
and Lead 
Designer 

Detailed Design 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

NV11 Noise • Mechanical plant shall have their noise specifications 
and their proposed locations checked prior to their 
installation on site. 

Contractor Construction 

NV12 Noise An operational noise management plan for the operation of 
the Proposed Facility is to be prepared and included in the 
terms of the future license of the Proposed Facility. The 
plan should include the below conditions: 
• Minimise on board entertainment, music and 

maintenance works while the vessel is docked in the 
marina berths 

• Encourage vessels to be reversed into berths to permit 
forward departures to avoid sounding the boat horn 
three times as would occur if the craft reversed from 
the berths 

• Restrict motor boats from idling within the site and 
ensure that vessels promptly leave the marina once the 
engine is started up 

• Prohibit noise generating activities outside of standard 
hours while vessels are berthed 

• Discourage boat owners from leaving the marina 
berths outside of standard hours. 

• No liquor license for the café 
• No amplified music played at the café. 

RMS project 
manager and 
operator 

Pre- and during 
operation 

SWQ1 Seawall • If feasible, the temporary tendering facility must not 
add any additional loading to the seawall. If this is not 
possible, the ability of the seawall to withstand any 
additional loading should the temporary tendering 
facility need to be attached, must be investigated 
during detailed design. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-construction/ 
detailed design 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ2 Water quality (spills) • The sewage pump out facility must be designed in 
accordance with AS3500.2:2015 plumbing and 
drainage and operated to ensure the risk of spills is 
avoided 

• The Proposed Facility must be designed to ensure that 
a secured and sealed connection between the vessels 
and pump out facility is provided 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-construction/ 
detailed design 

SWQ3 Erosion and 
sedimentation 

• Erosion and sediment controls will be established prior 
to any disturbance of the land surface. Controls will be 
in accordance with edition 4 of ‘Managing Urban 
Stormwater, Soils and Construction’ (NSW 
Government, 2004) (‘The Blue Book’).  

• The maintenance of established stockpile sites during 
the work is to be in accordance with the Roads and 
Maritime Services Stockpile Site Management 
Guideline (EMS-TG-10).  

• Sediment must be minimised from moving off-site and 
sediment laden water minimised from entering any 
drainage inlet and Elizabeth Bay. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ4 Sediments 
 

• A silt curtain is to be installed around the work area to 
be disturbed within the waterway prior to 
commencement of work that disturb the seafloor 

• The silt curtain is to extend from a minimum of 100mm 
above the water line and be of sufficient depth extend 
to approximately 500mm above the seafloor during low 
tide 

• Visual observations of the effectiveness of the silt 
curtain are required to be made regularly during 
potential sediment disturbing work.  

• Results of observations of the integrity and 
effectiveness of the silt curtain are required to be 
recorded in a site notebook maintained specifically for 
the purpose. The notebook is required to be kept on 
the site and to be available for inspection by persons 
authorised by Roads and Maritime. 

• If turbidity of the water is observed outside the silt 
curtain during removal of the first few piles, a second, 
moveable silt curtain will be installed around the piles 
being removed during each day of operation.  

• A Work Method Statement (WMS) for the removal and 
installation of the piles must be incorporated into the 
CEMP and include measures to minimise disturbance 
of sediments, including the safeguards in the REF. The 
WMS must be approved by the Roads and Maritime 
Environment Officer. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ5 • There will be no stockpiling or demolition of 
construction materials on the seabed. All demolished 
material is to be deposited appropriately at an 
approved facility, on land above the highest 
astronomical tide mark. 

• Prior to use at the site and / or entry into the waterway, 
machinery is to be appropriately cleaned, degreased 
and serviced. 

• To minimise wash and prevent bottom scouring of the 
marine sediments, vessels will not use excessive 
power when maneuvering barges into place over the 
course sand and rock rubble habitat 

• Scouring damage will also be minimised by ‘working 
the wind and tides’ by only moving floating plant into 
place on high tides and under favourable or no-wind 
conditions, where practicable 

• Piles being removed must not be allowed to drag along 
the bottom of the seabed 

• Pea gravel or alternative approved material must be 
added to the seabed at the location of proposed piles 
prior to installing these to minimise sediment 
disturbance 

• Swing moorings being relocated must not be allowed to 
drag along the seabed and must be carefully placed to 
minimise sediment disturbance. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ6 Water quality (spills) • Emergency spill kits must be kept on site at all times 
and maintained throughout the construction work. The 
spill kit must be appropriately sized for the volume of 
substances at the work site. A spill kit must be kept on 
each barge 

• Spill kits for the construction barges must be specific 
for working within the marine environment 

• All staff must be made aware of the location of the spill 
kits and trained in their use 

• If a spill to water occurs, the Roads and Maritime 
Contract Manager and Roads and Maritime 
environment staff must be notified immediately, in 
accordance with RMS Environmental Incident 
Classification and Reporting Procedure February 2016 

• The spill/emergency management plan will also include 
methods to be used to stop the spill, contain and 
control the flow, clean up the spill, and record the spill 

• Equipment barges carrying plant or machinery must be 
fitted with impervious bunding around equipment which 
contain chemicals to prevent chemical spills or 
leakages from entering the water 

• A spill/emergency management plan which 
incorporates these safeguards will be set out within the 
CEMP.  

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ7 ASS • pH and peroxide tests, as relevant, must be carried out 
to detect the presence of any potential acid sulfate 
soils on soils in areas of excavation on the land and 
prior to start of work  

• Landside soils excavated for utility adjustments and 
sediments attached to piles being removed must be 
checked for potential acid sulfate soils 

• Any potential acid sulphate soils must be removed, 
contained, managed (treated) and disposed of in 
accordance with Waste Classification Guidelines: Part 
1 Classifying Waste (DECCW 2009). 

Contractor Construction 

SWQ8 Waste • Waste disposed of off-site shall be classified in 
accordance with the Waste Classification Guidelines: 
Part 1 Classifying Waste (DECCW 2009b) prior to 
disposal and shall be disposed of at an appropriately 
licensed facility for that waste. Where necessary, this 
shall include sampling and analysis.  

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ9 Water quality (spills) • All, equipment, materials and wastes transported 
between an off-site facility, and the construction work 
site must be secured to avoid spills during 
transportation.  

• Vehicles, vessels and plant must be properly 
maintained and regularly inspected for fluid leaks.  

• Vehicle or vessel wash-down must not occur on-site.  
• Refuelling must be undertaken offsite if feasible or 

within a double bunded impervious area on the barge. 
• All fuels, chemicals and hazardous liquids must be 

stored offsite if feasible or within an impervious double 
bunded area in accordance with Australian standards 
and EPA Guidelines.  

• Emergency contacts must be kept in an easily 
accessible location on the construction work site and 
on all construction vessels. All crew must be advised of 
these contact details and procedures.  

• Visual monitoring of local water quality (i.e. turbidity, 
hydrocarbon spills/slicks) is to be undertaken on a 
regular basis to identify any potential spills or deficient 
erosion and sediment controls. 

Contractor Construction 

SWQ10 Water quality (spills) • Appropriately sized containers must be used during the 
disconnection/reconnection of the sewer and the 
emptying of any waste traps to ensure no sewage or 
other wastes end up in Elizabeth Bay. 

Contractor Construction 

SWQ11 Water quality (spills) • In the event of a spill during operation, the incident 
emergency plan must be implemented in accordance 
with Sydney Ports Corporation’s response to shipping 
incidents and emergencies outlined in the ‘NSW State 
Waters Marine Oil and Chemical Spill Contingency 
Plan’ (Maritime, 2012). 

Contractor Operation 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

SWQ12 Water quality (spills) • A wet and dry spill kit must be stored at the Proposed 
Facility at all times and personnel trained in its use 

• An operating procedure for the sewage pump out 
facility must be prepared and displayed at the 
Proposed Facility to ensure the facility is appropriately 
used. 

Contractor Operation 

CPH1 Flooding • Temporary construction facilities at the Ithaca Road / 
Beare Park carpark must not block or restrict 
stormwater drainage infrastructure (i.e. drains and 
stormwater pits) 

• The footprint of any temporary site construction facilities 
within the carpark area that may be impacted by 
overland flows during flood events must be minimised 
as far as practicable 

• If temporary facilities are required at the Ithaca Road / 
Beare Park carpark, which is subject to overland 
flooding, then a site flood management plan must be 
developed as part of the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

CPH2 Temporary facility • The temporary facility must be designed to 
accommodate design wave heights and water levels in 
accordance with the Australian Standards AS 4997-
2005 Guidelines for Design of Maritime Structures. For 
temporary work, a 20 – 50 year ARI design wave height 
should be accounted for. It is suggested that a deck 
level of 2 m AHD is likely appropriate, however a 
freeboard allowance should also be considered. 
Numerical modelling of wave and water level conditions 
could be undertaken to refine the design height 
recommendations. 

• A Coastal Storm Emergency Response Plan must be 
prepared, that details safeguards to prepare, respond 
and recover from a possible storm event. The Plan will 
recommend the regular monitoring (visual and/or 
electronic) of BoM Sydney Closed Waters Forecast and 
Severe Weather Warnings, predicted tides (especially 
spring and solstice tides), ocean water level and 
winds/wave conditions; actions for the evacuation of 
staff and visitors from the water based facilities to a 
safe location on land; and will provide 
recommendations to minimise risk of damage from 
coastal flood water and wave action to the temporary 
facilities. 

Contractor, RMS Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

CPH3 Design • Detailed design and construct fixed and floating Marina 
structures in accordance with Australia Standards AS 
4497-2005 Guidelines for Design of Maritime Structures 
and AS 3962-2001 Guidelines for Design of Marinas, to 
ensure adequate strength and stability of the Marina 
with consideration to exposure to wind, current, wave 
and water level loads 

• Design and construct a wave attenuator in order to 
satisfy the Australia Standard AS 3962-2011 Guideline 
for Design of Marinas’ for an acceptable wave climate 
within small craft marinas. A ‘moderate’ wave climate is 
acceptable 

• Design the Proposed Facility to cater for an increase in 
ocean water levels due to sea level rise over the design 
life of the structure to satisfy the Australian Standard AS 
2997-2005 Guidelines for the Design of Maritime 
Structure 

• With consideration of a 50 year design life for the 
Proposed Facility, and the former sea level benchmarks 
provided by the NSW Government, the Proposed 
Facility must be designed to cater for a 2065 sea level 
of 0.65m above 1990 levels 

• Design and construct fixed deck levels for habitable 
areas with an appropriate freeboard allowance above 
100-year ARI extreme water level projected over the 
50-year life cycle of the Proposed Facility. With 
consideration of future sea level rise, a 2065 100-year 
ARI storm surge level of 1.93 m AHD must be adopted 
for design purposes. 

RMS Detailed design 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

CPH4 Construction • Implement sediment erosion control measures in 
accordance with the Soils and Construction Handbook 
prior to the commencement of any excavation/trenching 
or earthworks. 

• Apply a silt curtain around the piles being removed 
during each day of operation prior to commencement of 
the work. Silt curtain to extend from a minimum of 
100mm above the water line and be of sufficient depth 
to extend to around 500 mm above the seafloor during 
low tide to avoid damage to seagrass habitat. 

• Undertake visual observation of silt curtains twice per 
day to inspect their condition to ensure device is 
functioning as intended. 

• Undertake regular monitoring (visual and/or electronic) 
of BoM Sydney Closed Waters Forecast and Severe 
Weather Warnings, predicted tides (especially spring 
and solstice tides), ocean water level and winds/wave 
conditions, and cease construction operations in the 
case of inclement weather conditions at Elizabeth Bay. 

• Anchor cables must be suitably buoyed to minimise 
cable drag from construction barges. 

• Anchors must be lifted prior to moving construction 
barges, to minimise disturbance of seabed. 

• In the event of an extreme coastal storm event, barges 
and machinery, to be relocated to land in the first 
instance (if time permits) or relocated to protected 
waters or securely tied to temporary facility 
pontoon/berthing platform as a secondary measure. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

LTP1 Road traffic • A Road Traffic Management Plan must be prepared as 
part of the CEMP and include the following: 
• A construction overview (including a construction 

schedule and proposed hours of work) 
• Truck routes for construction vehicles to access 

and egress the site from the arterial road network 
• Access to the site for the required construction 

vehicles, and frequency of construction vehicle 
arrivals and departures 

• Any required modifications to existing car parking 
arrangements to accommodate construction 
activities 

• Construction worker parking arrangements 
• Pedestrian access and control 

• Traffic control plans (if required) to facilitate 
construction vehicle access to and egress from the 
site, and any work zone requirements or road 
occupancy applications. 

Contractor Pre-construction 

LTP2 • A temporary works application and road closure 
application will be submitted to the City of Sydney for 
any ancillary facilities or road closures required for 
construction 

Contractor Pre-construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

LTP3 Maritime traffic • A Maritime Traffic Management Plan must be prepared 
as part of the CEMP and include the following: 
• A construction overview (including a construction 

schedule and proposed hours of work) 
• Routes for construction vessels to access and 

egress the site  
• Access to the site for the required construction 

vessels, and frequency of construction vessels 
arrivals and departures 

• The appropriate signage to be installed in consultation 
with NSW Roads and Maritime (Maritime division). 

Contractor Pre-construction 

LTP4 Road traffic • All Traffic Control Plans (TCP) will be implemented by 
a certified Traffic Controller who shall be onsite during 
work hours to ensure all signage is provided in 
accordance to the requirements of the approved 
CTMP. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP5 • Truck routes will be established prior to the 
commencement of any works, including the truck size, 
access location and provision of loading and unloading 
area to minimise the impact the existing road network 
and pedestrians 

Contractor Construction 

LTP6 • All trucks will enter and exit the site in forward 
direction. All drivers will be linked via radio and called 
to site when required to ensure no trucks queue or park 
on-street. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP7 • Pedestrian access will be ensured and safely 
maintained at all time. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

LTP8 • Heavy earth equipment work will be restricted between 
the work hours of 7:00am and 5:00pm on Monday to 
Friday and 8:00am – 1:00pm Saturdays, only. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP9 • At no time will contractors be allowed to park private 
vehicles within the proposed loading areas, which are 
for the sole purpose of the loading / unloading of 
materials and equipment 

Contractor Construction 

LTP10 • A site requirement will be imposed on all personnel to 
utilise public transport to and from the site. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP11 Maritime traffic • The temporary facility must be built first prior to the 
demolition of the Existing Facility to ensure that the 
tendering service is not interrupted. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP12 • The impacted swing moorings will be relocated within 
Elizabeth Bay in consultation with NSW Maritime. 

Contractor Construction 

LTP13 • All construction barges will only use the maritime 
fairway.  

Contractor Construction 

LCV1 Visual impacts • Screening storage and container areas and services 
appropriately  

• Ensuring a sight line is maintained to the water when 
looking through the building north from Beare Park  

• Specifying berth types, sizes and locations to ensure 
large bulkier vessels do not block key viewpoints  

• Maintaining gaps in the Proposed Facility berthing, free 
from vessels that allows for views through the 
Proposed Facility to the opposite foreshore. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Detailed design 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

LCV2 Visual impacts • Lighting, particularly floodlighting, will minimise 
reflection from the water’s surface  

• Public domain hard landscape elements and plant 
selection will be complementary to the existing 
landscape character of the site 

• Signage locations will minimise impact by consolidating 
within built form elements rather than freestanding 
where possible. Dimensions of signs should be kept to 
a minimum and be complimentary to the community 
and commercial identity of the site  

• Ensuring design refinements to the build form continue 
to represent the design form and quality of the 
proposal. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Detailed design 

LCV3 Visual impacts • Urban design principles will be integrated throughout 
the detailed design and construction of the proposal.  

Roads and 
Maritime 

Detailed design 

LCV4 
 

Visual impacts • Temporary visual impacts must be minimised by 
maintaining the work site in a clean and tidy state and 
completing the work within the shortest possible time 
frame.  

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

B1 Seagrass • The design of the Proposed Facility must where 
feasible incorporate features to minimise shading of 
the seabed. The following must be considered: 
• The amount of light reaching aquatic vegetation can 

be maximised by increasing the height of the 
structure above the water, reducing the width of the 
deck to the minimum required for safe access, 
excluding the use of a pontoon or minimising the 
size of it and orientating the structure to maximise 
sunlight penetration under the deck (e.g. north-
south orientation is preferred over east-west 
orientation) 

• Structures over aquatic vegetation should be 
decked with mesh, grid or grates of agreed 
specifications to allow for light penetration 

• To mitigate shading impacts, the incorporation of 
meshed decking on the section of the pontoon situated 
over seagrass may be required as part of the Fisheries 
permit. Site investigations by DPI Fisheries to be 
undertaken at the permit application stage, will verify 
the need for meshed decking or otherwise 

• Where feasible, the temporary facility consisting of a 
small platform, ramp and pontoon to be constructed on 
the eastern side of the Existing Facility and that would 
be operational during the demolition of the Existing 
Facility and construction of the Proposed Facility must 
be located in an area that would avoid shading any 
seagrass. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Pre-construction  
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

B2 Seagrass and aquatic 
habitats 

• A risk assessment workshop is to be completed prior to 
the commencement of work and attended by the 
Maritime construction project manager, contractor and 
RMS environment staff. The workshop would identify 
activities with highest risk of impacting seagrass and 
develop specific safeguards for each activity. These 
requirements would be captured in the contractors 
CEMP and communicated to all staff and would include 
those identified in this REF. 

• The seagrass within the study area must be surveyed 
and mapped prior to construction and within the first 
year following construction to determine the actual 
extent of impact in order to determine the amount of 
seagrass that will need to be confirmed following the 
detailed design. Potential offset 

• A permit to harm marine vegetation under s.205 of the 
Fisheries Management Act is to be obtained for these 
work, prior to the commencement of construction. The 
permit application is to provide detail on the specific 
area and density of seagrass that would be shaded 
from the construction of the pontoon and the extension 
to the Proposed Facility. The offsets will be negotiated 
with the proponent at the permit application stage 

• The temporary facility is to be removed following the 
completion of construction. 

Roads and 
Maritime, 
Contractor 

Pre-construction  

B3 Seagrass • The silt curtain must be monitored on a regular to 
ensure that the silt curtain does not damage the 
seagrass beds. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

B4 Seagrass and aquatic 
habitats 

• Seagrass bed exclusion zones will be delineated in the 
CEMP to prevent direct disturbance to marine habitats 
outside the limits of the required work area 

• All staff working on the site will be advised of the 
location of aquatic habitats, and exclusion zones 

• No vessel anchors will be placed in identified seagrass 
habitats 

• Anchor cables must by suitably buoyed prior to laying, 
and kept buoyed once laid, to prevent cable drag and 
cable swing damage (scalping) to seagrass and rock 
rubble habitat areas. Where this is impractical, 
contractors will use floating rope 

• Minimise disturbance of the seabed, marine vegetation 
habitats, and the mobilisation of any colonised pest 
algae (Caulerpa taxifolia) 

• To prevent shading impacts, vessels must not be 
moored/ anchored in the same location for more than 
one complete 24 hour diurnal cycle (unless required for 
construction purposes, justification must be provided) 

• Relocated moorings are to be placed in an area that is 
situated approximately 15 metres away from seagrass. 

• An environmental site induction is to be completed 
prior to the commencement of work and attended by 
the Maritime construction project manager, contractor 
and Roads and Maritime environment staff. The 
induction would identify activities with highest risk of 
impacting seagrass and develop specific safeguards 
for each activity. The induction will include the risk of 
increased nutrient levels. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

B5 Noxious weeds • All the wetted surface areas of demolition materials 
taken from the waters, and construction related 
equipment that comes in contact with the seabed 
(including mooring tackle, cables, ropes and anchors), 
must be inspected for possible attached Caulerpa 
taxifolia plants and these must be collected and 
disposed of into plastic bags then placed into garbage 
bins on shore as recommended in the NSW Control 
Plan for the Noxious Marine Alga Caulerpa Taxifolia 
(NSW Fisheries 2009). 

Contractor Construction 

B6 Threatened species • If unexpected threatened fauna or flora species are 
discovered, stop work immediately and follow the 
Roads and Maritime Services Unexpected Threatened 
Species Find Procedure in the Roads and Maritime 
Services Biodiversity Guidelines 2011 – Guide 1 (pre-
clearing process). 

Contractor Construction 

B7 Fish kills • Fisheries NSW (1800 043 536) and the Environment 
Protection Authority (131 555) must be notified 
immediately if any fish kills occur in the vicinity of the 
work. In such cases, all work other than emergency 
response procedures are to cease until the issue is 
rectified and approval is given by Fisheries NSW 
and/or the Environment Protection authority for the 
work to proceed. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

NAH1 Non-aboriginal 
heritage 

• An archival recording of the wharf and building in its 
current form will be undertaken to provide a record of 
the evolution of the site. 

• An interpretation proposal for the site should be 
prepared that illustrates its long and interesting history 
from the time of being part of the grounds of Elizabeth 
Bay house through its various periods of development.  

• Where possible the re-use of recovered materials from 
the Existing Facility is encouraged as part of the 
interpretation of the place. 

• A copy of the REF will be provided to the Heritage 
Council of NSW during the REF display period. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Pre-construction 

NAH2 Non-aboriginal 
heritage 

• If archaeological evidence is uncovered during work the 
protocols of the “Roads and Maritime Unexpected 
Archaeological Procedures Procedure” must be 
followed and an experienced archaeologist engaged to 
investigate that material prior to work proceeding. 

Contractor Construction 

CC1 Climate Change • The design of the building must meet a NABERS rating 
of 4 or above 

• Incorporate the use of solar panels in the design of the 
Proposed Facility. 

Roads and 
Maritime  

Design 

CC2 Climate Change • Consider the use of renewable energy to power the site 
compounds (e.g. solar panels) or the contribution to 
green energy programs. Any contribution must cover 
the full power usage during construction. 

Contractor Construction 

CC3 Climate Change • Where feasible and reasonable, procure recycled 
content construction materials 

• Use lower embodied energy concrete for lower-strength 
applications where feasible and reasonable. 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

CC4 Climate Change • Where feasible and reasonable select the most fuel 
efficient plant, equipment and vehicles available 
through consultation with subcontractors and suppliers 

• Regularly maintain all plant and vehicles, including any 
water vessels, to maintain fuel efficiency 

• Procure locally produced goods and services where 
feasible, reasonable and cost effective to reduce 
transport fuel emissions 

• Alternative fuel and power sources (such as biodiesels 
and ethanol blends) will be used wherever practicable. 

Contractor Construction 

AQ1 Air quality • Measures to address air quality impacts will be 
incorporated into the CEMP and implemented 
throughout the construction period. As a minimum, the 
following measures will be included: 

• Covering of all loaded trucks and vessels 
• Machinery to be turned off rather than left to idle 

while not in use 
• Maintenance of all vehicles, including trucks and 

vessels entering and leaving the site in 
accordance with the manufacturers specifications 
to comply with all relevant regulations 

• Maintenance of all plant and equipment to ensure 
good operating condition and exhaust emissions 
comply with the Protection of the Environment 
Operations Act 1997 

• Maintaining the work site in a condition that 
minimises fugitive emissions such as minor dust.  

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

AH1 Aboriginal heritage • If Aboriginal heritage items are uncovered during the 
work, all work in the vicinity of the find must cease and 
the Roads and Maritime’ Aboriginal cultural heritage 
advisor and the senior regional environmental officer 
contacted immediately. Steps in the Roads and 
Maritime Standard Management Procedure: 
Unexpected Heritage Items must be followed.  

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

WAR1 Waste and resource 
use 

• A Waste Management Plan (WMP) must be prepared 
and implemented as part of the CEMP. The WMP will 
include but not be limited to: 

• Measures to avoid and minimise waste 
associated with the project 

• Classification of wastes and management options 
(re-use, recycle, stockpile, disposal) 

• Statutory approvals required for managing both 
on and off-site waste, or application of any 
relevant resource recovery exemptions 

• Procedures for storage, transport and disposal 
• Monitoring, record keeping and reporting.   

The WMP will be prepared taking into account the 
Environmental Procedure - Management of Wastes on 
Roads and Maritime Services Land (Roads and 
Maritime, 2014) and relevant Roads and Maritime 
Waste Fact Sheets. 

• Waste disposed of off-site shall be classified in 
accordance with the Waste Classification Guidelines: 
Part 1 Classifying Waste (DECCW 2009b) prior to 
disposal and shall be disposed of at an appropriately 
licensed facility for that waste. Where necessary, this 
shall include sampling and analysis 

• Timber and other components of the Existing Facility 
that is removed must be reused and/or recycled if 
feasible 

• Waste material must not be left on site once the work 
has been completed 

• Working areas must be maintained, kept free of rubbish 
and cleaned up at the end of each working day 

Contractor Construction 
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No Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

WAR2  • A wet and dry spill kit must be stored at the Proposed 
Facility at all times and personnel trained in its use 

• All wastewater from vessels is to be discharged at an 
approved vessel wastewater disposal facility. No vessel 
wastewater is to be discharged (i.e. pumped out) 
directly into the water or onto any land adjacent. 

• An operating procedure for the sewage pump out 
facility must be prepared and displayed at the Proposed 
Facility to ensure the facility is appropriately used. 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Operation 
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7.3 Licensing and approvals 
 
Table 7-2: Summary of licensing and approvals required 

Instrument Requirement Timing 

Fisheries 
Management Act 
1994 (s199) 

Notification to the Minister for Primary Industries 
prior to any dredging (work that involves the 
removal of any of material from water land that 
disturbs, moves or harms woody debris, snags, 
gravel beds, cobbles, rocks, boulders, rock bars 
or aquatic vegetation is considered dredging) or 
reclamation work. 
 

A minimum of 28 days 
prior to the start of work. 

Fisheries 
Management Act 
1994 (s205) 

Permit to harm marine vegetation from the 
Minister for Primary Industries. 

Prior to start of the 
activity. 

Marine Safety Act 
1998 (s97(1)) 

Section 97(1) of the Marine Safety Regulation 
2016 would require the work to be subject 
to an aquatic licence issued by Roads and 
Maritime 

Prior to start of the 
activity. 

Ports and Maritime 
Administration 
Regulation 2012 
(s67ZN) 

Section 67ZN of the Ports and Maritime 
Administration Regulation 2012 requires the 
written permission of the Port Authority of New 
South Wales’ Harbour Master prior to any 
disturbance of the bed of Sydney Harbour. 
 
As the proposal would disturb the bed of Sydney 
Harbour, Harbour Master approval would be 
required prior to the proposal commencing 

Prior to start of the 
activity. 

Sydney Water Act 
1994 

A Section 73 Compliance Certificate under the 
Sydney Water Act 1994 must be obtained from 
Sydney Water. 

Prior to start of the 
activity. 

Roads Act (1993) Road Occupancy Licence (ROL) may be 
required. To be determined in consultation with 
City of Sydney. 

Prior to start of the 
activity (if required).  
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8 Justification and conclusion 

8.1 Justification 
The proposal is for the upgrade of the Elizabeth Bay Maritime Facility.  The Existing Facility has a 
number of deficiencies including: 
• It does not meet current Australian Standard for marinas 
• It does not provide disabled access 
• It is in disrepair and will require major repairs in the next five years to maintain safety 
• It floods during high tides and storm events due to deck level being too low. 
 
The proposed upgrade would replace the Existing Facility with a new structure and increase the 
number of berths from 9 vessels to 13 vessels, including the provision to berth vessels up to 20 
metres long. The benefits of upgrading the Existing Facility would include: 
• Improved services and amenities resulting from the construction of a new Proposed Facility that 

would meet current Australian Standards 
• Improved access for people with disabilities 
• Improved berth access for vessels with the floating pontoon relocated to deeper waters 
• Flood free for 1:100 year flood events and under predicted sea level rise for 2065 
• ESD features such as buildings with a NABERS rating of 4 or more 
 
As discussed in chapter 2, the proposed upgrade is the preferred option as it would better meet the 
objectives of the proposal. 
 
However, it is recognised that the proposed upgrade would have some inevitable impacts 
including: 
• Temporary construction noise impacts 
• Temporary parking impacts during construction  
• Temporary amenity impacts from the temporary removal of the kiosk and other facilities 

provided by the Existing Facility 
• Visual impacts from relocating the berths to deeper water which will extend the pontoon further 

out into Elizabeth Bay 
• Seagrasses and macroalgae may be directly impacted during the construction work by 

anchoring of barges and boats and the use of propellers in shallow areas. The removal of 
Existing Facility infrastructure may also directly damage this habitat if dragged along the 
seabed 

 
Overall, the majority of the potential impacts would be temporary, except for visual amenity 
impacts, and the overall long term benefits of upgrading the Existing Facility outweigh the adverse 
impacts. Management measures have also been developed to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate 
environmental impacts. Based on the findings of this REF, the proposal is considered justified. 
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8.2 Objects of the EP&A Act 
 
Object Comment 

5(a)(i) To encourage the proper management, 
development and conservation of natural and 
artificial resources, including agricultural land, 
natural areas, forests, minerals, water, cities, 
towns and villages for the purpose of promoting 
the social and economic welfare of the 
community and a better environment. 

The proposal would improve the services and 
amenities of the Elizabeth Bay Maritime Facility 
by replacing the Existing Facility with a new 
Proposed Facility that would meet current 
Australian Standards. It would improve safety 
and access for vessels and people with 
disabilities. 
 

5(a)(ii) To encourage the promotion and co-
ordination of the orderly economic use and 
development of land. 

The proposal would upgrade the Existing 
Facility by replacing it with an improved 
Proposed Facility.  

5(a)(iii) To encourage the protection, provision 
and co-ordination of communication and utility 
services. 

The Proposed Facility would be connected to 
existing utility services which would be 
undertaken in consultation with relevant utility 
providers. 

5(a)(iv) To encourage the provision of land for 
public purposes. 

Not applicable 

5(a)(v) To encourage the provision and co-
ordination of community services and facilities. 

The proposal would upgrade an Existing Facility 
for the benefit of the public. 

5(a)(vi) To encourage the protection of the 
environment, including the protection and 
conservation of native animals and plants, 
including threatened species, populations and 
ecological communities, and their habitats. 

The proposal would have some impacts on 
Existing Facility biodiversity, in particular 
impacts on seagrass. Management measures 
have been included in this REF to avoid, 
minimise and/or mitigate impacts on marine 
biodiversity. This includes negotiation with DPI 
regarding offset requirement for impacts to 
seagrass that cannot be avoided. 

5(a)(vii) To encourage ecologically sustainable 
development. 

Ecologically sustainable development is 
considered in Sections 8.2.1 to 0 below. 

5(a)(viii) To encourage the provision and 
maintenance of affordable housing. 

Not relevant to the project. 

5(b) To promote the sharing of the responsibility 
for environmental planning between different 
levels of government in the State. 

Not relevant to the project. 

5(c) To provide increased opportunity for public 
involvement and participation in environmental 
planning and assessment. 

As discussed in Chapter 5, the local community 
were involved in the selection of the preferred 
design option. Furthermore, this REF would be 
put on public display for comment. Any 
feedback received would be taken into 
consideration in a submissions report and the 
detailed design of the proposal. 
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8.2.1 The precautionary principle 
The precautionary principle has been adopted in the selection of options and assessment of 
impacts; all potential impacts have been considered and mitigated where a risk is present. Where 
uncertainty exists, measures have been included to address the uncertainty. 

8.2.2 Intergenerational equity 
The proposal would upgrade an Existing Facility which has some safety deficiencies and does not 
meet current Australian Standards. A new Proposed Facility would be built to improve the services 
and amenities provided by the Existing Facility. It would be constructed to meet current Australian 
Standards and improve access for vessels as well as for people with disabilities. The proposal 
ensures that intergenerational equity is maintained. 

8.2.3 Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
As detailed in Section 6.7, the proposal would have some impacts on marine biodiversity, in 
particular seagrass. A total area of 2547 square metres of seagrass has the potential to be 
impacted during construction of the Proposed Facility. However, the impacts on seagrass are 
unlikely to substantially compromise biological diversity and ecological integrity of Elizabeth Bay. 
Management measures have been included in this REF to avoid, minimise and/or mitigate impacts 
on marine biodiversity. This includes negotiation with DPI regarding offset requirement for impacts 
to seagrass that cannot be avoided.  

8.2.4 Improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms 
Environmental factors have been and would continue to be included in the valuation of assets and 
services during all phases of the proposal development. For example, the design would 
incorporate features to minimise pollution (e.g. sewage pump-out facility), minimise impacts to 
seagrass (e.g. mesh deck where required) and the buildings would be built to a NABERS rating of 
4 or more. 

8.3 Conclusion 
The Proposed Facility is subject to assessment under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. The REF has 
examined and taken into account to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect 
the environment by reason of the Proposed Facility.  
 
This has included consideration (where relevant) of conservation agreements and plans of 
management under the NPW Act, joint management and biobanking agreements under the TSC 
Act, wilderness areas, critical habitat, impacts on threatened species, populations and ecological 
communities and their habitats and other protected fauna and native plants. It has also considered 
potential impacts to matters of national environmental significance listed under the Federal EPBC 
Act. 
 
A number of potential environmental impacts identified during the assessment of the proposal have 
been avoided or reduced during the concept design development and options assessment. In 
particular, the proposal as described in the REF best meets the project objectives, it would still 
result in some impacts, in relation to construction noise, parking impacts during construction, 
impacts on seagrass and visual amenity. Safeguards and management measures as detailed in 
this REF would ameliorate or minimise these expected impacts.  
 
The proposal would also improve the services provided by the Existing Facility by providing a new 
structure that is safe and flood free in 1:100 year flood events and under predicted sea level rise 
events, allows for improved vessel access and disabled access. On balance the proposal is 
considered justified and the following conclusions are made. 
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Significance of impact under NSW legislation 
The proposal is not likely to significantly affect the environment (including critical habitat) or 
threatened species, populations or ecological communities, or their habitats. Therefore, it is not 
necessary for an environmental impact statement to be prepared in connection with the proposal in 
accordance with section 112(1) of the EP&A Act. In addition, a Species Impact Statement is not 
required in accordance with section 112(1B) of the EP&A Act.  
  
Significance of impact under Australian legislation 
The proposal is not likely to have a significant impact on matters of national environmental 
significance or the environment of Commonwealth land within the meaning of the EPBC Act. A 
referral to the DEE is not required.  
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9 Certification 

This review of environmental factors provides a true and fair review of the proposal in relation to its 
potential effects on the environment. It addresses to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting 
or likely to affect the environment as a result of the proposal in accordance with the requirements 
of section 111 of the EP&A Act. 
 
 

 
Scott McGrath 
Senior Environmental Consultant – Sydney region  
NGH Environmental 
Date: 20 February 2017 

I have examined this review of environmental factors and accept it on behalf of Roads and 
Maritime Services.  
 

 
Nhu Doan 
Senior Project Manager 
Roads and Maritime Services Corporate Division Sydney 
Date: 21 February 2017 
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Terms and acronyms 

Term / Acronym Description 

AHD Australian Height Datum 

AS Australian Standard 

Berthing A place for a vessel to dock 

CCTV Close circuit television 

CEMP Construction environmental management plan 

DDA Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) 

EIA Environmental impact assessment 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW). Provides the 
legislative framework for land use planning and development assessment in 
NSW 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(Commonwealth). Provides for the protection of the environment, especially 
matters of national environmental significance, and provides a national 
assessment and approvals process 

ESD Ecologically sustainable development. Development that uses, conserves 
and enhances the resources of the community so that ecological processes 
on which life depends, are maintained and the total quality of life, now and in 
the future, can be increased 

Freeboard Distance above the highwater mark and the top of the deck 

FM Act Fisheries Management Act 1994 (NSW) 

Heritage Act Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

ISEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

Jetty A structure extending into the harbour as part of a wharf 

LEP Local Environmental Plan. A type of planning instrument made under Part 3 
of the EP&A Act 

MHWM Mean high water mark 

MNES Matters of national environmental significance under the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

NABERS National Australian Built Environment Rating System. NABERS is a national 
rating system that measures the environmental performance of buildings. 

Noxious Weeds 
Act 

Noxious Weeds Act 1993 (NSW) 

NPW Act National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) 
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Term / Acronym Description 

Piles Foundations used to support marine structures and offshore platforms 

Pontoon A floating structure serving as a dock 

RL Reduced Level 

SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy.  A type of planning instrument made 
under Part 3 of the EP&A Act 

SEPP 14 State Environmental Planning Policy No.14 – Coastal Wetlands 

TSC Act Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW) 

QA Specifications Specifications developed by Roads and Maritime Services for use with 
roadworks and bridgeworks contracts let by Roads and Maritime Services  

Wharf A landing place or pier where ships may tie up and load or unload 

ZFDTG Zero of Fort Denison Tide Gauge 

Elizabeth Bay maritime facility upgrade 
Review of environmental factors 

209 



 

Appendix A 
Proposal drawings 

 

 



 

Appendix B 
TLB condition report 
 

 

 



 

Appendix C 
Preliminary Concepts 

 

 



 

Appendix D 
Biodiversity assessment 

 

 



 

Appendix E 
Consideration of clause 228(2) factors 

Consideration of matters of national environmental 
significance

 

 



 

Clause 228(2) checklist 

In addition to the requirements of the Is an EIS required? (DUAP 1995/1996) guideline and the 
Marinas and Related Facilities EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996) as detailed in the REF, the following 
factors, listed in clause 228(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 
have also been considered to assess the likely impacts of the proposal on the natural and built 
environment. 
 
a. Any environmental impact on a community? 
Impact Level of impact 

The community would be impacted by noise 
during standard hours and out of standard hours 
during construction in accordance with Section 
6.1.3.  

Short term, negative impact 
 
Long term, negative impact 
 
 
 

Park users would find construction noise 
moderately intrusive with the amenity of Beare 
Park likely impacted. This may result in a 
change of park user behaviour as people seek 
other recreation spaces. As identified 
previously, there are five parks within 800 
metres of Beare Park, of which three have 
playgrounds. These parks would provide an 
alternative for residents if construction noise 
becomes overly intrusive.  

Short term, negative impact 
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Impact Level of impact 

Traffic movements. Adjustments to traffic 
movements are anticipated during the 
construction period with an increase of 
potentially 15 movements per day during 
peak construction times. These movements 
would include small trucks and commercial 
vehicles servicing the construction activities. 
As a residential area, construction traffic 
movements may slightly disturb the 
residential amenity of the locality or result in 
time delays due to increased traffic. 
However, due to the low number of 
movements and likely spread of movements 
across the day, the impact of construction 
traffic on the surrounding community is likely 
to be negligible and a short term impact 
while construction occurs. A lot of 
movements by the local community in the 
study area are by walking and public 
transport, particularly during the day for 
travelling to work.  
 
Parking. During community consultation the 
availability of car parking was raised as an 
issue during construction. There would be a 
temporary reduction in parking demand 
during closure of the Existing Facility. 
Temporary loss of car parking (due to the 
location of the ancillary facilities in the Ithaca 
Road car park) would occur as a direct and 
indirect consequence of construction.  
During this time, all car parking spaces 
would be unavailable for public use for a 
temporary period of two, two week periods. 
Between 8 to 10 car parks would also be 
unavailable for up to 4 days during concrete 
pours. In addition, two car parks would be 
unavailable to the public for up to five 
months. 
This would make it more difficult for 
residents and visitors to access parking as 
the loss of parking may generate higher 
parking demand in surrounding residential 
streets.  
 

 

Short term, negative impact  
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Impact Level of impact 

The heritage fabric of the Elizabeth Bay 
maritime facility would be impacted during 
construction as the Existing Facility would not 
be accessible and represent the heritage 
significance of the facility. The heritage fabric of 
the facility during operation would be improved 
as the Proposed Facility would increase access 
to the public.  

Short term, negative impact (construction) 
 
Long term, positive impact (operation) 

 

b. Any transformation of a locality? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would temporarily remove an 
Existing Facility to construct a new Proposed 
Facility. The Existing Facility and associated 
facilities would not be available during the 
construction period.  

Short term minor negative 

There would not be any long term 
transformation of the locality. 

Long term neutral 
 

 

c. Any environmental impact on the ecosystems of the locality? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would impact marine biodiversity 
including seagrass areas during construction 
and operation as result of direct disturbances 
during construction and indirect impacts 
(shading) during operation. Safeguards, 
including a requirement to offset impacts to 
seagrass, have been recommended in Chapter 
7. 

Short term and long term minor negative 

 

d. Any reduction of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other environmental quality or 
value of a locality? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would have short term and long 
term impacts on the visual amenity of the area. 
This would mainly be as a result of the 
extension of the berths further out into the bay 
covering a larger area which would be visible 
from surrounding receivers, including residents.  

Short term major negative (construction) and 
long term minor negative (operation) 
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e. Any effect on a locality, place or building having aesthetic, anthropological, 
archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, scientific or social significance or other 
special value for present or future generations? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal is located near Beare Park which 
is valued by the community. The foreshore and 
surrounding area is within a heritage 
conservation area. 

Short term negative impact from a reduction in 
the heritage visual amenity of the heritage 
conservation area.  
 
Long term neutral impact as the Proposed 
Facility does not impact the heritage fabric of 
the Elizabeth Bay Maritime Facility.  

 

f. Any impact on the habitat of protected fauna (within the meaning of the National Parks 
and Wildlife Act 1974)? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would impact marine biodiversity 
including seagrass areas during construction 
and operation as result of direct disturbances 
during construction and indirect impacts 
(shading) during operation. Safeguards, 
including a requirement to offset impacts to 
seagrass, have been recommended in Chapter 
7. 

Short term and long term minor negative 

 

g. Any endangering of any species of animal, plant or other form of life, whether living on 
land, in water or in the air? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would impact marine biodiversity 
including seagrass areas during construction 
and operation as result of direct disturbances 
during construction and indirect impacts 
(shading) during operation. However, it is 
unlikely to endanger any species of animal, 
plant or other form of life, whether living on land, 
in water or in the air Safeguards, including a 
requirement to offset impacts to seagrass, have 
been recommended in Chapter 7. 

Nil 

 

h. Any long-term effects on the environment? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would upgrade an Existing Facility 
and improve the services provided by the 
Existing Facility. It would include buildings with 
a NABERS rating of 4 or more. 

Long term major positive  
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Impact Level of impact 

Some minor long term effects on seagrass and 
visual amenity are likely to results. 

Long term and minor negative 

The proposal would improve the condition of the 
Existing Facility and improve safety for all users. 

Long term major positive 

Construction plant are potential sources of 
pollution, in particular from hydrocarbon spills. 
The addition of 4 vessels to the Existing Facility 
following opening of the Proposed Facility is 
unlikely to substantially increase the risk of 
pollution from watercrafts. The addition of a 
pump-out sewage facility would potentially 
improve the waters of Sydney Harbour.  

Short term minor negative 
 
Long term minor positive 

 

i. Any degradation of the quality of the environment? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal has the potential to temporarily 
degrade the quality of the environment during 
the construction period. However, there would 
be no long term degradation of the environment. 

Short term minor negative 

 

j. Any risk to the safety of the environment? 

Impact Level of impact 

Some temporary risks to the safety of the 
environment may result from construction plant 
being located at the proposal site. However, 
appropriate controls would be implemented to 
minimise risks to safety. 
 
 

Short term minor negative 

The proposal would improve the condition of the 
Existing Facility and improve safety for all users. 

Long term major positive 

 

k. Any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would potentially decrease the 
range of beneficial uses of the environment 
during the construction period when the Existing 
Facility is demolished. However, the tendering 
facility would continue operating during this 
time. 

Short term minor negative 
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Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would upgrade the Existing 
Facility and improve safety and access for all 
users. 

Long term major positive 

 

l. Any pollution of the environment? 

Impact Level of impact 

Construction plant are potential sources of 
pollution, in particular from hydrocarbon spills. 
The addition of 4 vessels to the Existing Facility 
following opening of the Proposed Facility is 
unlikely to substantially increase the risk of 
pollution from watercrafts. The addition of a 
pump-out sewage facility would potentially 
improve the waters of Sydney Harbour.  

Short term minor negative 
 
Long term minor positive 

 

m. Any environmental problems associated with the disposal of waste? 

Impact Level of impact 

There is a potential to encounter contaminated 
materials and ASS. These, however, would be 
adequately managed with the safeguards 
presented in Chapter 7. 

Short term minor negative 

 

n. Any increased demands on resources (natural or otherwise) that are, or are likely to 
become, in short supply? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal is unlikely to increase the demand 
on resources (natural or otherwise) that are, or 
are likely to become, in short supply 

Nil 

 

o. Any cumulative environmental effect with other existing or likely future activities? 

Impact Level of impact 

There may be some cumulative noise and traffic 
and parking impacts resulting from other 
projects, mainly residential property work, in the 
suburb of Elizabeth Bay. 

Short term minor negative 

 

p. Any impact on coastal processes and coastal hazards, including those under projected 
climate change conditions? 

Impact Level of impact 
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Impact Level of impact 

Coastal processes have been assessed in 
Section 6.3. The proposed design has also 
taken into account projected sea level rise and 
the wave climate. There are no anticipated 
impacts on coastal processes. 

Neutral 
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Matters of national environmental significance 

Under the environmental assessment provisions of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999, the following matters of national environmental significance and impacts 
on Commonwealth land are required to be considered to assist in determining whether the 
proposal should be referred to the Australian Government Department of the Environment and 
Energy. 
 

a. Any impact on a World Heritage property? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a World Heritage property.  No impact 

 

b. Any impact on a National Heritage place? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a National Heritage place.  No impact  

 

c. Any impact on a wetland of international importance? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a wetland of international 
importance (Listed under the RAMSAR Convention).  

No impact  

 

d. Any impact on a listed threatened species or ecological communities? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a listed threatened species or 
ecological community.  

No impact  

 

e. Any impacts on listed migratory species? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a listed migratory species protected 
under an international agreement.  

No impact  

 

d. Any impact on a Commonwealth marine area? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact on a Commonwealth marine area. No impact  
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g. Does the proposal involve a nuclear action (including uranium mining)? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not involve a nuclear action.  No impact  

 

Additionally, any impact (direct or indirect) on Commonwealth land? 

Impact Level of impact 

The proposal would not impact (either directly or indirectly) on 
Commonwealth land.  

No impact  
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Appendix F 
Community consultation report 

 

 



 

Appendix G 
PACHCI clearance letter 

 

 



 

Appendix H 
Statutory consultation checklists

 

 



 

ISEPP consultation 

Council related infrastructure or services 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Stormwater Is the work likely to have a substantial 
impact on the stormwater 
management services which are 
provided by council?  

No  ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(a) 

Traffic Is the work likely to generate traffic to 
an extent that will strain the existing 
road system in a local government 
area? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(b) 

Sewerage 
system 

Will the work involve connection to a 
council owned sewerage system? If 
so, will this connection have a 
substantial impact on the capacity of 
any part of the system? 

No The Proposed 
Facility would be 
reconnected to 
the Sydney Water 
sewage system. 
Sydney Water 
has been notified 
of the proposal. 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(c) 

Water usage Will the work involve connection to a 
council owned water supply system? 
If so, will this require the use of a 
substantial volume of water? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(d) 

Temporary 
structures 

Will the work involve the installation of 
a temporary structure on, or the 
enclosing of, a public place which is 
under local council management or 
control? If so, will this cause more 
than a minor or inconsequential 
disruption to pedestrian or vehicular 
flow? 
 
A section of the footpath along the 
foreshore of Elizabeth Bay and car 
park at the end of Ithaca Road would 
be temporarily closed during the 
proposed work. This will not cause 
more than a minor or inconsequential 
disruption to pedestrian or vehicular 
flow. 

Yes City of Sydney ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(e) 
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Road & 
footpath 
excavation 

Will the work involve more than minor 
or inconsequential excavation of a 
road or adjacent footpath for which 
council is the roads authority and 
responsible for maintenance? 
 
The car park, and potentially the 
footpath, at the end of Ithaca Road 
would be excavated during 
construction for utility adjustments. 
Ongoing and future consultation with 
City of Sydney will occur during 
planning and reinstatement of the car 
park and footpath.  

Yes City of Sydney ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(f) 

 

Local heritage items 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Local 
heritage 

Is there is a local heritage item (that is 
not also a State heritage item) or a 
heritage conservation area in the 
study area for the work?  If yes, does 
a heritage assessment indicate that 
the potential impacts to the item/area 
are more than minor or 
inconsequential? 
 
Heritage assessment has assessed 
that the proposal would only have a 
minor impact on the heritage item 
listed on the Sydney Harbour 
Catchment SREP and the heritage 
conservation area. 
 

Yes / 
No 

 ISEPP 
cl.14 

 

Flood liable land 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Flood liable 
land 

Is the work located on flood liable 
land? If so, will the work change flood 
patterns to more than a minor extent? 
 

No  ISEPP 
cl. 15 

 

Public authorities other than councils 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 
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National 
parks and 
reserves 

Is the work adjacent to a national park 
or nature reserve, or other area 
reserved under the National Parks 
and Wildlife Act 1974? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(a) 

Marine parks  Is the work adjacent to a declared 
marine park under the Marine Parks 
Act 1997? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(b) 

Aquatic 
reserves 

Is the work adjacent to a declared 
aquatic reserve under the Fisheries 
Management Act 1994? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(c) 

Sydney 
Harbour 
foreshore 

Is the work in the Sydney Harbour 
Foreshore Area as defined by the 
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority 
Act 1998? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(d) 

Bush fire 
prone land 

Is a the work for the purpose of 
residential development, an 
educational establishment, a health 
services facility, a correctional centre 
or group home in bush fire prone 
land? 

No  ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(f) 
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Sydney Harbour SREP consultation 

 

Issue Potential impact Yes / No If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

SREP 
clause 

Provision of 
services 

Does the work require the 
provision of services (including 
water, sewerage or stormwater 
systems)? 

Yes Relevant public 
authority 
responsible for 
providing the 
service 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(ii) 

Advertising Does the work include 
advertisements or advertising 
structures? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Aviation Does the work include aviation 
facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Boat 
launching 

Does the work include boat 
launching facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Boat lifts Does the work include boat lifts? No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Boat repair Does the work include boat repair 
facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Boat sheds Does the work include a boat shed 
or sheds? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Charter and 
tourism 
boating 
facilities 

Does the work include charter and 
tourism boating facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Marinas Does the work include a 
commercial or private marina? 
 
 

Yes Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 
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Commercial 
port facilities 

Does the work include commercial 
port facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Commercial or 
retail use of 
land 

Does the work include the 
commercial or retail use of land 
below or partly below mean high 
water mark? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Dredging Does the work involve any 
dredging?  

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Flora and 
fauna 
enclosures 

Does the work include any flora 
and/or fauna enclosures? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Houseboats Does the work include a houseboat 
or houseboats? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Inclinators Does the work include an 
inclinator? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Private 
landing 
facilities 

Does the work include private 
landing facilities (including jetties, 
wharves and pontoons)? 

Yes Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Public 
boardwalks 

Does the work include a public 
boardwalk? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Public water 
recreational 
facilities 

Does the work include any public 
water recreational facilities? 

Yes Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Public water 
transport 
facilities 

Does the work include public water 
transport facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Reclamation 
work 

Does the work require any 
reclamation? 

Yes Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 
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Recreational 
or club 
facilities 

Does the work include any 
recreational or club facilities? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Residential Does the work include any 
residential use of land below or 
partly below mean high water 
mark? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Retaining 
walls 

Does the work include retaining 
walls? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Sea walls Does the work include sea walls? No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Skids Does the work include skids (i.e. 
an inclined ramp used for the 
manual launching of small craft but 
not including a slipway)? 

Yes 
(kayak 
ramp and 
pontoon) 

Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Swimming 
enclosures 

Does the work include a swimming 
enclosure? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Water based 
restaurants 
and 
entertainment 
facilities 

Does the work include water-based 
restaurants and/or entertainment 
facilities? (i.e. a vessel or structure 
that floats on, or is fixed in, the 
waterway, that is used as a club or 
restaurant or for entertainment (on 
a commercial basis) and that has a 
direct structural connection 
between the foreshore and the 
waterway). 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Stairs Does the work include waterfront 
access stairs? 

No  SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 

Demolition Does the work include demolition – 
including demolition in relation to 
heritage items? 

Yes Foreshores and 
Waterways 
Development 
Advisory 
Committee 

SREP 
cl.31(2)(a)(i) 
& Schedule 
2 
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Appendix I 
Stakeholder consultation results 
 

 X-1 
 



 

Appendix J 
Noise and vibration assessment 

 X-2 
 



 

Appendix K 
Phase 1 contamination assessment 

 X-3 
 



 

Appendix L 
Coastal processes and hydrology assessment 

 X-4 
 



 

Appendix M 
Traffic assessment 

 X-5 
 



 

Appendix N 
Landscape character assessment 

 X-6 
 



 

Appendix O 
Visual impact assessment 

 X-7 
 



 

Appendix P 
Socio-economic assessment 

 X-8 
 



 

Appendix Q 
Heritage assessment 
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