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Executive summary
The proposal
Roads and Maritime, in conjunction with Transport for NSW, has developed the
Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement Plan. The plan identifies a number of
capacity improvements along some of the Sydney city centre’s most congested roads
and critical intersections. The proposal would include implementing one or more of
the following measures in 17 locations within the city centre:

Intersection reconfiguration and geometry modifications
Kerb extension alterations
Footpath width alterations
Turning restrictions and provisions
Traffic light timing priorities
Alterations to the use of the kerbside lane.

The work would also include surface drainage and utility modifications, some tree
pruning and removal, and road furniture relocation.

Table E-1 describes the location of each proposed capacity improvement.

Table E-1 Precincts and work site locations

Precinct Work site reference and limits

Precinct 1:
north-west

NW1: Kent Street between Margaret Street and King Street

NW2: King Street between Sussex Street and Castlereagh Street
Precinct 2:
retail

R1: Park Street at the Pitt Street intersection
R2: Market Street between Kent Street and Castlereagh Street
R3: Sussex Street between King Street and Druitt Street
R4: Clarence Street between Jamison Street and Druitt Street
R5: York Street between King Street and Druitt Street

Precinct 3:
southern

S1: Sussex Street between Bathurst Street and Goulburn Street
S2: Goulburn Street at the George Street intersection
S3: Pitt Street between Liverpool Street and Rawson Place
S4: Ultimo Road at the Harris Street intersection
S5: Broadway between Mountain Street and Abercrombie Street
S6: Pitt Street at the Lee Street and George Street intersection

Precinct 4:
college

C1: Wentworth Avenue between Oxford Street and Campbell Street
C2: College Street between Macquarie Street and Oxford Street

Precinct 5:
financial

F1: Macquarie Street between Bent Street and Bridge Street
F2: Macquarie Street at the Hunter Street intersection

.
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Purpose of the report
This report documents and considers 122 submissions that were received in relation
to the review of environmental factors (REF) prepared for the proposal. The REF was
displayed between Monday 24 November 2014 and Friday 9 January 2015 in seven
locations across Sydney. The REF was also available on the Roads and Maritime
website to view or download. This report summarises and responds to each
comment raised. Of the submissions received:
 82 were from individuals
 19 were from business and commerce
 14 were from advocacy and special interest groups
 Five were from Government agencies and representatives
 Two were from professional institutes.

Key comments
Many of the submissions raised similar points. As a result, 27 key comments were
identified along with a number of specific or unique comments. Of the 27 key
comments:
 12 related to the content of the review of environmental factors (REF)
 Eight related to strategic or proposal-specific impacts
 Seven related to strategic or proposal-specific suggestions and

recommendations.

Just over half of the submissions covered six key comments:
 The proposal’s perceived promotion of private car use over pedestrians, cyclists

and other forms of transport
 Impacts resulting from reducing the footpath width
 Impacts resulting from removing the College Street cycleway
 Impacts resulting from altering the use and allocation of the kerbside lane
 The recommendation for the proposal to reduce car numbers in the city centre

(including pricing and charging mechanisms)
 The recommendation for the proposal to include measures that promote walking,

cycling and other sustainable forms of transport.

Proposed scheme refinements
Seven proposed scheme refinements were made to the concept design presented in
the REF in response to community and stakeholder feedback. Table E-1 describes
the changes. The changes refer to the road sections that would be affected due to
the proposed scheme refinements. These sections are consistent with the letters
used in Table 3-1 of the published REF.
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Table E-1 Proposed scheme refinements
Scheme and section
North-west precinct
NW2: King
Street

A to M Retain existing loading provisions on the southern kerb along
King Street between 8pm and 6am.

Retail precinct
R2: Market
Street

D Reduce the northern footpath width by about 1.3 metres and
narrow the traffic lane widths to create an additional
westbound lane.
Extend the existing bus layover by removing the mail zone in
front of the eastern most mail boxes. Retain both the eastern
and western mail boxes.

E Reduce the north-eastern kerb extension by no more than
0.75 metres to provide one southbound bus lane through the
intersection and to increase the separation distance between
pedestrians and buses.

F Retain the width of the northern footpath and reduce the
width of the southern footpath by about 1.4 metres to create
an additional westbound lane.

H Relocate the two mail boxes and mail zone from the northern
side of Market Street and the one mail box outside of the
Piccadilly Tower to a new location on the western side of Pitt
Street and provide a new mail zone. The removed mail zone
would form part of the taxi zone.

*R3:
Sussex
Street

A Relocate the mail box from the eastern side of Sussex Street
to the western side and provide a supporting mail zone.

C & E Relocate the mail box from the eastern side of Sussex Street
(at the Market Street intersection (section C)) and the two
mail boxes from the eastern side of Sussex Street (at the
Druitt Street intersection (section E)) to a new collocation on
the southern side of Market Street near the main entrance of
the Darling Park Building (201 Sussex Street).

Southern precinct
S3: Pitt
Street

G Relocate the two mail boxes from the western side of Pitt
Street to the northern side of Hay Street and provide a
supporting mail zone.

S4: Ultimo
Road

A Retain all pedestrian crossings at the reconfigured
intersection.

S5:
Broadway

C Exclude the provision of indented parking bays on the slip
road between Broadway and Wattle Street to improve traffic
flows
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Environmental safeguard and management measure modifications
After consideration of the comments raised within the received submissions, the
environmental safeguards and management measures have been supplemented and
updated to additionally include the following:

Work with City of Sydney to investigate outcomes to prevent the loss of mobility
parking under the proposal
Consult with the relevant educational institutions to obtain and manage
construction noise impacts during their exam schedules
Site the road furniture to optimise pedestrian movement and safety, including
consideration to introducing kerb safety features such as bollards where
required
Consult the City of Sydney to confirm the details of the tree management plan
and safeguards
Consider the extent of the tree loss and pruning during the detailed design
stage and seek every opportunity to minimise any impact, wherever feasible
and reasonable
Consider replacing any lost trees under advice of the independent arborist and
the City of Sydney.

Should the proposal be approved, then the safeguards and management measures
described in Table 5-1 would guide the subsequent phases of the Sydney City
Centre Capacity Improvement Plan.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose
This report relates to the review of environmental factors (REF) prepared by Roads
and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) for the proposed Sydney City Centre
Capacity Improvement Plan (‘the proposal’). This report should be read in
conjunction with that document.

The report responds to the submissions made during and following the display of the
REF between Monday 24 November 2014 and Friday 9 January 2015.

1.2 Report structure
The report contains five chapters:

Chapter 1: describes the report’s purpose and background to the proposal
Chapter 2: summarises the comments raised in the submissions
Chapter 3: provides responses to each comment raised in the received
submissions
Chapter 4: describes the proposed scheme refinements and describes and
assesses the environmental impact these changes
Chapter 5: identifies any proposed new or revised environmental safeguards
and management measures.

1.3 The proposal
Transport for NSW published the Sydney City Centre Access Strategy (the Access
Strategy) in 2013. The Access Strategy is a detailed plan showing how people will
enter, exit and move in and around the city centre over a 20-year period. It prioritises
and allocates street space to allow for the delivery of a fully integrated transport
network, a process that started with the Government’s commitment in 2014 to deliver
the following projects:

The CBD and South East Light Rail (CSELR) project including the
pedestrianisation of 40 per cent of George Street between Bathurst Street and
Hunter Street
The Sydney City Centre Bus Infrastructure project
An integrated cycleway network across the city centre.

At the time of publication both CSELR and bus infrastructure projects are approved
and under construction. The development of the integrated cycleway is ongoing, with
the Castlereagh Street (south) project approved and Liverpool Street under
construction.

The Access Strategy allocates various roads in the core of the city for these projects.
It describes how the capacity of other roads will need to increase to accommodate
(general) traffic displaced to make way for these projects. This proposal aims to
ensure these changes do not unduly affect travel times or result in increased
congestion. This would be achieved by introducing sufficient capacity to maintain a
similar level of service on certain city streets. Through the use of traffic modelling,
Roads and Maritime confirmed that by changing the road conditions in 17 locations
the required capacity could be provided during the construction and operation of the
above projects. These changes (termed capacity improvements) are the subject of
this proposal.
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Other longer-term solutions will emerge under the Access Strategy that focus on
making further improvements to the city’s infrastructure based on emerging and
future traffic demands and patterns. The Access Strategy prioritises and allocates the
available street space in order of preference to the modes of transport that will best
serve the city centre’s needs in the future. As such, the general order of priority
allocation citywide is walking, then public transport, followed by cyclists, and major
traffic. However certain streets have been allocated to provide a specified priorities
relating to their location and intended future use, such as Elizabeth Street and
Clarence Street being prioritised for buses and George Street being prioritised for
public transport and pedestrians.

This proposal is complementary with but separate to other concurrent work being
planned or being built for the city centre, including for cycleways, buses and light rail.
Key government agencies are working together to deliver and manage the
implementation of these projects (including this proposal) in an integrated manner.

The proposal covers 17 pinch-point locations and focuses on streets or intersections
that provide an essential access and movement function around the city. The
proposed improvements would:

Support the growing demand for access by improving the capacity of key
corridors and intersections
Improve efficiency and reliability and allow for integrated public transport
services
Enhance the customer’s experience by improving safety, amenity and the
efficiency of the road network
Minimise environmental and socioeconomic impacts on the city centre and on
current business operations, including freight and taxi movements.

The proposal may review the effectiveness of implemented measures following the
pedestrianisation of 40 per cent of George Street under the CSELR project. This is to
ensure the capacity improvements are operating effectively and to confirm the need
for any further modifications or alterations. Any changes to the proposal may be
subject to separate environmental assessment, community and stakeholder
consultation and determination.

1.3.1 Key features of the proposal
The proposal is described in Chapter 3 of the REF and the concept design is shown
on Figure 3-1 to Figure 3-22 of the REF. For ease of reference, the proposal’s
footprint comprises the 17 locations that have been split across five precincts, as
summarised in Table 1-1 and Figure 1-1.

The proposal involves implementing one or more of the following capacity
improvements in a number of locations:

Intersection reconfiguration and geometry modifications
Kerb extension alterations
Footpath width alterations
Turning restrictions and provisions
Traffic light timing priorities
Alterations to the use of the kerbside lane.

The work would also include surface drainage and utility modifications, some tree
pruning and removal, and road furniture relocation.
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Table 1-1 Precincts and work site locations
Precinct Work site reference and limits

Precinct 1:
north-west

NW1: Kent Street between Margaret Street and King Street

NW2: King Street between Sussex Street and Castlereagh Street
Precinct 2:
retail

R1: Park Street at the Pitt Street intersection
R2: Market Street between Kent Street and Castlereagh Street
R3: Sussex Street between King Street and Druitt Street
R4: Clarence Street between Jamison Street and Druitt Street
R5: York Street between King Street and Druitt Street

Precinct 3:
southern

S1: Sussex Street between Bathurst Street and Goulburn Street
S2: Goulburn Street at the George Street intersection
S3: Pitt Street between Liverpool Street and Rawson Place
S4: Ultimo Road at the Harris Street intersection
S5: Broadway between Mountain Street and Abercrombie Street
S6: Pitt Street at the Lee Street and George Street intersection

Precinct 4:
college

C1: Wentworth Avenue between Oxford Street and Campbell Street
C2: College Street between Macquarie Street and Oxford Street

Precinct 5:
financial

F1: Macquarie Street between Bent Street and Bridge Street
F2: Macquarie Street at the Hunter Street intersection



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  11
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  12
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

1.4 REF Display
Roads and Maritime displayed the REF at seven locations in the city centre between
Monday 24 November 2014 and Friday 9 January 2015 (refer to Table 1-2). CD
copies of the REF were also available at these locations and the document was also
made available online.

The REF display locations and website link were advertised in a community update
that was letterbox-dropped to about 42,000 residents and businesses in the city
centre. This included sending about 400 letters to key stakeholders, businesses and
residents that live adjacent to the proposal footprint.

During the engagement period, potentially impacted businesses were visited by
Roads and Maritime staff along key corridors and intersections to discuss the
proposal and to address concerns. During the engagement period, Roads and
Maritime staff also met with potentially impacted residents, businesses and other
stakeholders. Appendix B summarises each meeting, what was discussed, and what
actions Roads and Maritime committed to carrying out as an outcome from each
meeting.

Table 1-2 REF display locations
Location Address Hours of display
City centre
One Stop Shop

Level 3 Town Hall House
456 Kent Street, Sydney City
2000

8am–6pm Monday–Friday

Glebe 186 Glebe Point Road
Glebe NSW 2037

9am–5pm Monday–Friday

Kings Cross 50–52 Darlinghurst Road
Kings Cross NSW 2011

9am–5pm Monday–Friday
9am–1pm Saturday

Customs House 31 Alfred Street
Sydney NSW 2000

9am–7pm Monday–Friday
11am–4pm Saturday–Sunday

Redfern 158 Redfern Street
Redfern NSW 2016

9am–5pm Monday–Friday
9am–1pm Saturday

Green Square 100 Joynton Avenue
Zetland NSW 2017

9am–6pm Monday–Friday

Transport
Information Centre

Corner of George Street and
King Street
388 George Street, Sydney
2000

9am–6pm Monday–Friday

1.4.1 Further consultation
Through the community notices process Roads and Maritime offered to meet with
any concerned residents and businesses. This was independent of whether they
were visited during the engagement period. As a result the following meetings were
held:
 Amalgamated Holdings Ltd (12 December 2014)
 Residents of The Astor (16 December 2014)
 Committee of Sydney and members (19 December 2014)
 McDonalds Australia Pty Ltd (23 January 2015)
 Australia Post (27 January 2015).



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  13
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Additional meetings are being held with City of Sydney and Australia Post and many
other stakeholders to ensure that impacts are understood and solutions identified.
Appendix B provides a summary of the discussions and outcomes of the above
meetings.



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  14
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

2 Comments raised in the submissions
This chapter analyses the comments received on the displayed REF.

2.1 Overview of key comments raised
The display of the REF generated 122 submissions expressing support for the
proposal, objecting to the proposal, raising queries about the proposal’s need or
justification or making recommendations as to how the proposed scheme could be
refined to improve the outcome. Of the 122 received submissions:
 82 were from individuals
 19 were from business and commerce
 14 were from advocacy and special interest groups
 Five were from Government agencies and representatives
 Two were from professional institutes.

Each submission was given a unique number, which is used throughout this report to
track both the comments raised and the response to each comment. This is
summarised in Appendix A.

Many of the submission raised similar points. As a result, 27 key comments were
identified along with a number of specific or unique comments. Of the 27 key
comments:
 12 related to the content of the review of environmental factors (REF)
 Eight related to strategic or proposal-specific impacts
 Seven related to strategic or proposal-specific suggestions and

recommendations.

The content of each submission was reviewed to identify:
 Any key comments raised
 Any specific or unique comments raised
 Any comments that were not related to the proposal.

This review meant the key points raised in each submission could be categorised
under one of the 27 key comments or as a specific/unique comment.

Once categorised, a consolidated response was prepared against each key
comment, while a specific response was prepared for each specific/unique
comments. While it was possible to group many of the comments raised in the
submissions under one of 27 headings certain key comments also included a number
of sub-comments.

Table 2-1 presents a summary of the submissions that referred to one or more of the
27 key comments. The table also provides a reference as to where a response to the
key comment has been provided in this report.
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Table 2-1 Key comments and number and percentage of related
submissions

Ref Key comments Submissio
ns

Submission number Section
ref

No %

Review of environmental factors

Need and options considered

A The proposal is not
consistent with the Access
Strategy

9 8% 21, 58, 60, 73, 84, 95,
106, 114, 116

3.1

B The proposal is not
consistent with
Commonwealth and NSW
planning policy

4 3% 3, 62, 76, 84 3.2

C The proposal's need and
objectives are ill-
conceived and not
quantified

4 3% 59, 62, 76, 84 3.3

D The proposal does not
provide an integrated or
strategic response to
traffic management and
provision across the city
centre in the long-term

9 8% 76, 78, 79, 87, 88, 116,
117

3.4

E There is no traffic capacity
justification for the
proposal (or elements of
the proposal)

13 11% 3, 7, 59, 69, 77, 78, 84,
87, 95, 106, 114, 115,

116

3.5

Description of the proposal

F The proposal needs better
defining and illustrating

5 3% 1,19, 33, 55, 59 3.6

Statutory and planning framework

G The jurisdiction of Roads
and Maritime in altering
the road infrastructure in
the city centre

3 3% 26, 62, 84 3.7

Stakeholder and community consultation

H The lack of consultation 9 8% 62, 71, 76, 84, 88, 95,
106, 114, 116

3.8

I Poor timing of the REF
display over the
Christmas and New Year
period

6 5% 60, 77, 79, 84, 87, 95 3.9
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Ref Key comments Submissio
ns

Submission number Section
ref

No %

Environmental assessment (and impacts)

J The lack of the recognition
of Macquarie Street's
heritage, amenity and
cultural values

6 5% 1, 77, 94, 95, 114, 119 3.10

K Opposition to the tree loss
needed to construct the
proposal

9 8% 21, 58, 77, 84, 87, 95,
100, 114, 115

3.11

L Questions relating to the
impact assessment
presented in the REF
Note: certain submissions
cover more than one
environmental aspect
assessed in the REF

16 13% 6, 37, 38, 55, 58, 62,
71, 76, 78, 84, 93, 95,

106, 113, 114, 119

3.12

Design impacts

Strategic impacts

M The proposal’s promotion
of private car use over
pedestrians, cyclists and
other forms of transport

3.13

N The proposal providing
more capacity, introducing
more cars into the city
centre and increasing
traffic speeds across the
city centre

18 15% 9, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53,
54, 62, 68, 69, 83, 84,
90, 92, 95, 108, 109,

111

3.14

O The proposal’s impact on
city centre businesses

15 13% 30, 52, 55, 57, 60, 65,
76, 79, 96, 112, 113,
114, 115, 118, 119

3.15

58     49%    7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16,
17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25,
26, 27, 28, 31, 33, 34,
35, 37, 38, 43, 44, 45,
46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53,
54, 55, 62, 64, 68, 69,
70, 73, 76, 78, 82, 83,
84, 86, 87, 88, 89, 100,

102, 103, 106, 108,
109, 110, 111, 114,

116
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Ref Key comments Submissio
ns

Submission number Section
ref

No %

Proposal specific impacts

P Impacts resulting from
reducing the width of the
footpath

44 37% 9, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18,
19, 20, 21, 22, 26, 28,
29, 35, 36, 38, 39, 43,
55, 58, 60, 62, 64, 66,
68, 70, 73, 76, 78, 82,
83, 84, 86, 87, 89, 90,
92, 100, 103, 110, 114,

115, 116, 119

3.16

Q Impacts resulting from
removing the College
Street cycleway

37 31% 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 17, 20,
32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 48,
49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 56,
58, 62, 68, 69, 81, 83,
84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 90,
98, 99, 101, 102, 103,

105, 115

3.17

R Impacts resulting from the
removal of pedestrian
crossings

19 16% 21, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53,
54, 55, 58, 68, 69, 78,
83, 84, 87, 90, 98, 114,

115

3.18

S Impacts resulting from
altering the use and
allocation of the kerbside

35 29% 21, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51,
53, 54, 59, 60, 62, 65,
66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 73,
74, 77, 80, 83, 87, 90,

90, 91, 94, 95, 106,
108, 109, 112, 113,

114, 117, 122

3.19

T Impacts resulting from the
removal of bus lanes

10 8% 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54,
68, 69, 83, 98

3.20

Design suggestions/recommendations (need to order against number of
responses)

Strategic suggestions/recommendations

U The recommendation to
adopt traffic management
provisions as
implemented in other
cities around the world

11 9% 27, 37, 40, 44, 48, 53,
54, 76, 85, 87, 116

3.21

V The recommendation to
include measures that
promote walking, cycling
and other sustainable
forms of transport

27 23% 11, 20, 22, 23, 25, 27,
29, 32, 35, 37, 38, 42,
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54,
60, 68, 69, 76, 78, 83,

90, 108, 109

3.22
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Ref Key comments Submissio
ns

Submission number Section
ref

No %

W The recommendation to
reduce car numbers in the
city centre (including
pricing and charging
mechanisms)

31 26% 5, 9, 11, 13, 14, 20, 27,
28, 35, 42, 43, 44, 46,
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54,
55, 62, 64, 68, 69, 73,
76, 83, 95, 106, 108,

116

3.23

X The recommendation to
set clearer road user
priorities in the city centre,
principally favouring
pedestrians and cyclists

3 3% 7, 17, 114 3.24

Y The recommendation to
alter the traffic light timing
cycles to provide longer
for pedestrians to cross
intersections

13 11% 5, 7, 18, 25, 26, 38, 55,
63, 70, 90, 93, 97, 111

3.25

Proposal-specific suggestions/recommendations

Z The recommendation to
implement alternative
kerbside changes than
those proposed

4 3% 68, 84, 108, 109 3.26

AA The recommendation to
modify or remove aspects
of the proposal

9 8% 47, 59, 60, 74, 77, 80,
90, 93, 96

3.27

2.2  Analysis of most frequently raised key comments
Figure 2-1 provides a breakdown of the six most frequently raised key comments. In
total these six comments accounted for about 54 per cent of the 430 comments.
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Figure 2-1 Breakdown of the most frequently raised key comment (number
of submissions)

2.3 Analysis of submissions by respondent group
Roads and Maritime received submissions from a broad section of the community.
For ease, the submissions were divided into five groups as shown in Figure 2-2.

Figure 2-2  Breakdown of submissions
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Each of the following sub-headings contains a table that shows the number of
submissions received from that group relating to one or more of the 27 key
comments. The tables also show what percentage of the submissions received from
each group commented on the specific key comment.

The tables use grey shading as a means of broadly highlighting which key comments
were of greatest concern.

2.3.1 Individuals
Eighty-two (82) submissions were received from individuals. Table 2-2 shows the
greatest concern for the public was the perception that the proposal primarily
focussed on car prioritisation over other forms of transport, including walking and
cycling.

Other key comments for the public were the removal of the College Street cycleway,
which does not form part of this proposal; the impacts of adjusting footpath and kerb
widths, the effects of placing restrictions on the use of the kerbside lane and the
perception that the proposal would increase both traffic and the vehicle speeds in the
city centre.

Many submissions made recommendations to manage traffic through pricing
mechanisms and incentives and recommendations that would promote walking and
cycling in the first instance over cars.

Table 2-2  Key comments from individuals
Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

M The proposal’s promotion of private car use over
pedestrians, cyclists and other forms of transport 40 49%

Q Impacts resulting removing the College Street cycleway 29 35%

P Impacts resulting from reducing the width of the footpath 27 33%

W The recommendation to reduce car numbers in the city
centre (including pricing and charging mechanisms) 24 29%

V The recommendation to include measures that promote
walking, cycling and other sustainable forms of transport 22 27%

S Impacts resulting from altering the use and allocation of the
kerbside 19 23%

N
The proposal providing more capacity, introducing more
cars into the city centre and increasing traffic speeds across
the city centre

14 17%

R Impacts resulting the removal of pedestrian crossings 11 13%

Y The recommendation to alter the traffic light timing cycles to
provide longer for pedestrians to cross intersections 10 12%

T Impacts resulting from the removal of bus lanes 9 11%

U The recommendation to adopt traffic management
provisions as implemented in other cities around the world 8 10%

E There is no justification for the proposal (or elements of the
proposal) 5 6%
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Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

L REF impacts 5 6%

AA The recommendation to modify or remove aspects of the
proposal 4 5%

J The lack of the recognition of Macquarie Street's heritage,
amenity and cultural values 4 5%

B The proposal is not consistent with Commonwealth and
NSW planning policy 3 4%

F The proposal needs better defining and illustrating 3 4%

K The tree loss needed to construct the proposal 3 4%

G The jurisdiction of Roads and Maritime in altering the road
infrastructure in the city centre 2 2%

H The lack of consultation 2 2%

I Poor timing of the REF display over the Christmas and New
Year period 2 2%

O The proposal’s impact on city centre businesses 2 2%

A The proposal is not consistent with the Access Strategy 1 1%

C The proposal's need and objectives are ill-conceived and
not quantified 1 1%

D
The proposal does not provide an integrated or strategic
response to traffic management and provision across the
city centre in the long-term

1 1%

X The recommendation to set clearer road user priorities in
the city centre, principally favouring pedestrians and cyclists 1 1%

Z The recommendation to implement alternative kerbside
changes than those proposed 1 1%

2.3.2 Business and commerce
Nineteen (19) submissions were received from businesses or third-parties
representing business interests (excluding key advocacy groups). They included:
· Accor Hotels
· Amalgamated Holdings Limited (High Range Analytics) (two separate

submissions received)
· Australia Post
· Bang & Olufsen
· Comfort Delgro Cabcharge (Hills District Buses)
· Country Road
· Design Collaborative (Red Bottle Group)
· Tourism Accommodation Australia (business-related submission)
· Infin Architects
· JBA Urban Planning (Investa)
· MCA Accessory Supermarket (business owner)
· Metro Hotel Sydney Central
· McDonald’s Australia Ltd (NSW/ACT)
· Rose and Jones
· Royal College of Physicians (in its capacity as a business)



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  22
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

 The Other Dimension
 Urbis (World Square)
 Y Hotel.

Table 2-3 shows that the key comments raised by the business community were the
potential loss of business and potential impacts from altering the loading zone
provisions in the area.

Table 2-3  Key comments from the business community
Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

S Impacts resulting from altering the use and allocation of the
kerbside 10 53%

O The proposal’s impact on city centre businesses 7 37%

M The proposal’s promotion of private car use over
pedestrians, cyclists and other forms of transport 6 32%

L REF impacts 5 26%

AA The recommendation to modify or remove aspects of the
proposal 4 21%

N
The proposal providing more capacity, introducing more
cars into the city centre and increasing traffic speeds across
the city centre

2 11%

P Impacts resulting from reducing the width of the footpath 2 11%
Q Impacts resulting removing the College Street cycleway 2 11%

W The recommendation to reduce car numbers in the city
centre (including pricing and charging mechanisms) 2 11%

Y The recommendation to alter the traffic light timing cycles to
provide longer for pedestrians to cross intersections 2 11%

C The proposal's need and objectives are ill-conceived and
not quantified 1 5%

D
The proposal does not provide an integrated or strategic
response to traffic management and provision across the
city centre in the long-term

1 5%

E There is no justification for the proposal (or elements of the
proposal) 1 5%

F The proposal needs better defining and illustrating 1 5%
H The lack of consultation 1 5%

I Poor timing of the REF display over the Christmas and New
Year period 1 5%

J The lack of the recognition of Macquarie Street’s heritage,
amenity and cultural values 1 5%

V The recommendation to include measures that promote
walking, cycling and other sustainable forms of transport 1 5%

X The recommendation to set clearer road user priorities in
the city centre, principally favouring pedestrians and cyclists 1 5%
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Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

Z The recommendation to implement alternative kerbside
changes than those proposed 1 5%

2.3.3 Advocacy and special interest groups
Fourteen (14) submissions were received from advocacy and special interest groups
including:
· 10,000 Friends of Greater Sydney
· Action for Public Transport (NSW)
· Ash Bug
· Bicycle NSW (Link Place)
· Bike East
· Bike Sydney
· Committee for Sydney
· National Heart Foundation of Australia
· National Roads and Motorists Association (NRMA)
· Owners Corporation of Australia
· Tourism Accommodation Australia (advocacy-related submission)
· Tourism and Transport Forum
· Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney
· Sydney Grammar School

Table 2-4 shows that the key comments for advocacy and special interest groups
were the proposal’s perceived promotion of car use over other transport modes, the
potential impacts from altering the width of the footpath, the potential impacts due to
the loss of kerbside provisions, the proposal’s ‘inconsistency’ with the Access
Strategy and the lack of consultation.

Table 2-4 Key comments from advocacy and special interest groups
Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

M The proposal’s promotion of private car use over pedestrians,
cyclists and other forms of transport 8 62%

P Impacts resulting from reducing the width of the footpath 8 57%
A The proposal is not consistent with the Access Strategy 6 57%

S Impacts resulting from altering the use and allocation of the
kerbside 6 43%

H The lack of consultation 5 43%

W The recommendation to reduce car numbers in the city
centre (including pricing and charging mechanisms) 5 36%

D
The proposal does not provide an integrated or strategic
response to traffic management and provision across the city
centre in the long-term

4 36%

Q Impacts resulting removing the College Street cycleway 4 29%

E There is no justification for the proposal (or elements of the
proposal) 3 29%

L REF impacts 3 21%
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Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

N
The proposal providing more capacity, introducing more cars
into the city centre and increasing traffic speeds across the
city centre

3 21%

O The proposal’s impact on city centre businesses 3 21%

V The recommendation to include measures that promote
walking, cycling and other sustainable forms of transport 3 21%

C The proposal's need and objectives are ill-conceived and not
quantified 2 21%

I Poor timing of the REF display over the Christmas and New
Year period 2 14%

R Impacts resulting the removal of pedestrian crossings 2 14%

U The recommendation to adopt traffic management provisions
as implemented in other cities around the world 2 14%

Z The recommendation to implement alternative kerbside
changes than those proposed 2 14%

B The proposal is not consistent with Commonwealth and NSW
planning policy 1 14%

G The jurisdiction of Roads and Maritime in altering the road
infrastructure in the city centre 1 7%

K The tree loss needed to construct the proposal 1 7%
T Impacts resulting from the removal of bus lanes 1 7%

AA The recommendation to modify or remove aspects of the
proposal 1 7%

2.3.4 Government agencies and representatives
Five submissions were received from Government agencies and representatives
including:
 Alex Greenwich MP - Independent Member for Sydney
 City of Sydney (two separate submissions received)
 Population Health (Sydney South West Area Health Service)
 South Eastern Sydney Local Health District

Table 2-5 shows that the key comment raised by Government agencies and their
representatives related to potential impacts resulting from removing pedestrian
crossings. This group also raised concern with regard to tree loss and potential
impacts from altering the footpath widths.
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Table 2-5     Key comments from Government agencies and representatives
Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

R Impacts resulting the removal of pedestrian crossings 5 100%
K The tree loss needed to construct the proposal 4 80%
P  Impacts resulting from reducing the width of the footpath 4 80%
A The proposal is not consistent with the Access Strategy 3 60%

E There is no justification for the proposal (or elements of the
proposal) 3 60%

L REF impacts 3 60%

M The proposal’s promotion of private car use over pedestrians,
cyclists and other forms of transport 3 60%

S Impacts resulting from altering the use and allocation of the
kerbside 3 60%

D
The proposal does not provide an integrated or strategic
response to traffic management and provision across the city
centre in the long-term

2 40%

Q Impacts resulting removing the College Street cycleway 2 40%
H The lack of consultation 1 20%

I Poor timing of the REF display over the Christmas and New
Year period 1 20%

J The lack of the recognition of Macquarie Street’s heritage,
amenity and cultural values 1 20%

O The proposal’s impact on city centre businesses 1 20%

U The recommendation to adopt traffic management provisions
as implemented in other cities around the world 1 20%

V The recommendation to include measures that promote
walking, cycling and other sustainable forms of transport 1 20%

X The recommendation to set clearer road user priorities in the
city centre, principally favouring pedestrians and cyclists 1 20%

2.3.5 Professional institutes
Submissions were received from the following two professional institutes:
 Australia Institute of Landscape Architects
 Transport Planning Chapter (Planning Institute of Australia)

Table 2-6 shows that the key comment raised by the two professional institutes
related to the potential impact of altering the footpath widths.
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Table 2-6 Key comments from professional institutes
Ref Key comments Submissions

No %

P Impacts resulting from reducing the width of the footpath 2 100%

E There is no justification for the proposal (or elements of the
proposal) 1 50%

J The lack of the recognition of Macquarie Street’s heritage,
amenity and cultural values 1 50%

K The tree loss needed to construct the proposal 1 50%

M The proposal’s promotion of private car use over pedestrians,
cyclists and other forms of transport 1 50%

O The proposal’s impact on city centre businesses 1 50%

Q Impacts resulting removing the College Street cycleway 1 50%

R Impacts resulting the removal of pedestrian crossings 1 50%

Y The recommendation to alter the traffic light timing cycles to
provide longer for pedestrians to cross intersections 1 50%

2.3.6 Summary
There is consistency across the groups in their concern about the potential impacts
from adjusting the kerbside and altering the footpath widths as well as the proposal’s
recognition in, and consistency with, the Access Strategy. The public submissions
also highlighted concern for the proposal’s perceived promotion of car use over other
transport modes and the impact of removing the College Street cycleway, which does
not form part of this proposal (refer to Figure 2-1).

2.4 Analysis of non-key comments
While the majority of comments within the submissions could be broadly captured
under the 27 key comments set out in section 2.2 and section 2.3, 17 of the
submissions raised unique specific comments. These have been addressed in
section 3.28. Four submissions raised comments that were unrelated to this
proposal. These have been passed onto the relevant parties and were not
considered in this report.
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2.5 Location-specific comments
Within the submissions 224 comments were raised relating to specific locations
and/or capacity improvement within the proposal footprint. Figure 2-3 provides a
breakdown showing the percentage of submissions that raised a comment about a
specific capacity improvement.

Figure 2-3 Breakdown of the number and percentage of submissions
received on specific capacity improvements

A number of submissions referred to streets where more than one capacity
improvement is proposed (ie R3/S1, S3/S6 and F1/F2). Just over one quarter of all
submissions related to College Street (C2) and Macquarie Street (F1/F2). This was
followed by submissions made with regards to Market Street (R2). Table 2-8 lists the
main comments raised in the submissions relating to each capacity improvement.
The table also shows the number of times the particular comment was raised.

Table 2-8 Main comment relating to each capacity improvement
Capacity
improvement

Key comment Number
comments

Precinct 1: north west

NW1: Kent Street Future cycleway provisions 2

NW2: King Street Loading zone alterations 2

Precinct 2: retail

R1: Park Street No comments received -

R2: Market Street Footpath width reduction 24

R3: Sussex Street Loading zone alterations 6

R4: Clarence Street Kerb extension removal/no stopping zone
introduction

3

R5: York Street Pedestrian crossing removal 14
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Capacity
improvement

Key comment Number
comments

Precinct 3: southern

S1: Sussex Street Refer to R3 -

S2: Goulburn Street Kerb extension removal 2

S3: Pitt Street Kerb extension removal 7

S4: Ultimo Road Pedestrian crossing removal 18

S5: Broadway Bus lane removal 10

S6: Pitt Street Refer to S3 -

Precinct 4: college

C1: Wentworth Avenue No stopping zone introduction/tree
pruning/ removal

4

C2: College Street Loss of the cycleway 30

Precinct 5: financial

F1: Macquarie Street Amenity and heritage impacts 15

F2: Macquarie Street Refer to F1 -

The greatest number of comments within the submissions related to the loss of the
College Street cycleway (30 comments) followed by the proposed reduction in the
width of the footpath on Market Street (24 comments), and then the removal of the
pedestrian crossing on Harris Street (scheme S4) (18 comments).
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3 Response to comments
The following Chapter identifies and addresses the key comments, sub-comments
and specific/unique comments raised in the 122 received submissions.

3.1 A: Inconsistency with the Access Strategy
Submission number(s)
21, 58, 60, 73, 84, 95, 106, 114, 116

Comment description
Nine submissions highlighted concerns that the proposal was inconsistent with the
objectives and policies of the Access Strategy.

General response
The Access Strategy is a key action of the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan. It
shows ‘how people will enter, exit and move around the city centre over the next 20
years’. It considers all modes of transport, including pedestrians and cyclists, and it
‘focuses on providing a clear direction on integration to reduce congestion, provide
for future growth and improve the customer experience’. The Access Strategy is also
about making better use of the limited road space available within the city centre to
manage congestion and to meet the needs of people and businesses continue to
access deliveries and services efficiently.

One of the first initiatives to come out of the Access Strategy was pedestrian and
public transport focused, with the approval for 40 per cent of George Street to be
turned into a pedestrian zone between Hunter Street and Bathurst Street. This will be
delivered as part of the CSELR project; the initial phases of which are under
construction. As a result of the CSELR, all road users that currently have access to
George Street will need to access the city centre using other roads.

Also, the city’s transport infrastructure is being transformed with reconfigured bus
stops and services (as approved under the Sydney City Centre Bus Infrastructure
project), integrated connected cycleway network (which will be delivered under a
series of ‘cycleway projects’) and other projects such as Wynyard Walk. All of these
projects are outcomes of the Access Strategy initiatives and would reduce general
traffic capacity in the centre.

As noted in the REF, this proposal is needed to preserve access for all the vehicles
that would be affected as the city changes. It is also required to ensure that road
transport (ie taxis, service vehicles, buses, other public transport, delivery vehicles)
can continue to effectively and reliably service the city. As discussed in the REF, this
initiative is north-south based and focuses on using:
 The central core for pedestrians and public transport
 Adjacent streets (and across the George Street (‘the spine’)) for multiple transport

modes to support access into and out of the city by buses, taxis, cyclists,
motorcyclists, private and delivery vehicles

 A network of outer routes to prioritise private vehicle access to and around the
city centre.
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In order for the ‘adjacent streets’, ‘outer routes’ and the streets ‘running across the
spine’ to perform their designated function described above, additional capacity is
required to accommodate the traffic reallocated from the central core. The increased
number of buses reallocated to the key bus priority routes also need to be
accommodated.

The first stage of implementing the Access Strategy would be managing the
additional demand that will be placed on these multimodal and priority routes over
the next few years to accommodate the construction and operation of the above
public and active transport initiatives. This is recognised in the Access Strategy as
providing ‘immediate customer benefit’ as it will ‘transform parts of the city centre and
change the way the transport system operates’. The Access Strategy also notes that
these changes will enable better integration of future public transport services, while
helping Transport for NSW make the most of future investment in new services and
capacity.

The capacity improvements described in the proposal target certain priority streets,
or more specifically sections (‘pinch points’) along these streets. This would enable
them to function effectively once traffic is diverted out of the city’s core and other
streets are reprioritised.

The proposal would comprise the road configuration and allocation changes
described in Chapter 3 of the REF along with some minor modifications to the
proposal as described in Chapter 4 of this report. It would also include alterations to
traffic light sequencing and timings at some intersections. This would allow more
‘green time’ time for traffic to travel through intersections in the congested direction of
travel. It would also provide more time for pedestrians to cross these intersections as
discussed further in section 3.25 of the REF.

The proposal has undergone a process that ensures that it includes improvements
that are justified in being expressly required to accommodate the route
reprioritisations introduced under the Access Strategy and not to actively encourage
private car use within the city centre now or in the future. The proposal therefore
addresses an existing constraint to developing and implementing the Access
Strategy over the next three-to-five years. It provides part of the overall solution and
is needed ultimately to ‘preserve access for motorists [and other vehicles]’ as clearly
identified on page 21 of the Access Strategy and ‘enable’ the other identified,
approved and committed Access Strategy projects to be delivered . It is therefore
entirely consistent with the Access Strategy.

The Access Strategy will be updated in five years to take account of the light rail
development and the associated major transformation of the city centre’s transport
system. The update will also consider the effectiveness and benefits introduced by
the proposed capacity improvements. This would be to ensure the changes remain
valid and continue to deliver their predicted benefits. If they are proving ineffective, or
are no longer required, they may be modified, adjusted or reversed. Conversely, if
they provide demonstrable ongoing benefits they may be retained.
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Sub-comment A1: Safety, amenity and capacity
Submission number(s)
58, 60, 73, 116

Comment description
These submissions suggested that the proposal does not address the Access
Strategy objectives by failing to improve safety and amenity in the city centre.

Response
Without introducing the identified capacity improvements, the route reprioritisations
introduced under the Access Strategy would cause the 17 pinch-point areas
identified in the REF to become more congested leading to longer queue lengths,
travel time delays and potential amenity and safety concerns.

It is important that this proposal delivers a safe outcome for all road users while
preserving the city’s amenity. Alleviating congestion improves traffic flows by
reducing stop-start traffic. This therefore reduces the risk of traffic accidents. The
proposal also supports the creation of available road space in parts of the city to
install new pedestrian and cycle infrastructure. This would improve the separation of
pedestrians and cyclists from the general traffic. For instance, pedestrian movement
in the core of the city will be prioritised along George Street while cyclists will be
provided with an improved integrated network of connected designated cycle paths.
This will be supplemented by ensuring that this proposal would continue to ensure
that trafficked roads are safe for all road users. To ensure this, the proposal has been
subject to a safety audit and modified where required to remove any risks.

The city’s amenity is greatly influenced by traffic congestion and queuing. If nothing
were done to improve the capacity on certain streets in the future these two factors
would get worse, which would mean that the amenity of the 17 pinch points would
suffer. This is recognised at the start of page 15 in the Access Strategy.

Sub-comment A2: Setting priorities on bypass routes
Submission number(s)
73

Comment description
This submission questioned that the proposal does not address the Access Strategy
objectives by failing to prioritise through traffic on bypass routes to reduce road
congestion and improve access into the city.

Response
Streets such as King Street, Market Street, Kent Street, Harris Street, Sussex Street,
College Street, Macquarie Street and Wentworth Avenue have been prioritised as
traffic routes in the Access Strategy. The proposed capacity improvements along
these streets would allow for their prioritisation. They focus on promoting through
traffic movement during peak periods by adding more general traffic capacity and
making it easier for general traffic to enter and leave the city via routes such as the
Eastern and Western Distributors, the Cahill Expressway and the Sydney Harbour
Bridge.
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Sub-comment A3: Reallocate priorities on certain streets
Submission number(s)
73, 95

Comment description
These submissions suggested that the proposal does not address the Access
Strategy objectives by failing to reallocate priorities on certain streets with specific
reference to Market Street and Macquarie Street.

Response
Market Street has been prioritised in the Access Strategy to provide multimode
transport access across the city while Macquarie Street has been prioritised as a
traffic route around the city. The improvements proposed on each of these streets
respond to these priorities as demonstrated through the outcome of the traffic
modelling (refer to section 6.1 of the REF and section 3.5).

Sub-comment A4: Reducing traffic without altering the road configuration
Submission number(s)
106

Comment description
This submission suggested that the proposal does not address the Access Strategy
objectives by failing to reduce traffic volumes by measures that do not involve
altering road configurations or widths.

Response
An overall design objective of the proposal was to create capacity without altering the
layout, configuration or width of any street. In many instances this could be achieved
by altering traffic light arrangements, introducing line marking changes and/or
restricting the use of the kerbside lane. However, in certain locations the only
alternative available was to make minor adjustments to the kerb or footpath due to
space or traffic constraints. In all cases these changes have been kept to a minimum.

Sub-comment A5: Delivering economic and environmental transformation
Submission number(s)
116

Comment description
This submission questioned that the proposal does not address the Access Strategy
objectives by failing to deliver economic and environmental transformation and
renewal in the city by investing in light rail and increased pedestrian provisions.

Response
CSELR represents an investment in public transport and pedestrian infrastructure.
When this is implemented in 2015 traffic will no longer be able to travel along part of
George Street and it will be diverted onto other city centre streets. The capacity
improvements are aimed at preventing this traffic from causing further congestion
and delay on the wider network.

Travel times across the city for all transport modes would increase if the proposal is
not implemented and the congestion would have an environmental and economic
impact as described in the REF.
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Sub-comment A6: Managing freight
Submission number(s)
116

Comment description
This submission questioned that the proposal does not address the Access Strategy
objectives by failing to manage freight in the city centre.

Response
Transport for NSW issued a newsletter to the freight community in January 2015
seeking feedback on how the range of confirmed Access Strategy projects and
proposals would affect them. The newsletter highlighted the importance of the
Access Strategy’s focus on supporting businesses and companies to maintain
productivity requirements.

The newsletter was issued in acknowledgement that the committed Access Strategy
project and proposals (including this proposal) would require a number of loading
zone changes to take place across the city.

Transport for NSW held a number of workshops in February 2015 with the business
and freight community. The focus of these workshops was to get feedback and ideas
on how access in the city centre could be provided by measures such as prioritising
deliveries to outside of the peak periods, investigating alternative parking options to
avoid overstaying in a loading zone, investigating off-street loading, and
consolidating deliveries to reduce the number of vehicles entering the city by the use
of ‘out-of-town’ distribution. These discussions will be used to inform the ongoing
cross-agency discussions relating to the mitigating the combined effects of changes
to the use of the kerbside that would occur across the Access Strategy proposals and
projects, which is specifically discussed in section 3.8.

3.2 B: Inconsistency with Commonwealth and State
planning policy

Submission number(s)
3, 62, 76, 84

Comment description
Four of the submissions questioned how this proposal relates to specific Government
policies in NSW including wider transport and planning policy. The submissions also
questioned the proposal’s consistency with specific planning instruments and other
policies.

General response
As noted in section 1.2, this proposal is one of a number of Access Strategy
initiatives to deliver a fully integrated transport network in the city centre over a 20-
year period. ‘It will mean more people use public transport and [the Access Strategy]
will change the way people move around [the city centre]’ (Transport for NSW, 2013).
In turn, the Access Strategy is specifically referenced in section 4 of the NSW Long
Term Transport Master Plan (2012). This master plan specifically describes the need
for ‘a coordinated approach to achieve the best use of space [in the city centre] as
demands change throughout the day’ (Transport for NSW, 2012).
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The Access Strategy identifies that certain streets are to be used for public transport
and amenity projects in the future, while others are to be retained for general traffic
use and access, as discussed in the general response to key comment A (refer to
section 3.1). As 40 per cent of George Street will be pedestrianised for the CSELR
and other public transport projects, traffic capacity will need to be addressed on
multimodal and priority routes to maintain general traffic access and travel times.
This forms the basis for the proposal. Chapter 2 of the REF describes this in more
detail.

Sub-comment B1: Inconsistency with the air quality management plan
Submission number(s)
62

Comment description
The submission questioned the proposal’s consistency with the NSW Air Quality
Management Plan.

Response
The NSW Air Quality Management Plan is a 25-year plan to manage Sydney’s air
quality. It identifies the need for NSW to meet the national air quality goals described
in the National Environmental Protection Measure for Ambient Air Quality. These
goals were used to assess the proposal’s impact on air quality (refer to section 6.12
of the REF). The assessment demonstrated that the changes made under this
proposal would have no significant environmental impact. The proposal is therefore
considered to be consistent with the NSW Air Quality Management Plan.

Sub-comment B2: Inconsistency with the NSW State Health Plan
Submission number(s)
62, 95

Comment description
These submissions questioned the proposal’s consistency with the NSW State
Health Plan.

Response
The NSW State Health Plan focuses on health care provisions in NSW. It is largely
not relevant to the proposal other than the plan’s overall aim of promoting health by
combating issues such as obesity. The proposal is considered to have no net impact
on the city’s health as it neither encourages increased motor vehicle use nor does it
discourage walking or cycling. The proposal is limited to providing traffic capacity on
multimodal and priority routes in line with the Access Strategy. In doing so, it makes
the core of the city available for pedestrian, cyclists and public transport priorities. It
therefore indirectly supports the aim of the above plan.
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Sub-comment B3: Inconsistency with NSW 2021
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
The submission questioned the proposal’s consistency with the objectives of NSW
2021 that promote a greater percentage of trips being made by cycle or on foot.

Response
The REF highlighted how the proposal is consistent with six of NSW 2021’s business
plan goals. The two core goals of relevance to this proposal are ‘reducing travel
times’ (goal 7) and ‘growing patronage on public transport by making it a more
attractive choice’ (goal 8). The proposal meets these goals by:
 Providing the required capacity to handle traffic displaced and reallocated from

the core of the city centre to support other projects, including pedestrianisation of
40 per cent of George Street that promotes a greater number of trips within the
city centre on foot

 Setting bus priorities on York Street and Clarence Street so as to improve
circulation into and out of the city during peak periods

 Supporting the delivery of bus, cycle, pedestrian and light rail infrastructure as
described in section 3.1

For the proposal to be valid and justified it does not need to address every goal of a
specific policy.

Sub-comment B4: Inconsistency with the Sydney LEP
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
The submission stated that the REF presents a cursory and misleading discussion on
the Sydney LEP with particular reference to special character areas, reducing
demand for motor vehicles in the city, encouraging the use of public transport, and
limiting the amount of development flood space.

Response
As stated in the REF, the proposal is being delivered under State Environmental
Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. As a result Local Environmental Plans (LEPs)
and Development Control Plans (DCPs) do not impose development controls on the
proposal. Regardless, there is an obligation to consider the land use zoning
provisions set out in LEPs and DCPs to ensure there are no overriding conflicts. This
was considered in Chapter 4 and Chapter 6 of the REF, with the conclusion that the
proposal would modify an established permissible land use in all instances. Page 151
to 154 of the REF lists all the special character areas that fall within the proposal
footprint as well as the proposal’s consistency with the objectives of each special
character area.

The remaining two transport planning objectives of the LEP (encouraging the use of
public transport and reducing the demand for motor vehicles in the city) echo
objectives and initiatives of the Access Strategy.
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Sub-comment B5: Inconsistency with the NSW Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission stated that the REF lacked consideration of the objects of the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) with regards to:
 Promoting the sharing of the responsibility for environmental planning between

the different levels of Government in the State
 The public being reasonably entitled to expect coordination between levels of

Government in these matters.

Response
As correctly stated in the submission, the objectives of the EP&A Act do call for
sharing the responsibility of environmental planning. These objectives are interpreted
under the subsequent parts of the Act in the form of two principal planning approval
pathways. The Act also describes who is responsible for managing and coordinating
these pathways. Part 5 of the Act describes the responsibilities for public agencies
carrying out development without consent. These provisions are supported by the
provisions of State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. Collectively
they describe the sharing responsibilities across all levels of Government to deliver
public infrastructure. In delivering the proposal under the above pathway Roads and
Maritime has fulfilled its obligations in this regard under the EP&A Act.

Roads and Maritime takes its responsibilities as a public agency seriously and this
proposal has been developed in consultation with the range of public agencies.
These include Transport for NSW and City of Sydney Council. The full extent of this
consultation is described in Chapter 5 of the REF.

3.3 C: Ill-conceived proposal need and objectives
Submission number(s)
59, 62, 76, 84

Comment description
Four submissions questioned the overall need and justification for the proposal and
its objectives. Concern was raised as to how the proposal’s objectives were set and
whether they had the support of the public and other Government agencies. Others
questioned why the objectives contained no specific quantifiable targets to measure
the outcome of the proposal while other comments questioned the economic costs
and benefits of implementing the proposal.

General response
The proposal’s objectives were set to best respond to the Access Strategy initiative
of ‘making efficient use of the available street space’ and ‘continuing to provide
access for all forms of transport in the city centre’. As discussed in section 3.1, the
proposal is needed to service the route prioritisations introduced under the Access
Strategy. The proposal would support the reallocated demand, support the efficient
use of the available capacity and street space in the city, and maintain road
efficiency. Collectively these objectives provide a valid reason for developing the
improvements as proposed in the REF. The proposal’s success would be reviewed
as part of the projects that collectively form the Access Strategy. The improvements
identified in this proposal focus on maintaining movement around the city centre
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starting with the construction of the CSELR project. When the CSELR is finished and
commissioned, the proposed improvements would be reviewed to determine whether
they are still effective in maintaining traffic flows around the city.

If the improvements are proving ineffective, or are no longer required, they may be
modified or reversed and the existing road layout and provisions reinstated. If they
provide demonstrable ongoing benefits they may be retained. Therefore, Roads and
Maritime, in consultation with other agencies, would be developing targets by which
to measure the success of the proposal in the context of the other initiatives outlined
within the Access Strategy. These targets will include quantifiable traffic flow
information and other socioeconomic factors such as safety and amenity.

Sub-comment C1: The objective of improving capacity is ill conceived
Submission number(s)
59, 62

Comment description
These submissions questioned who set the objectives and stated that the objective of
improving capacity is counter intuitive as it would make little difference to overall
traffic function in the city and the use of the term ‘pinch point’ raises concerns about
the objective of why the improvements are being proposed.

Response
Traffic modelling was used to identify where capacity improvements would be
needed to support the route reprioritisation as described in the Access Strategy.
Traffic modelling was also used to determine how much capacity was needed to
maintain traffic flow and travel times on these streets.

The term pinch-point relates to the specific locations along affected streets that are
currently constraining traffic flows. An example of this is the slight reduction in width
of the existing kerb extension on the south-east corner of George Street and
Goulburn Street, that when removed, would provide a dedicated left turn lane. The
capacity would be introduced by ‘relieving’ these pinch points.

Sub-comment C2: Clarification on what public consultation took place to set
the proposal’s objectives
Submission number(s)
62

Comment description
This submission questioned what public consultation has taken place to ensure the
objectives were supported by the community.

Response
The proposal’s objectives were developed in response to initiatives and targets set
under the Access Strategy. The Access Strategy was prepared and finalised using
the feedback provided during public consultation that took place in 2012 and 2013.
Additionally, the REF display was an opportunity for the public to comment on the
proposal and its objectives. This report answers any comments and concerns raised
by the community in this regard.



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  38
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Sub-comment C3: Inconsistency in the objectives with transport management
best-practice
Submission number(s)
62

Comment description
This submission stated that the objective of supporting the growing demand for
access into the city centre was ill-conceived and inconsistent with current best-
practice in urban transport and traffic planning.

Response
It is expected that there will be a 23 per cent increase in the number of people
travelling into the city by 2031 (Transport for NSW, 2013). The Access Strategy
prioritises different modes of transport in different parts of the city (refer section 3.1).
The first stage is to manage the additional demand that will be placed on planned
multimodal and priority routes within the city centre as a result of the CSELR project
and traffic diverted from George Street. The proposal therefore performs an enabling
function in unlocking the city’s capacity and therefore is part of a wider solution that
supports the growing demand for access into the city centre over the coming years.

Sub-comment C4: Failure to provide a cost-benefit assessment to justify the
proposal
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission questioned that the proposal’s justification was not based on an
analysis of cost-benefits and as such its cost cannot be justified.

Response
It is estimated that congestion across the metropolitan area costs up to $5 billion
each year and this is forecast to increase to $8 billion each year by 2020 (Transport
for NSW, 2013). Reducing economic impacts of congestion is one of the Access
Strategy aims and is a key driver for this proposal. The proposal would also aim to
support delivery of the calculated economics benefits of the other Access Strategy
projects by reducing indirect impacts caused by travel time delays and congestion
across the city.

3.4 D: Lack of integrated or strategic long term traffic
management response

Submission number(s)
76, 78, 79, 87, 88, 116, 117

Comment description
Seven submissions raised concern that the proposal is being delivered out of context
and in isolation of other Access Strategy initiatives and without a coordinated
response from the key Government agencies responsible for traffic management in
the city centre.
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General response
A central concept of the Access Strategy is ‘the delivery of a fully integrated transport
network in Sydney’s city centre that puts the customer first and meets the growing
transport task’. The Access Strategy ‘prioritises different modes of transport in
different parts of the city’. The proposed capacity improvements could not be defined
until design information about the CSELR, bus infrastructure and cycleway projects
were understood as the proposal provides an enabling role to the other initiatives
within the Access Strategy.

The proposal has been developed in consultation with stakeholders from Roads and
Maritime, Transport for NSW (including its CBD Transport Taskforce) and the City of
Sydney Council. The group continues to work collaboratively to ensure there is a
coordinated response in delivering this proposal consistent with the Access Strategy.

Sub-comment D1: Failure to develop the proposal in broader demand
management terms
Submission number(s)
88

Comment description
This submission suggests that a broader demand management approach should be
taken that considers all mobility needs during and after the construction of the
CSELR.

Response
The Access Strategy considers demand management during and after the
construction of CSELR. The strategy has, and will, continue to generate projects that
provide balanced access in the city centre to respond to changing demands over the
coming years. This proposal responds to the immediate need to deal with the existing
general traffic to allow the first committed projects to be implemented.

3.5 E: No traffic capacity justification
Submission number(s)
3, 7, 59, 69, 77, 78, 84, 87, 95, 106, 114, 115, 116

Comment description
Thirteen (13) submissions questioned how the need for the capacity improvements
had been identified, either in general or along certain streets in the city. Associated
questions and comments were directed at wanting justification of the improvements
while others went on to question how the reported traffic modelling (the basis for
identifying the need for the proposed capacity improvements) had been carried out
and whether it comprised a realistic and reasonable assessment that considered a
range of credible scenarios.

General response
Appendix C of the REF provides a detailed explanation of the capacity improvements
was identified and justified. In summary:
 Roads and Maritime initially used a calibrated traffic forecast covering the city

centre to identify locations that would be constrained as a result of the diversion
and reallocation of traffic onto other streets. In total 17 priority locations (‘pinch
points’) were identified
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 Localised intersection traffic modelling was then carried out to identify and justify
the need and benefits of the suggested capacity improvements at each locality.
By modelling three recognised and established traffic modelling parameters (level
of service, queue length and degree of saturation, definitions for which are
provided in the REF) it was possible to predict how effective each improvement
would be in increasing capacity and consequently maintaining network
performance in the future once the above Access Strategy projects were
implemented.

The modelling confirmed the value of the proposal in maintaining performance at the
identified intersection pinch points in the future once the Access Strategy is
implemented (Roads and Maritime, 2014).

Sub-comment E1: The lack of justification for the improvements along College
Street
Submission number(s)
3, 7

Comment description
These submissions raised concern that there was no capacity or travel time delay
issue along College Street to justify its improvement and the removal of the
cycleway.

Response
The Access Strategy requires that traffic priority routes be optimised, establishing
routes for motorists around the city centre on streets such as the Wentworth
Avenue/College Street/Macquarie Street route. Additionally, an integrated city centre
cycleway network will be completed to support the rapid growth in cyclists to the city
centre, without compromising access for other transport modes. Removal of the
College Street cycleway is subject of a separate environmental assessment process
and does not form part of this proposal.

Sub-comment E2: Criticism of the overall approach to the traffic modelling
Submission number(s)
59, 78, 84, 87, 95, 106, 114, 115, 116

Comment description
These submissions raised criticism over the traffic modelling used to justify the
proposal for the following reasons. The model:
A. Treated the city’s road network in isolation from the approach roads
B. Did not apply the hierarchy of priorities described in the REF in favour of

promoting car use in the first instances
C. Resulted in solutions that try to ‘shoe horn’ capacity into sensitive areas of the

city with reference specifically being made to Market Street
D. Was not transparent in describing how an isolated capacity improvement would

affect the wider road network or the whole set of improvements would alter traffic
flows across the city centre

E. Failed to confirm the probable consequences of the changes
F. Failed to reveal critical traffic and signal plans that determined modal priorities
G. Did not confirm if the modelling accounted for the reduced traffic numbers

expected as a result of the CSELR and cycleway improvements
H. Should have assessed a range of low-to-high probabilities to provide credibility to

the modelled results
I. Should have been based on actual traffic capacity and not modelling uncertainty
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J. Failed to account for the fact that that the introduced capacity would become self-
limiting as it would attract more traffic and therefore become congested once
more.

Response (A)
The modelling presented in the REF considered the intersections in isolation of the
wider road network, including the approach roads. This is because this modelling
was used to identify changes in individual intersection performance. It was able to do
this by using data provided from the Roads and Maritime network model described
above in the general response to comment E. As described in the traffic and
transport assessment (refer to Appendix C of the REF), the future predictions derived
in the REF have been subsequently fed back into the Roads and Maritime model to
confirm their network-wide impact. This concluded that there would be no predicted
material network-wide impact experienced under the proposal.

Response (B)
As described section 3.1, this proposal responds to changes introduced under the
Access Strategy that will promote walking, public transport and cycling in the core of
the city. This will displace traffic onto other reprioritised multimodal and priority
routes, which in turn would need improving to provide the capacity for this traffic. The
proposal is based on traffic improvements in response to projects introduced under
the Access Strategy that promote prioritised and active transport modes. It is outside
of the proposal’s need or scope to consider other traffic modes.

Response (C)
The traffic modelling was firstly used to identify where capacity is needed and then it
was used to predict what changes would occur once this capacity was provided. It
was not used to determine how the required capacity would be provided at an
identified ‘pinch-point’. This was done by road design engineers who were
constrained by physical limitations relating to the available street space in certain
locations. This meant that they had to design solutions in instances such as Market
Street in very confined spaces, which is inflective of the reason why these locations
were identified as ‘pinch-points’ in the first place. Section 3.16 describes this further,
and comments on the proposed changes to Market Street.

Response (D)
Please refer to response (A).

Response (E)
As noted in response (H) the model was run many times under a number of
scenarios to provide a statistically accurate output based on a range of probable
consequences. The modelled data were then reviewed to determine if they achieve
the required tolerances (accuracy) for quality assurance and quality control purposes.

Response (F)
Appendix A of the traffic and transport assessment (Appendix C of the REF) contains
detailed traffic (intersection) plans showing the existing situation and the predicted
future situation under the proposal. This is discussed further under section 3.25.

Response (G)
The modelling assumed that there would be no reduction in general traffic volumes
as a result of implementing CSELR. This is believed to be a reasonable assumption
as the modelling is simply looking at the effects of transferring traffic from one part of
the city to another part of the city due to its exclusion from the core (refer to
section 3.1). This assumption is justified by the fact that while the number of people
entering and leaving the city is due to increase over the next 15 years they will use
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public transport, walk or cycle (refer to section 3.3). This is consistent the trend of the
past decade that has seen the number of people driving into the city in the morning
plateauing, as described in the Access Strategy. However to ensure the proposal
remains effective, it would be reviewed as part of the Access Strategy (refer to
section 3.3). The review would determine if there was either an increase or decrease
in traffic outside of the modelling predictions. This would be used to review the
proposal and to determine if the improvements are proving ineffective, or are no
longer required. Under such circumstances they may be modified or reversed and
the existing road layout and provisions reinstated.

Response (H)
To ensure the modelling results are credible a range of parameters were modelled
under a range of scenarios. The model was also run many times to provide an
average output that assessed a range of low-and-high conditions.

Response (I)
The model was calibrated and validated using recorded traffic capacity and signal
operation data. This ensured that the modelling scenario for the existing 2015
environment was based on actual traffic capacity. However, any model is based on
assumptions, predictions and limitations. To account for this the model was
compared to real-world data to validate its accuracy in predicting current and future
traffic impacts. This confirmed the model to be sufficiently accurate to make the
predictions presented in the REF. The assumptions and limitations were described in
the REF. Furthermore, the traffic and transport assessment (refer to Appendix C of
the REF) commits to carrying out additional modelling in the future to review and
verify the predictions made at this point in time. This will form part of the ongoing
review process described in section 3.3.

Response (J)
As described in section 3.1, the capacity introduced by the proposal would help to
maintain road network performance across the city centre. It would do this by
providing additional traffic capacity to counteract the reduced capacity and
anticipated changes to traffic patterns and volumes resulting from the implementation
of public and active transport projects within the core of the city. By providing this
capacity it is predicted that access can at least be maintained in the short-term to
allow for delivery of these projects. The value of the capacity improvements would be
subject to ongoing review to determine their effectiveness as described in
section 3.3. The capacity would be used to maintain the current equilibrium in the city
by maintaining travel times and managing congestion.

Sub-comment E3: Specific concerns and limitations in how the modelling was
used to justify the proposal
Submission number(s)
59

Comment description
This submission raised concern about the traffic modelling methods and in particular:
A. The unusual approach to the traffic modelling
B. The use of annual average daily traffic (AADT) as a measure to assess the

impacts along Market Street
C. Comments with the current network not being clearly communicated (for example

existing queue lengths on Market Street)
D. A failure to quantify the day-to-day variability in existing traffic flows within the

city, and therefore raising doubt over the representativeness of the existing
conditions traffic assessment
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E. The reliability of reporting benefits that were derived by comparing the modelling
results of the future case with the existing case and yet not accounting for how
the existing conditions are going to change with the introduction of a number of
committed projects

F. The recommendation to assess the future conditions without the other projects
being implemented

G. A failure to discuss how future intersection capacity would be affected by turning
vehicles been held on the approach to the intersection due to people crossing the
road

H. The adopted model (SIDRA) not being appropriate for modelling intersection
performance and the number of limitations stated in the REF referring to this

I. The specific analysis used to assess the change at each intersection as certain
results show an improvement in capacity both when traffic increases and
decreases through the intersection

J. The use of total flows through an intersection (as adopted in the REF) as not
being an indicator of intersection performance due to various alignment, turning
movement and delay conflicts

K. The reported conclusion that the proposal optimised the use of the street space
within the city centre as it cannot be justified due to the limitations in the
modelling and the lack of evidence to support it

L. There being no modelling of alternatives to demonstrate that the offered solutions
‘optimise’ the use of the street space

M. There being no cost-benefit analysis reported in the REF to confirm if the
proposal is economically efficient for the user

N. The conclusion of needing to test the validity of the conclusions in another model
and the fact that this would need to include considerable information about all
modes of transport and a wide range of traffic patterns for it to be valid and
realistic.

Response (A)
The traffic assessment was adopted and endorsed as it was recognised as providing
sufficient information to determine the proposal’s effects on the existing environment;
the basis for environmental impact assessment. The method was also chosen to
address limitations in the network model available at the time of preparing the REF.

The REF (SIDRA) intersection model used empirical data to predict how the traffic
displaced from George Street would travel through and across the city centre in the
future. This approach was needed in the absence of reliable network-modelled
forecasts. The limits of the reported data were noted in the REF and precaution was
adopted in the event of uncertainty. Finally, many simulations were run under the
REF intersection model with the data compared to real-world observations to ensure
the predictions were reliable and accurate. The only uncertainty related as to how
much traffic would be displaced onto each street once part of George Street is
pedestrianised. Again, by using empirical data this uncertainty was managed within
the limits of the modelling approach. Roads and Maritime has committed to input the
REF modelled results into a now-available refined network model to inform the
detailed design.

Any statistically significant changes identified in the network model would be
reviewed. This would either lead to a minor modification to the proposal, typically in
the form of altering the traffic light phasing and priorities, or potentially, yet more
unlikely, a change to the proposal. If there is the need to change the proposal then
Roads and Maritime would need to determine if an Addendum REF is necessary to
address any consequential environmental impacts.
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Response (B)
Annual average daily traffic (AADT) counts were used to assess the proposal’s
traffic-related noise and air quality impacts, while peak hour counts were used to
carry out the traffic modelling analysis. The AADT counts were derived from the peak
hour counts and used to determine the maximum increase that could potentially
occur during a 24-hour period. This ensured that the noise-modelled predictions
assessed a worst case scenario. Reporting AADT counts is typical for any
environmental assessment. It assists in providing the reader with continuity
throughout the document by allowing them to compare the traffic analysis with the
noise and air quality analysis.

Response (C)
Chapter 2 of the traffic and transport assessment (refer to Appendix C of the REF)
provides a summary of existing traffic conditions and issues. This assessment is
summarised in section 6.1.3 of the REF.

To ensure the report was accurate several morning and afternoon peak period site
visits were carried out in late-2014 across the entire proposal footprint. The visits
confirmed that the model was accurately predicting the formation of queues at many
intersections. For instance, stationary and queuing traffic was observed on Market
Street in both the morning and afternoon peak periods. In the afternoon peak period
the westbound queues were observed as often extending from George Street back to
Elizabeth Street, a factor that was being accounted for in the REF-modelled data.

The site visits also allowed observations to be made on what was constraining traffic
flow in the city centre. For instances, it was concluded that the observed queuing
above was made worse by the loss of a westbound traffic lane during the afternoon
peak period. Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of the REF describe the range of observed
issues with the current network that needed addressing under the proposal.

Response (D)
Roads and Maritime acknowledges the daily variation in traffic volumes and patterns
in the city centre. To account for this, many simulations were run under the REF
intersection model with the data compared to real-world observations to ensure the
predictions were reliable, accurate and typical of the prevailing variable conditions
that can occur from day-to-day. These variations were included as part of reporting
the final predictions.

Response (E)
The limits of the available network-model prevented it from being able to carry out
detailed future forecast analysis, including an assessment of how traffic volumes and
patterns would change with other committed projects in place. The purpose of the
REF intersection modelling was simply to identify how removing or reducing physical
constraints on each road would provide additional capacity in the future. It was then
assumed that this capacity would be taken up by the reconfiguration of traffic
movements introduced under the Access Strategy and as a result of other committed
city centre projects such as Barangaroo.

To ensure modelling results are valid several future actions would also take place
before construction starts. As noted in response to (A), the REF-modelled results
would be input into refined network model (unavailable at the time of preparing the
REF) to inform the detailed design. This would determine if there are any network-
wide effects. The network model would also be used to predict the effects of the
changes that will occur due to the introduction of other committed projects in the city
centre.
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Response (F)
Roads and Maritime acknowledges that the assessment excludes a future scenario
that considers how the road network would perform without the introduction of the
capacity improvements. Again, the limits of the available network model prevented
this at the time of preparing the REF. This will be done before construction starts as
per the response to comment (A) and (E).

Response (G)
Left and right turn capacities were altered in the REF intersection model to replicate
the existing traffic delays (waiting times) experienced at each intersection while
pedestrians cross the road. The existing and future predictions therefore accounted
for these simulated delays.

Response (H)
Any model is limited in its predictions. While SIDRA (the REF intersection model) has
its limitations, as noted in the REF, the method is recognised as providing sufficient
information to determine the proposal’s effects on the existing environment; the basis
for environmental impact assessment.

Response (I)
As noted in section 3.2 of the traffic and transport assessment (refer to Appendix C of
the REF), both individual and cumulative data were used to predict the overall
improvement in intersection and corridor capacity. The predictions were made by
determining and calculating:
 The capacity improvement at individual intersections, measured as a decrease in

the degree of saturation
 The cumulative improvement at each work site, measured as the aggregated

change at each intersection and adjacent network capacity constraints.

Consequently while the capacity of an isolated intersection may marginally decrease
the overall capacity along the road corridor may increase accounting for the
discrepancies reported in the REF.

Response (J)
The total flows are a summary of the detailed intersection modelling carried out in the
REF and were provided to help explain the proposal. The data were derived from
assessing the change in performance along each traffic lane using alignment details,
demand volumes and patterns, and delay conflicts.

Response (K)
As described above, the modelling approach provides sufficient information to allow a
valid assessment of the impact of the changes introduced under this proposal. The
modelling limitations are clearly stated and Roads and Maritime have committed to
validate the conclusion using network modelling prior to starting construction. The
term ‘optimisation’ refers to the use of the space in the most effective way, over and
above the ‘optimisation’ of traffic flows along the road corridor.

Response (L)
As noted in Section 5.1 of the traffic and transport assessment (refer to Appendix C
of the REF), ‘…the development of the proposal included a variety of locations and
scheme options. Details of the identification and preferred option selection process
are provided in section 2.5.3 of the REF document’. Alternative schemes were
modelled and considered as part of a detailed value management process. Only
those considered to offer the highest value at each worksite were retained and
presented in the traffic and transport assessment.
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Response (M)
Please refer to section 3.3 and the response to sub-comment C4.

Response (N)
Before any work starts the model predictions made to support the REF will be
checked to see if similar predications are made in the Roads and Maritime network
model. Any differences would be reconciled and where required further refinements
timing and phasing of the intersection signals would be made to either provide more
‘green time’ or less ‘green time’. As the Roads and Maritime model was initially used
to identify the 17 ‘pinch point’ locations, it is not expected that this final check would
show any statistically significant differences. If it does, then Roads and Maritime
would need to reconsider the proposal. If required further environmental assessment
and approval would be undertaken.

Sub-comment E4: Lack of clarity on how modelling justifies pedestrian
amenity
Submission number(s)
69

Comment description
This submission raised concern that the modelling and survey work could not
demonstrate that moving more cars through the city would improve pedestrian
amenity.

Response
The proposal enables different transport modes to be prioritised in different parts of
the city centre. It typically focuses on setting north-south priorities as described in the
Access Strategy. The proposal’s aim is to accommodate the redirection of vehicles
along the multimodal and priority routes identified in the Access Strategy, rather than
moving more cars through the city. The proposed changes would allow the core of
the city centre to be used by pedestrians, cyclists and public transport.

Sub-comment E5: The lack of justification for the improvements along
Macquarie Street
Submission number(s)
77, 95

Comment description
These submissions questioned the justification of the Macquarie Street work due to
concern that:
A. Reverting to a road layout that was removed in the 1990s is not effective as

concluded by previous modelling
B. Adding a northbound lane on the approach to Bridge Street is not necessary in

terms of the traffic numbers presented while the layout of the intersection cannot
accommodate the proposal and the basis for justifying the changes on queue
length alone is not credible

C. Increasing the capacity of the Macquarie Street/Hunter Street intersection is not
valid as it would divert traffic from the Cross City Tunnel on a route via College-
Macquarie-Hunter-Margaret-Napoleon Streets to Barangaroo and the fact that
this would create a problem for traffic travelling from the Eastern Distributor to
Barangaroo in the morning peak period.
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Response (A)
The pre-1990s arrangements along Macquarie Street covered the entire length of the
road corridor, whereas this proposal only focuses on the key intersections.
Additionally, the need for these changes on Macquarie Street is for very different
reasons to the proposal that was removed in the 1990s. It provides a solution to
respond to Macquarie Street being reprioritised as a traffic route and its imminent use
by traffic diverted out of the core of the city. The improvements have been modelled
using 2015 data and proven to be beneficial as described in the previous responses
in this section. Traffic modelling predicts that once traffic is diverted onto Macquarie
Street there will be a capacity issue if no changes are made. The proposal seeks to
address this by improving turning movements at the key intersections to
accommodate greater volumes of approaching traffic. This would prevent the build-
up of traffic on the approach to each intersection and across the previous intersection
(commonly referred to as ‘grid lock’).

Response (B)
The traffic modelling presented in the REF and in the supporting traffic and transport
assessment (refer to Appendix C of the REF) confirms that the improvements on
Macquarie Street would limit delay and congestion as a result of additional demand.
The improvements are demonstrated to provide additional ‘holding’ capacity at each
intersection by improving the turning movements. This provides the justification for
altering the capacity of each intersection to ensure that the impact of the diverted
traffic can be effectively managed in the future.

Response (C)
The proposed improvements along College Street and Macquarie Street are intended
to help accommodate north/south traffic displaced from George Street following from
part of its pedestrianisation and the introduction of CSELR. These improvements, as
well as the proposed alterations to the intersection of Hunter Street and Macquarie
Street, would not significantly improve travel times along this corridor, meaning that
the route described above (from the east to Barangaroo) would continue to be longer
and slower compared to using the Cross City Tunnel. Consequently it is considered
unlikely that any traffic would divert from the cross city tunnel on the basis of the
upgrades proposed.

3.6 F: Lack of proposal definition and illustration
Submission number(s)
1, 19, 33, 55, 59

Comment description
Five submissions challenged the information that had been provided to describe the
proposal. The comments questioned the lack of detail and definition and the way in
which the information had been illustrated. Others questioned the consistency
between the text in the Chapter 3 of the REF used describe what is proposed and the
text that is used on the Figures in Chapter 3 of the REF that show the changes..

General response
The proposal description included in the REF was prepared to be consistent with the
requirements set out in the Proponents Guidelines for the Review of Environmental
Factors (DECCW, 2011) and Environmental Impact Assessment Guidance Note:
Preparing a Project Review of Environmental Factors (EIA-P05-G02) (Roads and
Maritime, 2014).
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Sub-comment F1: The lack of clarity of what is proposed in the financial
precinct
Submission number(s)
1

Comment description
This submission questioned what capacity improvements are proposed in the
financial precinct (scheme F1 and F2) and how they related to The Astor located on
Macquarie Street.

Response
Page 123 to Page 127 of the REF describe and show what capacity improvements
are proposed in the financial precinct including the proposal adjacent to The Astor.
The REF also assesses the proposal’s predicted traffic and transport impacts (refer
to section 6.1 of the REF), noise and vibration impacts (refer to section 6.2 of the
REF), heritage impacts (refer to section 6.3 of the REF), socioeconomic impacts
(refer to section 6.4 of the REF) and land use and property impacts (refer to section
6.5 of the REF) on The Astor.

Sub-comment F2: The lack of clarity on the proposal’s impact on pedestrian
space
Submission number(s)
19

Comment description
This submission was concerned about the lack of detail describing what pedestrian
space would be lost under the proposal.

Response
Table 6-5 and Table 6-9 in the REF show the pedestrian spaces that would be
inaccessible during construction or modified, adjusted or created under the proposal.

Sub-comment F3: The presentation of unclear figures and plans in the REF
Submission number(s)
33

Comment description
This submission stated that the plans and figures presented in the REF were unclear.

Response
The drawings provided in the REF (refer to Figure 3-1 to Figure 3-22) show the work
is proposed for each capacity improvement. They also accurately show the footprint,
extent and location of the work. These drawings use geospatial data and satellite
imagery was not included to ensure the details of the proposal stood out against the
background.
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Sub-comment F4: The lack of clarity what’s proposed at Ultimo Road and
Harris Street
Submission number(s)
55

Comment description
This submitter was unclear about what changes are proposed at Ultimo Road and
Harris Street (scheme S4).

Response
Page 95 and Page 106 of the REF describe and show what capacity improvements
are proposed at Ultimo Road and Harris Street.

Sub-comment F5: Inconsistency in the provided proposal description
Submission number(s)
59

Comment description
This submission suggested that there is inconsistency in the description of what is
proposed along Market Street (scheme R2) and what is shown on the provided
figures.

Response
The proposal description (Table 3-4 in the REF) and schematic (Figure 3-6 in the
REF) are consistent. The table describes what is proposed on Market Street between
George Street and Castlereagh Street while the figure shows what is proposed along
Market Street between York Street and George Street.

3.7 G: Roads and Maritime’s jurisdiction and city centre
role

Submission number(s)
26, 62, 84

Comment description
Three submissions question Roads and Maritime’s role, jurisdiction and influence in
making changes in the city centre. Specifically, the main concern related to the
legality of Roads and Maritime in being able to alter the road network in the city.

General response
Both the NSW Roads Act 1993 and the NSW Transport Administration Act 1988
define Roads and Maritime’s role as the lead agency responsible for managing road
infrastructure in NSW. Roads and Maritime has the authority to delegate certain
management responsibilities to other entities, which in the case of the city includes
the City of Sydney. However, Roads and Maritime still ultimately remains the lead
authority responsible for the city’s roads, footpaths and roadside furniture as
provisioned under the above Acts.
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In addition, Roads and Maritime is also permitted to develop any land for the
‘purpose of a road or road infrastructure facilities’ without needing to obtain
development consent from the council or the Department of Planning and
Environment (refer to section 4.1 of the REF). The only statutory requirement
provisioned under this planning approval pathway is to notify the council of the
proposal and to ‘take into consideration any responses’. City of Sydney Council
provided two submissions to the proposal that have been duly considered in this
report (refer to submissions 21 and 114).

Despite this, Roads and Maritime is aware of its obligations as a publically
accountable Government agency and as such:
 The REF was publically displayed to understand public opinion and to identify

any concerns and recommendations. The display was also extended to account
for the holiday period (refer to response to key comment I). Where relevant,
Roads and Maritime has proposed scheme refinements in light of the received
comments (refer to Chapter 4).

 All design decisions were approved with the consensus of representatives from
Roads and Maritime, Transport for NSW, City of Sydney Council and the
CBD Transport Taskforce. This level of stakeholder integration will continue as
the concepts are developed during the detailed design (refer to section 3.8).

3.8 H: Lack of consultation
Submission number(s)
62, 71, 76, 84, 88, 95, 106, 114, 116

Comment description
Nine submissions questioned the perceived lack of consultation that had taken place
prior to displaying the REF. Several of the submissions went on to question whether
the REF had the support of the community and other Government agencies prior to
being displayed. Others questioned the length of the consultation period and what
efforts had taken place and will take place prior to determining if the proposal should
be approved.

General response
Access Strategy consultation
Transport for NSW consulted with the community and businesses during the
development of the Access Strategy. The Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement
Plan is part of the Access Strategy and supports the introduction of other Access
Strategy initiatives.

REF consultation
Roads and Maritime initially presented the Sydney City Centre Capacity
Improvement Plan to the CBD Transport Group before displaying the REF. The
group includes representation from the Department of Premier and Cabinet,
Transport for NSW, the State Transit Authority, the Transport Management Centre,
CBD Transport Taskforce, Infrastructure NSW, Sydney Trains and City of Sydney.

The REF was subsequently placed on public display from 24 November 2014 to
9 January 2015. Due to the timing of the exhibition, a display period of six weeks was
provided for community feedback as opposed to the usual four-week period.
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The REF was published on the Roads and Maritime website. It was also displayed in
the following locations:
 City of Sydney One Stop Shop at Town Hall
 City of Sydney Neighbourhood Centres in Redfern, Glebe, Green Square and

Kings Cross
 Transport Information Centre on George Street
 Customs House at Circular Quay.

Public notices appeared in the following locations:
Central Courier – 26 November 2014
MX – 26 November 2014
Daily Telegraph – 3 December 2014
Sydney Morning Herald – 3 December 2014.

A six-page community update was distributed to about 42,000 properties from
Circular Quay to Central to Broadway from Wednesday 26 November. This update
was also made available online. About 400 letters and community updates were also
sent to key stakeholders informing them of the proposal and REF display. The
updates offered face-to-face meetings. Businesses likely affected by the proposal
were visited between Thursday 27 November and Friday 12 December 2014. Also,
four meetings were held with key stakeholders during the REF display period with
additional meetings organised throughout January and February 2015. At the end of
the display period, 122 submissions were received.

By carrying out an extensive consultation exercise and extending the usual
consultation period, Roads and Maritime has made a discerned effort to seek
community feedback. In this report Roads and Maritime provides tailored responses
to the key comments made by members of the public, businesses, advocacy groups,
special interest groups and Government and public agencies and authorities. Roads
and Maritime has also proposed scheme refinements to respond to certain
comments (refer to Chapter 4).

Sub-comment H1: Reaching agreement with the Council prior to exhibition
Submission number(s)
95, 106

Comment description
These submissions were concerned that Roads and Maritime should have reached
agreement with council before exhibiting the REF.

Response
Roads and Maritime worked with council representatives throughout the process of
defining the proposal, developing the options and identifying the preferred option.
This ensured there was agreement at the point of displaying the REF. Other council
representatives have raised concerns about the proposal as presented in two
submissions (reference to submission numbers 21 and 114). The content of their
submissions is presented in this report along with Roads and Maritime’s responses.
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Sub-comment H2: Consultation with the Central Sydney Planning
Committee
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission stated that the REF made no mention of consultation with the
Central Sydney Planning Committee (CSPC), an entity separate from the council.

Response
The function of the CSPC is to determine major project applications made to the
council under part 4 of the EP&A Act. As such, there was no requirement to consult
with them directly with regards to this proposal as it is being self-determined under
part 5 of the above Act.

Sub-comment H3: Government agency consultation
Submission number(s)
106

Comment description
This submission noted that there was a lack of information on which Government
agencies were consulted and if this extended to non-transport agencies such as the
Heritage Council.

Response
A core group of stakeholders comprising representatives from Roads and Maritime,
Transport for NSW, City of Sydney Council and the CBD Transport Taskforce have
worked collaboratively together since 2013 to develop Access Strategy and
subsequently this proposal as described in section 3.3. They form the ‘various
Government agencies’ that have been consulted.

Roads and Maritime has also fulfilled its statutory obligations under part 5 of the
EP&A Act and State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. This
included notifying City of Sydney Council and considering its responses as part of the
submissions review process.

There is no requirement to consult or notify any other Government agency in the
case of the proposal as the assessed impacts are considered unlikely to impact on
environmental values and resources that are managed by these agencies. For
example, there was no trigger to contact the Office of Environment and Heritage due
to the proposal’s limited ecological impact.

The safeguards in the REF commit Roads and Maritime to contacting various
Government agencies during construction in the event of an unexpected find or an
accidental chemical spillage during construction.
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Sub-comment H4: Request to publish the kerbside allocation strategy
Submission number(s)
106

Comment description
This submission requested that the kerbside allocation strategy is published before
this proposal is delivered.

Response
Roads and Maritime is working closely with the Transport for NSW and City of
Sydney Council to ensure that the proposed changes to the use of the kerbside
made under this proposal and the other Access Strategy projects prioritise a
hierarchy based on taxi zones followed by loading zones and mobility parking over
ticket parking.

3.9 I: Exhibition of REF over holiday period
Submission number(s)
60, 77, 79, 84, 87, 95

Comment description
Six of the submissions questioned why the REF was displayed over the holiday
period. This included concerns that Roads and Maritime was avoiding obtaining
community feedback.

General response
The decision to display the REF over the holiday period was taken to seek feedback
on the proposal, to respond to feedback, to modify the design as necessary and to
deliver a decision to coincide with construction of the CSELR project and the closure
of George Street as of mid-2015.

Due to the timing of the exhibition, a display period of six weeks was provided for
community feedback as opposed to the usual four-week period. Roads and Maritime
accepted submissions after the six-week display period.

3.10 J: Lack of Macquarie Street’s heritage and cultural
importance

Submission number(s)
1, 77, 94, 95, 114, 119

Comment description
Six submissions noted the significance of the amenity, heritage and cultural value of
Macquarie Street. Comments were raised as why consideration of these values had
not been described, accounted for and assessed in the REF. Accordingly, the
submissions questioned the need for capacity improvements along Macquarie Street
and the impact this would have on the street’s amenity and cultural values.
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General response
Macquarie Street has been prioritised under the Access Strategy as a route for
general traffic. More traffic will travel along the street as a result of it being diverted
out of the city’s core (refer to general response to key comment A). This will happen
from mid-2015 regardless of whether this proposal is delivered or not. Currently,
Macquarie Street does not have the capacity to accommodate the diverted traffic. It
is constrained at its intersections with St James Road, Hunter Street and Bridge
Street. The proposed improvements would provide capacity at these intersections.
Without the improvements the street would become congested which would affect its
amenity, setting and values. By maintaining traffic flows along the street these
impacts would be mitigated.

Macquarie Street’s heritage values
To understand the proposal’s impact on the city’s heritage values a heritage
consultant was engaged to prepare a specialist heritage impact study (refer to
Appendix E of the REF).

The assessment was prepared in accordance with the agreed and adopted method
for assessing heritage impacts in NSW; Assessing Heritage Significance 2001. The
assessment identified the heritage values and archaeological potential of the
proposal footprint, including that of Macquarie Street. These were described in
section 6.3 of the REF. Section 3.3 of Appendix E of the REF notes that the scale of
the proposed work is such that it would have no more than a ‘minor impact’ on
Macquarie Street’s heritage values and that there would be a low risk of any potential
archaeological impacts.

Macquarie Street’s special characteristics
Table 4-2 of the REF described the values and objectives of the Macquarie Street
special character area. The REF recognised that during construction there would be
temporary impacts. Once operational there would be a perceived intensification of
the road within the available street space caused by removing a short section of
extended kerb and introducing additional parking restrictions. The REF also
recognised that the impact on Macquarie Street’s overall amenity would be ‘negligible
or minor adverse depending on the proposed signage changes’. The rationale for this
conclusion was that the street already exists and the traffic already impacts on its
context and setting.

Additional discussions
In preparing this submissions report, Roads and Maritime asked a heritage
consultant to consider some of the specific concerns regarding Macquarie Street’s
importance culturally, socially and historically. Appendix C contains a letter-response
to the main concerns highlighted in the submissions.

Sub-comment J1: The lack of consideration of a number of significant
buildings on Macquarie Street
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission stated that the REF overlooked several sensitive receivers on
Macquarie Street including The Astor, Con High (school), BMA House and the
William Bland Centre and that these receptors were not considered in the REF as
either being noise-sensitive or amenity-sensitive to either the proposed construction
work or once the proposal was operational.



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  55
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Response
As described in the Chapter 6 of the REF, an assessment was carried out on the
most sensitive receivers or the most exposed receivers. The assessment then
predicts the impact on these receivers and includes safeguards to reduce and
manage the potential impacts during construction. In protecting the most sensitive
and exposed receivers it is assumed that all other receivers are protected. This is the
reason why these receivers were not specifically listed in the relevant assessment
sections of the REF or necessarily noted on the supporting figures (ie noise,
landscape and visual amenity).

Sub-comment J2: The impact of the proposal on Macquarie Street’s
urban character
Submission number(s)
114

Comment description
This submission asserted that a number of claims in the REF were evasive and
inadequate, including the fact that there are no anticipated impacts on the area's
urban character, scale or the built forms or views within and outside or Macquarie
Street. Another comment was the suggestion that the proposal does not comply with
Sydney DCP objectives and principles and in these instances it should not be
pursued.

Response
As the proposed ‘development’ can be carried out without the consent of the council
there is no requirement to comply with the provisions, objectives or principles of the
City of Sydney local environmental plan (LEP) or Sydney development controls plans
(DCPs). As such, local development planning controls do not affect whether a
proposal is determined and approved or not.

This does not remove any legal responsibilities or obligations on Roads and Maritime
to manage the proposal’s environmental impacts, including its heritage, visual and
amenity impacts. Appendix I of the REF identifies the character of the landscape and
assesses the visual impact of the proposal during construction and operation. While
the REF recognises the value, importance and sensitivity of certain streetscapes in
the city centre (ie Macquarie Street) the overall impact is rated by also considering
how marked a change would take place along each street, termed the magnitude of
change. In the case of the proposal the scale of the changes would take place within
the context of a road where the amenity and setting is already heavily influenced by
traffic. As such the magnitude of change would be typically negligible or low,
meaning the impact is rated as either low or moderate-low at worst. This assessment
has been made by using adopted, established and recognised best-practice
assessment methods.

The REF acknowledges that along Macquarie Street the proposed minor alterations
to the lane configuration and the removal of a short-section extended kerb would
alter the relationship of the road corridor within the available space over a short
section on the approach to Bridge Street. In this area there would be a perceived
intensification of the road within the available street space. Overall however, the
wider urban character would be unchanged and the proposal would have no effect on
the views to the harbour and Sydney Opera House, alter the emphasis of Macquarie
Street as the eastern edge, or result in a significant heritage impact. The assessment
in the REF concludes therefore at the wider landscape zone level the changes would
be unperceivable with the impact rated negligible, while within the streetscape the
changes would be perceived locally resulting in a low adverse effect once
operational. Section 6.6.3 of the REF describes this in detail.
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3.11 K: Tree loss associated with the proposal
Submission number(s)
21, 58, 77, 84, 87, 95, 100, 114, 115

Comment description
Nine submissions questioned the need to remove and prune trees, citing the
importance of trees to the urban character and fabric of Sydney’s built form and the
wider value they provide in terms of amenity and shade.

General response
As noted in section 6.6 of the REF, the city centre contains a range of trees that
contribute to the city’s urban form and landscape character. As such, a number of
these trees are identified as being significant (individually or as groups) for their
visual, heritage, social or other values. Sydney City Council implements a tree
management policy to protect the value of all trees in the city. This is underpinned by
the council developing tree management plans for each suburb.

Section 6.6 of the REF confirms that the proposal was developed with the intent to
avoid tree loss wherever possible; however this was not possible in all instances. Up
to seven trees would need to be removed and another eight would potentially need
pruning. The only (historically and aesthetically) significant tree that would be
affected by the proposal would be a Hills Weeping Fig on the intersection of
Broadway and Wattle Street (S5: Broadway). In the design presented in the REF this
tree would most likely have needed pruning. A proposed refinement to this capacity
improvement may prevent the need for this (refer to Chapter 4).

Tree pruning and removal
Any tree removal or pruning typically has to be approved by council. However such
approval is not required for any Government agency carrying out development under
part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, other than if the
tree(s) is/are part of a heritage listing.

While this is the case, there is still a responsibility on Government agencies to
include tree management safeguards consistent with Australian Standards and
council policies. Consequently, these safeguards have been adopted as
commitments in the REF. Roads and Maritime has also contacted the council to
discuss its concerns raised in its two submission letters, namely:

‘The City questions the need for removal of trees [along Wentworth Avenue,
Macquarie Street, Pitt Street (Railway Square) and Market Street]. We recommend
that a Project Arborist is engaged to assist with tree management advice. The Project
Arborist should review and comment on the concept design and concept design, and
prior to construction the Project Arborist shall provide tree protection measures
relevant to the works and site conditions. The City must be consulted in the event of
any proposed pruning or tree removal, and where possible the City will seek
replacement of removed trees’.

‘The Macquarie Street Special Character Area is recognised by the City's planning
controls as one of Sydney's most significant public spaces. The Macquarie Street
upgrade was carried out as a Bicentennial Project under NSW Government Architect
Ian Thomson, and was formally recognised for its high design quality. The removal of
healthy plane trees that make a significant contribution to the character of the
Macquarie Street precinct is not justified by the minor traffic benefits to left-turning
vehicles’.
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‘The protection and retention of existing street trees is a priority for the City of
Sydney. Trees are long term assets that the community highly values, and the City
considers the destruction of mature trees for capacity improvement work to be short-
sighted and contradictory to Access Strategy commitments to 'improve quality and
condition of footpaths, including paving, shelter and urban design'. A project arborist
should be engaged to assist with tree management advice. The project arborist
should review and comment on the concept and detailed design, and prior to
construction the project arborist shall provide tree protection measures relevant to
the works and site conditions. Recommendation: The proponent should make every
effort to avoid the loss of healthy trees, and to replace any tree that is removed at a
ratio of at least 1:1, with tree pits constructed consistent with the City's standard. The
City must be consulted in the event of any proposed pruning’.

Further consultation with the council’s arborist on Monday 2 February 2015
confirmed that the above comments were made following an inspection and
assessment of the trees that may be impacted by the proposal. The arborist
reiterated the council’s request that Roads and Maritime engage an independent
arborist to carrying out a targeted assessment once the proposal’s detailed design is
complete to ensure the tree management measures are appropriate. The council
arborist also requested that once the independent arborist has completed their
assessment that they meet before construction starts to confirm the tree
management plan and safeguards.

Roads and Maritime would consider the extent of the needed tree loss and pruning
during the detailed design stage. It would seek every opportunity to reduce this
wherever possible. Where tree removal is required, Roads and Maritime would
consider replacing any lost trees under the advice of the independent arborist and
council.

Shading and passive cooling
While it is acknowledged that trees provide passive cooling and shading, the scale of
the loss would remove a small canopy area in parts of the city where alternative
street awnings nearby provide shade and there is either a low number of pedestrians.

3.12 L: Impacts in the REF
Submission number(s)
6, 37, 38, 55, 58, 62, 71, 76, 78, 84, 93, 95, 106, 113, 114, 119

Comment description
Sixteen (16) submissions commented on the proposal’s potential impacts as well as
the environmental assessment findings and conclusions. The comments also
challenged the ratings of certain impacts as well as the significance of other impacts.

General response
As described in section 1.2 of the REF, there is a requirement for Roads and
Maritime to ‘examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible, all matters
affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the [proposed] activity’ (refer
to section 111 of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979). The
‘matters’ for consideration are described under clause 228 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 and described in the guidance document
Is an EIS Required? (DUAP, 1996). There is also a requirement to consider the
matters prescribed and provisioned under environmental legislation (ie the NSW
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995) and those matters described in
technical assessment guidance and Roads and Maritime developed Practice Notes.
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Reference to the assessment methods and guidance used to examine ‘all matters
affecting or likely to affect the environment’ was included under the corresponding
headings in Chapter 6 of the REF. The REF and its supporting technical studies were
prepared by qualified specialists and reviewed by the environment branch of Roads
and Maritime. This ensured that there was certainty that the assessment findings and
the conclusions were robust and valid.

Where required, the adverse impacts were identified and safeguards and
management measures described. Residual impacts, being those impacts that
cannot be fully or partially mitigated, were also identified. Assumptions and limitations
were presented and precaution was adopted in the assessment where there was
uncertainty (as discussed further in section 8.3 of the REF).

Sub-comment L1: The assessment of noise impacts
Submission number(s)
6, 62, 71, 95, 119

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the proposal’s noise impacts and
primarily:
A. The risk of sleep disturbance during construction
B. The increased traffic causing noise pollution and its effects on specific buildings
C. That heritage buildings should be assessed separately as they are noise-

sensitive due to poor insulation
D. That the assessment should have considered future noise environment according

to the capacity of the intersections, not the forecast traffic
E. That the proposal should improve the existing noise environment as it is affected

by traffic.

Response (A)
The proposal would involve night work, and this work would have the potential to
cause sleep disturbance as noted on page 224 of the REF. As such, the work would
be managed under a construction noise and vibration management plan. The main
commitment delivered under this plan would be to schedule work to minimise impact
on receivers, ‘specify equipment restrictions that would be implemented at night’ and
to ‘ensure that any potentially impacted receivers are informed ahead of any planned
work taking place outside of the recommended standard hours for construction work’.
This would be supplemented by a number of other safeguards that are described on
page 227 of the REF. Consequently, while night time noise would not be eliminated it
would be managed, controlled and monitored to keep the impacts to a minimum.

Response (B)
The REF confirmed that the proposal’s construction would generate noise above
management level limits. Consequently, there was an identified need to implement a
range of feasible and reasonable management measures consistent with
requirements of the Interim Construction Noise Guideline 2009. This document
described the processes that are needed to manage construction noise and they are
widely adopted across NSW. By implementing these measures, the noise impacts
would be managed to a level that is deemed acceptable in the guidelines. The
measures would require further investigation and monitoring. One submission was
concerned about potential noise impacts during school examination times. As part of
the ongoing consultation, Roads and Maritime would consult with the relevant
educational institutions to obtain exam schedules and manage noise impacts.
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Response (C)
For both the construction and operational noise assessment the acoustic
performance of the buildings is not relevant. It is the use of the building that defines
whether it is sensitive. The assessment assumes that all buildings are poorly
insulated and this ensures the assessment is conservative. It also ensures that
mitigation is adopted even when the real world conditions are more favourable (ie
the buildings have better acoustic insulation).

Response (D)
Please refer to the response under section 3.28 (response to sub-comment AB19).

Response (E)
The purpose of the REF is to identify and assess the adverse impacts of this
proposal and to provide mitigation where required. It is not about enhancing the
existing environment. This is described further in the EP&A Act.

Operational noise impacts
There would be negligible operational noise impacts for the reasons discussed on
page 224 of the REF.

Sub-comment L2: The assessment of socioeconomic impacts
Submission number(s)
37, 58, 62, 76, 84, 106

Comment description
Several submissions raised concern about the proposal’s socioeconomic impacts,
namely:
A. That the proposal does not support the socioeconomic and health benefits of

promoting non-motorised forms of transport
B. That the introduction of no-stopping on Kent Street, Clarence Street, Market

Street and Pitt Street would affect the area’s amenity and pedestrian safety
C. The existing parking and loading zones provide a noise and amenity buffer

between pedestrians and traffic
D. The socioeconomic benefits have not been quantified
E. The socioeconomic impacts are high during construction in terms of traffic, air

pollution, noise, pedestrian and cyclist amenity
F. Opportunity should be taken to enhance ‘life’ in the city centre
G. The impacts on residential amenity in the city especially as their numbers will

increase over the coming years.

Response (A)
As described in response to sub-comment B2, the proposal has no net impact on the
city’s health as it enables north-south traffic priorities to be set in certain parts of the
city. The proposal is not about moving more cars through the city but rather
accommodating the redirection of vehicles along the multimodal and priority routes
identified in the Access Strategy and allowing the core of the city centre to be used
by pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. The proposal would have no long-term
health impacts in terms of air and noise emissions.

Response (B)
The creation of no stopping provisions along certain streets is to prevent congestion
and travel time delays, factors that would affect amenity and pedestrian safety as
described in section 3.1 (response to sub-comment A1).
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Response (C)
Parked traffic does not have an effect on noise level due the way the sound travels
along a road corridor fronted by high-rise buildings. The REF acknowledges that
using the inside lane of various streets would give rise to a perceived intensification
of the traffic within the street. This may have a localised amenity affect however this
is considered to be less of an impact than the reduced amenity caused by
widespread congestion (refer to section 3.1). There are many examples of where
traffic already travels in the kerb lane in the city and it is safe for both pedestrians
and other road users. Also parked vehicles present their own dangers as people and
cars walk and pull out in between them.

Response (D)
The proposal’s anticipated socioeconomic benefits are described in section 6.16 of
the REF.

Response (E)
There would be a number of short-term construction impacts when delivering the
proposal. In each case, the REF has assessed these impacts described their effects
and provided feasible and reasonable safeguards to mitigate impacts to a level that is
considered acceptable within the definition of best practice and statutory guidance.

While the disruption and impact caused during construction would affect the city, the
work would be temporary, planned and staged to ensure the cumulative impact
across the city would be minimised. As a result, individual receivers would only be
impacted for part of the overall construction program.

Response (F)
The proposal would support the delivery of integrated transport in the city-centre by
better-managing existing traffic movement and setting clear priorities across the
network. It would also support the creation of dedicated pedestrian spaces and cycle
routes, both of which would serve to vitalise the city and its users. The proposal is
part of a wider solution to improve the city’s urban environment and user amenity and
enjoyment by delivering an overall sustainable transport initiative.

Response (G)
As noted above, the proposal is part of a wider solution to introduce sustainable
transport initiatives in the city centre. These initiatives will benefit the city’s current
and future residents by introducing the capacity needed to maintain the current traffic
flows as other Access Strategy projects are implemented and become operational
(refer to Chapter 2 of the REF).

Sub-comment L3: The assessment of air quality impacts
Submission number(s)
38. 62, 119

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the proposal not addressing the city’s
perceived air quality problems while raising concerns that a believed increase in
traffic volumes would cause air pollution.

Response
The proposal is about managing existing general traffic demand in the city while
other projects are being implemented. Under the proposal, traffic flows and
congestion are typically maintained on the city’s streets. These are the two factors
that principally affect traffic-generated air pollution. As there would be no notable
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change in these conditions there would be no negative air quality impacts. This is
assessed as a favourable outcome compared to the worsening in congestion caused
by not implementing the proposal as this is well-known to affect engine performance
leading to a worsening in air quality1.

Sub-comment L4: The assessment of non-Aboriginal heritage impacts
Submission number(s)
93

Comment description
This submission noted that while the removal of the mid-block signals outside the
Grace Hotel was perceived as a positive change it would introduce a risk of high-
sided vehicles striking the awning.

Response
The concept was designed to ensure there would be enough vertical clearance
between the kerb and all building awnings to prevent the risk of a vehicle hitting the
awnings.  This has been achieved by ensuring the residual pavement width is wider
than the width of any awning.

Sub-comment L5: The assessment of cumulative impacts
Submission number(s)
95, 106, 114

Comment description
These submissions questioned that the REF did not:
A. Assess the incremental cumulative impacts that had occurred over time
B. Consider the cumulative kerbside impacts across the city.

Response (A)
The purpose of the REF was to assess and mitigate the impacts of this proposal.
This includes having an understanding of the cumulative impacts of other proposed
projects on the existing environment. It is not the purpose of the REF to assess how
the existing environment has changed over time or may change in the future.

Response (B)
Table 6-68 and Table 6-69 of the REF described the cumulative kerbside impacts
across the city as a result of this proposal. The REF reported that it is working closely
with the other agencies and authorities developing the Access Strategy projects to
identify mitigation measures for the combined effects of kerbside use throughout the
city centre and to prioritise kerbside use as outlined in the Access Strategy.

1 http://www.un.org/esa/gite /iandm/faizpaper.pdf



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  62
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Sub-comment L6: The assessment of the duration of impacts
Submission number(s)
78

Comment description
This submission was concerned about the low-to-moderate pedestrian amenity and
safety impact rating given to the operational effects of narrowing the footpath and
where pedestrian crossings and trees would be removed. The submission was also
concerned that the proposed timing for the pedestrianisation of 40 per cent of George
Street was less-well mapped out at this stage than the timescale of this proposal.

Finally, there was concern that any negative pedestrian impacts arising from the
proposal would at least extend over the medium-term until George Street was
pedestrianised.

Response
Pedestrian safety
The proposed changes to the layout of footpaths and pedestrian crossings have
been subject to a safety audit to ensure they comply with statutory requirements. In
this regard, the proposal as published in the REF has been assessed as being safe.

Pedestrian amenity
Pedestrian amenity is affected by a number of factors, amongst which is the available
footpath space, the urban design (including tree planting), adjacent traffic volumes
and congestion, and perceived and actual safety.

The proposal has been designed to be safe as noted above. This includes the
locations where footpath width reductions are proposed. It has also been designed to
manage congestion and maintain traffic flows. The only long-term pedestrian amenity
effects would be caused by changes to the urban landscape. In this case, the
proposal would be taking place on established busy roads, where pedestrian amenity
is already compromised and the changes are of too small at scale to have any
material long-term amenity impact. It is noted however that there are a few locations
where occasional trees would be removed, as noted in section 6.6 of the REF. While
these trees are an important part of the landscape and streetscape character they
are not fundamental to its overall amenity value, which is reflected in the REF
assessment. There is also the proposal to minimise and potentially reduce the overall
tree loss where possible (refer to section 5.3.3).

Timing for the closure of George Street
The proposal is to exclude traffic from George Street in mid-2015. Preliminary work is
already taking place to meet this timescale. The Transport for NSW’s CESLR project
website provides further detail on the intended work program.

Perceived lost pedestrian capacity during the work
Once traffic is excluded from George Street it will be subject to upgrade. While this is
taking place pedestrians will be catered for as described in the CSELR environmental
impact statement and submissions report. As described in Chapter 5 of the REF
Roads and Maritime would work with the other Government agencies delivering the
Access Strategy projects (including CSELR) to ensure there was an integrated
response to traffic management while this proposal is under construction. Traffic
management refers to all road users including pedestrians.
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3.13    M: Promotion of private vehicles over other transport
types

Submission number(s)
7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 43,
44, 45, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 62, 64, 68, 69, 70, 73, 76, 78, 82, 83, 84, 86,
87, 88, 89, 100, 102, 103, 106, 108, 109, 110, 111, 114, 116

Comment description
Fifty-eight  (58)  submissions  raised  comment  with  the  perception  that  this proposal
promotes  the  use  of  cars  and  other  vehicles  over  public  transport,  walking  and
cycling. The majority of these submissions went onto question the proposal’s alliance
with the objectives and aims of the Access Strategy citing that it was retrograde step
in the development of Sydney’s transport network infrastructure.

General response
As  discussed  under  section  3.1,  the  Access  Strategy  is  the  State’s  response  to
delivering integrated and sustainable transport. It advocates that a staged process is
needed to achieve this outcome. In 2013 and 2014 the first projects emerged out of
the Access Strategy. They included a 40 km/h speed limit on certain central streets in
October  2014,  the  approval  of  CSELR  project  in  mid-2014,  the  approval  of  the
Castlereagh   Cycleway-South   in   2015   and   the   approval   of   bus   infrastructure
improvements  in  late  2014.  All  three  initiatives  are  aimed  at  promoting  public
transport use in the city centre. CSELR will also result in pedestrianisation of 40 per
cent   of   George   Street.   In   late   2014   a   number   of   other   proposed   cycleway
improvement  projects  were  also  publicised,  with  more  to  follow  in  2015.  All  these
measures set priorities that do not promote car use.

The proposal is needed to provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the diverted
traffic  resulting  from  implementing  the  Access  Strategy  projects.  As  such,  the
proposal would provide the required capacity needed to cater for this shift in priorities
and  demand  across  the  city.  It  is  considered  that  the  proposal  supports  the
reallocation  of  the  general  traffic  that  currently  accesses  the  city  and  does  not
promote private vehicle use over other more-sustainable forms of transport.

3.14    N: Proposal introducing traffic and higher travel speeds
in the city centre

Submission number(s)
9, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 62, 68, 69, 83, 84, 90, 92, 95, 108, 109, 111

Comment description
Eighteen  (18)  submissions  were under  the  perception  that  the  introduced  capacity
would  increase  the  amount  of  traffic  in  the  city  centre  and  it  would  also  increase
traffic speeds.

General response
This proposal is about keeping the traffic moving on the city’s streets in the short-
term. This includes managing the demand created by the planned increased number
of buses that will enter and leave the city each day. This is described further under
the Sydney City Centre Bus Infrastructure Review of Environmental Factors (Roads
and Maritime, 2014).This proposal is about the efficiency of movement and changing
how traffic would move around the city centre over the short-term. Specifically, this
would be achieved by reducing queue lengths and waiting times at intersections (ie
alleviating congestion) and increasing overall network efficiency.
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This would be achieved by providing more capacity and longer signal sequencing
phases and timing arrangements at intersections. This would allow certain
intersections to function more efficiently to ‘clear’ the build-up of traffic on the
congested approaches. This would introduce two additional safety benefits. It would
provide more time for people to cross the road, on account that the longer traffic light
phases would also provide more parallel pedestrian crossing ‘green time’ across the
intersection. Also, in reducing queue lengths, there would be less opportunity for
people to jaywalk in and amongst idling traffic mid-block between each intersection.

The improvements would supplement the 40 kilometre per hour (km/h) speed limit
adopted in parts of the city centre in October 2014. This move was implemented not
only as a safety improvement, but to also assist in moderating traffic flows across the
city centre to ease congestion. The proposal would not result in any revision of the
recently modified speed limit reduction.

Recent data trends and future predictions reported in the Access Strategy confirm
that people will continue to access the city centre by public transport, on foot or by
bike. Certainly private vehicles use in the city centre during the morning peak period
has plateaued over the past 10 years. This trend is expected to continue into the
future (again as reported in the Access Strategy). As noted in section 3.1, the
initiative behind the proposal has been subject to a process of review, options
assessment, value management, and appraisal. This has been to ensure that the
promoted proposal includes improvements that are justified in being expressly
required to service the route reprioritisations introduced under Access Strategy and
not to actively encourage private car use within the city centre now or in the future.

3.15 O: Impact on city centre businesses
Submission number(s)
30, 52, 55, 57, 60, 65, 76, 79, 96, 112, 113, 114, 115, 118, 119, 122

Comment description
As reported in section 2.3.2, 18 submissions were received from the business
community concerned about the proposal’s impact. While certain businesses were
concerned about their ability to operate during the proposal’s construction, nearly all
the associated submissions questioning the operational impacts on their businesses.
Note: three business submissions did not question the proposal’s impact on
business.

General response
Roads and Maritime recognise that the city’s businesses heavily rely on the road
network and kerbside for the transportation and moving of goods.  As a result of
implementing CSELR as well as other bus and cycleway infrastructure
improvements, there will be a change in how service and delivery vehicles will be
able to move around and use the city centre. Notably, there will be access and
loading restriction introduced on part of George Street due to its approved
pedestrianisation, while there will be loading zone restrictions and losses on several
other city centre streets.
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Another impact of these projects would be diverting traffic, including service and
delivery vehicles, onto other streets in the city centre. The proposal would provide
capacity on these streets and would ensure travel times, and delivery schedules, are
not unduly impeded. In order to deliver this capacity, there would be some kerbside
use changes needed principally between 6am and 8pm Monday to Friday along
certain streets. Roads and Maritime ensured that the changes were justified and
limited to the absolute minimum needed to provide the required capacity.
Understandably however, there are locations where the changes would affect
adjacent businesses.

Business specific concerns
During and following the REF display period, Roads and Maritime met with a number
of business owners (and their representatives) (refer section 2). The businesses
requested meetings to principally discuss the proposed loading zone changes within
the city centre. Appendix B provides a summary of these meetings, discussion points
and commitments made by Roads and Maritime. In some instances, Roads and
Maritime offered to clarify and/or refine the proposed design changes. Chapter 4
clarifies the changes and any proposed alterations to the capacity improvements.

Sub-comment O1: Consideration of significant impacts
Submission number(s)
79

Comment description
This submission was concerned that the REF concludes that businesses would not
be significantly impacted without any in-depth knowledge of what those impacts may
be.

Response
The REF display process sought out feedback from businesses in the city. It involved
publicising the proposal to over 42,000 residents and businesses while giving
everyone the opportunity to raise questions and make comments. This report
responds to those comments. Where required, modifications to the proposal have
been recommended in light of business concerns (refer to Chapter 4). As such, a
discerned effort has been made to understand and respond to community needs
through this process.

Sub-comment O2: Business impacts on King Street
Submission number(s)
30, 52, 57, 114, 118

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about commercial business impacts due to the
loss of loading and parking on King Street (scheme NW2: King Street).

Response
Roads and Maritime has modelled the traffic queues along King Street including at
Castlereagh Street and Elizabeth Street intersection. A proposed loading zone
between Pitt Street and Castlereagh Street would impact on the efficiency of King
Street. Therefore, no change is proposed in this location. However, the design
presented in the REF will be refined to provide the following:
 Loading between York Street and George Street from 8.00pm to 6.00am
 A full-time taxi zone between George Street and Pitt Street.

Further details of this design refinement can be found in Chapter 4.
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Sub-comment O3: Business impacts on Market Street
Submission number(s)
60

Comment description
This submission was concerned about hotel, accommodation and commercial
impacts due to the introduction of no-stopping zones preventing loading and taxis
and cars dropping people off on Market Street (scheme R2).

Response
The capacity improvements on Market Street have been reviewed and revised in
response to community feedback. Roads and Maritime has proposed a scheme
refinement at this location to provide the required capacity by narrowing the traffic
lanes and limiting some of the footpath loss. The alternative road layout is described
in Chapter 4. In addition, the existing mail zone in Market St would be relocated to
Pitt Street. This would provide an opportunity to introduce additional ‘no-parking’ on
the northern side of Market Street between Pitt Street and George Street, to achieve
the required capacity while also allowing a ‘taxi zone’ to be introduced outside of the
peak periods in this location.

Sub-comment O4: Business impacts on Pitt Street
Submission number(s)
65, 114

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about hotel and accommodation impacts due to
the introduction of no-stopping zones preventing taxis and cars dropping people off
on Pitt Street (schemes S3 and S6).

Response
Roads and Maritime has reviewed the proposal on Pitt Street and confirmed that
there is no feasible or reasonable alternative to achieve the required capacity
improvements without the introduction of the proposed no-stopping provision.

Taxis and cars would still be able to pick up and set down (drop people off) in Parker
Street, Barlow Street and a number of other locations close by.  There is the potential
to provide additional coach parking on Campbell Street. This would be further
investigated during the detailed design.

Sub-comment O5: Business impacts on Sussex Street
Submission number(s)
79, 96

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about commercial business impacts due to the
loss of loading on Sussex Street (schemes R3 and S1).

Response
Table F-2 in the REF identifies the overall loading zone changes that would take
place on Sussex Street. In summary, there would be no net change in the morning
and across the middle of the day, which were identified as being the times of day
when the businesses in the precinct rely on having access to deliveries. However,
there would be a net reduction (ie less loading provision) in the afternoon when there
is less demand for its use. This would be implemented to improve the flow of traffic in
the afternoon peak period.
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Sub-comment O6: Business impacts on Wentworth Avenue
Submission number(s)
96, 122

Comment description
This submission was concerned about commercial business impacts due to the loss
of loading and parking on Wentworth Avenue (scheme C1).

Response
Consistent with the response to sub-comment O5, the proposed changes on
Wentworth Avenue are needed to respond to its reprioritisation and the traffic
changes that will take place under the Access Strategy. The proposed changes
provide the required capacity during the peak periods without needing to resort to
other measures such as reducing the width of the footpath.

The introduction of no-stopping would be confined to the weekday morning and
afternoon peak periods. As such, businesses would be able to load, unload and set-
down across the middle of the day (10am to 3pm) and at the weekend between
Wemyss Lane and Goulburn Street, with the additional loading provisions provided
on the eastern kerb during these periods. As noted in section 3.1 (refer to the
response to sub-comment A5), an aim is to provide a collective response to the
kerbside impacts that would occur under the Access Strategy (refer to section 3.8)
that includes prioritising deliveries to outside of the peak periods, consistent with the
loading zone timings that would be introduced along Wentworth Avenue. The loss of
parking on Wentworth Avenue would be managed as part of this process (refer to
section 3.8) whilst also noting that there would be no change to the kerbside
provisions on the adjacent roads such as Lyons Lane (one hour parking),
Commonwealth Street (two hour and four hour parking) and Goulburn Street (one
and four hour parking).

Sub-comment O7: Business impacts on World Square (Sussex Street,
Goulburn Street and Pitt Street)
Submission number(s)
96

Comment description
This submission was concerned about commercial business impacts due to:
A. Loss of access to the basement area of World Square (scheme S1, S2, S3 and

S6) during construction
B. Loss of loading provisions during construction.

Response (A)
Construction traffic management measures would ensure that traffic can enter and
exit World Square while the work is taking place on Sussex Street, Goulburn Street
and Pitt Street.

Response (B)
The construction traffic management measures would ensure that there would be no
loss of loading on Sussex Street, Goulburn Street and Pitt Street during the work.
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Sub-comment O8: Business impacts on Macquarie Street
Submission number(s)
119

Comment description
This submission was concerned about commercial business impacts due to the loss
of loading Macquarie Street (schemes F1 and F2).

Response
The proposed changes along Macquarie Street serve to provide the most effective
way of improving flows along an identified priority traffic route under the Access
Strategy. Consistent with the response provided to sub-comment O4, sub-comment
O5 and sub-comment O6, the identified proposal is an effective method of providing
the capacity needed to service Macquarie Street as a priority route for motorists as
identified in the Access Strategy. Without the proposed changes, there would be
increased congestion and travel time delays. The proposal along Macquarie Street is
also considered the most feasible and reasonable method to provide the needed
capacity over other more substantial changes in road layout and geometry.
Macquarie Street businesses would be able to load and unload across the middle of
the day (10am to 3pm) and at the weekend.

Sub-comment O9: Business impacts in the retail precinct
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission was concerned about commercial business impacts due to the loss
of loading in the retail precinct (schemes R1 to R5).

Response
The loading zone restrictions in the retail precinct are principally focussed on
Clarence Street and they would be implemented to improve the flow of traffic for
people leaving the city during the afternoon peak period principally by bus.

Like Sussex Street (refer to the response to sub-comment O5), the main change
would be during the afternoon to coincide with the period of the day when there is the
highest demand along Clarence Street. In the morning and across the middle of the
day there would be an improvement in loading to coincide with the periods of the day
when there is the highest demand for deliveries and business servicing (refer to
Table F-2 in the REF).

Sub-comment O10: Business impacts in the southern precinct
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission was concerned about commercial business impacts due to the loss
of loading in the southern precinct (schemes S1 to S6).

Response
Unlike the retail precinct there would be an overall net reduction in loading affecting
Sussex Street (scheme S1) and Pitt Street (scheme S3), which are discussed
specifically in response to sub-comment O4 and sub-comment O5.
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3.16 P: Footpath width reduction
Submission number(s)
9, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 26, 28, 29, 35, 36, 38, 39, 43, 55, 58, 60, 62, 64,
66, 68, 70, 73, 76, 78, 82, 83, 84, 86, 87, 89, 90, 92, 100, 103, 110, 114, 115, 116,
119

Comment description
Forty-four (44) submissions raised concern about the proposal reducing the width of
the footpath and kerb line in certain locations. Many submissions focussed on the
proposed changes in Market Street. The principal concern related to pedestrian
safety, pedestrian travel times and the perceived reduced storage capacity.

General response
The proposal reported in the REF would reduce the width of the footpath in four
locations:
 R2(D) Market Street between Clarence Street and York Street
 R2(F) Market Street between York Street and George Street
 R4(K) Clarence Street at the Market Street intersection
 C1(D) Wentworth Avenue between Wemyss Lane and Goulburn Street.

Additionally, there would be 20 locations where the kerb line would be altered to
improve the road’s geometry to provide additional capacity.

In all cases, the proposed footpath width alterations would be from peripheral areas
of the footpath that largely contain street furniture and trees and are not used by the
main flow of pedestrian traffic. By slightly reducing the width of the footpath in these
locations, and the considered replacement of the street furniture, it would not
significantly impact on the ‘storage capacity’ of the footpath for pedestrians. The
residual footpath widths would be sufficiently wide not to present a safety risk.

Market Street
Increased efficiency and capacity is required in Market Street for the following
reasons:
 About 25 per cent of north-south lane capacity will no longer be available for

traffic once the CSELR project is introduced. This will generate greater pressure
and demand on east-west routes, such as Market Street and in particular the key
intersections namely, Clarence Street, Castlereagh Street and York Street

 Park Street will be reconfigured as part of the Sydney City Centre Bus
Infrastructure Plan. This would effectively halve the westbound lane capacity for
general traffic on Park Street. The Bus Services Plan will also double the number
of bus movements on Park Street. This will also likely result in more general
traffic being attracted onto Market Street to access the Western Distributor

 Liverpool Street will have less ability to deal with future traffic demands due to:
the introduction of a cycleway, and traffic being diverted due to CSELR and
associated enabling projects

 Proposed sign changes will highlight the Market Street route as being the exit
from the north-west of the city centre to the Western Distributor, as it would
provide the main exit servicing this area of the city.

In light of the above factors, Market Street is identified as a priority traffic and
pedestrian route in the Access Strategy.

Market Street is a narrow corridor that is constrained by the proximity of adjacent
buildings, wide footpaths, street furniture and high pedestrian activity. After reviewing
the proposal after the REF display it was reaffirmed that sufficient capacity could not
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be provided along Market Street by simply adjusting the width of the existing traffic
lanes and introducing kerbside restrictions. As such, the only feasible solution would
be to narrow the existing width of the footpath.

Aware of comments raised by the community, Roads and Maritime has developed a
proposed scheme refinement that would provide some of the required capacity by
narrowing the width of the traffic lanes. This would allow the width of the footpath to
be reduced by less than originally proposed in the REF.

Pedestrian movement and count data also confirmed that narrowing the footpath
would principally affect areas that are not extensively used by pedestrians. People
therefore avoid using these areas as they do not provide a direct route from point A
to point B. Removing these sections of footpath would therefore not present a safety
risk.

A number of design refinements have been proposed to this scheme that respond to
the consultation feedback received in response to the displayed REF. Chapter 4
describes these changes.

Additional pedestrian capacity and safety
Additional pedestrian capacity will be introduced through the commitment to
pedestrianise 40 per cent of George Street. During the construction work pedestrian
access would be maintained along George Street, which would not place any
additional pressure on the surrounding footpaths.

Separately under this proposal, the work has been designed to deliver a number of
safety benefits for pedestrians. For example:
 There are a number of locations in the city where the existing traffic lanes are

narrow. While these lanes can be used by buses and other large vehicles the
lanes only just contain the vehicles and do not account for the wing-mirrors that
typically overhang the lane widths. Where these narrow lanes pass close by kerb
extensions there is an increased risk of the wing-mirrors striking pedestrians. To
resolve this, the proposal is to marginally reduce the width of certain kerb
extensions to allow these narrow lanes to be widened specifically to reduce the
above risk. This approach would be applied to Market Street at the York Street
intersection (scheme R2(E)), York Street at the King Street intersection (scheme
R5(J)) and Goulburn Street at the George Street intersection (scheme S2(A))

 Creating additional storage capacity at key pedestrian crossings such as along
York Street just south of the Market Street intersection (scheme R2(E))

 Reducing traffic queues in the city, which would also reduce the risk of people
walking in between idling stationary traffic. This would be true of the majority of
locations in the city however in particular in the locations in the retail and
southern precincts where the streets are narrower and more people are likely to
jaywalk.

3.17 Q: College Street cycleway
Submission number(s)
3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 17, 20, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 56, 58, 62, 68, 69,
81, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 98, 99, 101, 102, 103, 105, 115

Comment description
Thirty-eight (38) submissions were opposed to the removal of the College Street
cycleway.
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General response
The College Street Cycleway removal is not part of the proposal but forms part of the
Castlereagh Street Cycleway proposal as described in the Access Strategy. The
impact of the loss of the College Street cycleway is being addressed in the
Castlereagh Street (North) Cycleway REF.

3.18 R: Pedestrian crossing removal
Submission number(s)
21, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 58, 68, 69, 78, 83, 84, 87, 90, 98, 114, 115

Comment description
Nineteen (19) submissions called into question the need to remove two pedestrian
crossings and the safety issues this would present. Several of the submissions cited
that removal of the pedestrian crossing would be in conflict with the Roads and
Maritime policy.

General response
The concept design identified that two pedestrian crossings would be removed:

 R5 York Street, the mid-block crossing between King Street and Market Street
 S4 Ultimo Road, the crossing on the southern arm at the intersection of Harris

Street.

These changes were proposed in locations where there is considered to be sufficient
alternative and safe pedestrian crossing provisions within a short walking distance.
Specifically:
 On York Street, the capacity of the crossing on the northern arm of the Market

Street intersection would be increased to offset for the removal of the mid-block
crossing. This intersection is located about 50 metres north of the mid-block
intersection crossing.  Given the proposal to increase the capacity of the Market
Street crossing it is still proposed that this crossing is removed

 With regards to Harris Street, further design refinement has resulted in the
development of a proposed scheme refinement that would allow all the current
pedestrian crossings to be retained. This would be ultimately confirmed during
the detailed design and in consultation with City of Sydney.

 Harris Street would continue to be serviced by pedestrian crossings on the
remaining northern and eastern arms of the Ultimo Road intersection, and all
arms of the Harris Street and Thomas Street intersection. All these crossings are
within 80 metres of the southern arm intersection that would be removed under
the proposal.

Response to road safety
Roads and Maritime is supportive of the need to ensure pedestrian safety for all road
users, independent of whether they are residents or visitors to Sydney. This remains
one of its core values. As noted above, the choice to remove the pedestrian crossing
on York Street is considered to meet safety requirements.
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3.19 S: Kerbside allocation and use alterations
Submission number(s)
21, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 59, 60, 62, 66, 67, 68, 69, 71, 73, 74, 77, 80, 83, 87,
90, 91, 94, 95, 106, 112, 113, 114, 117

Comment description
Thirty-one (31) submissions raised concerns about the need to adjust, alter, modify
and/or remove the ability to use the inside kerbside lane for provisions such as
parking and loading. These comments were separate from the perceived impact on
business as discussed in section 3.15.

General response
In order to provide additional capacity, there is a need to alter how and when the
kerbside lane could be used in certain locations and times. In a majority of locations
this was considered the most effective way to provide the additional needed capacity.
It was considered a preferred solution over the alternative of increasing the number
of traffic lanes by reducing the footpath widths or altering the geometry of various
intersections, accepting however that both measures would be needed in certain
locations.

The proposed kerbside use changes are described in Table 6-10 and Table F-2 of
the REF. In the majority of locations the changes would only prevent the kerbside
lanes from being used for part of the daytime to assist traffic flows during peak
periods. This would allow people to load and unload and/or park in these locations at
other times of the day. However, in a few locations the constraints were sufficient to
require the removal of full-time kerbside provisions in order to provide the required
capacity. This was true along sections of:

 Kent Street (NW1)
 King Street (NW2)
 Market Street (R2)
 Sussex Street (S1 and R3)
 Clarence Street (R4)
 Pitt Street (S3)
 Broadway (S5)
 Wentworth Avenue (C1)
 College Street (C2).

As discussed in section 3.8 (response to sub-comment H4) these losses are
currently being considered as a collective across the whole Access Strategy.

Sub-comment S1: Impacts due to kerbside reductions
Submission number(s)
47, 80, 87, 91, 87, 106, 113, 117

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the impact of the proposed kerbside
changes and in particular:
A. Effects on outdoor seating and dining areas
B. Loss of parking
C. Loss of mobility parking
D. Loss of motorcycle parking.
E. The submissions also requested that Roads and Maritime publishes estimates of

the net impacts on parking and loading zones (peak and off-peak).
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Response (A)
Roads and Maritime acknowledges the use of the kerbside for outdoor seating and
dining. Appendix G of the REF describes the conflicts that may occur during
construction. No outdoor dining and seating areas would be removed under the
proposal; however there are a few locations where traffic may pass closer to the
kerb and some dining areas (refer to section 6.6 of the REF).

Response (B)
As noted in section 3.1, the city centre is constrained by the available street space.
Not only is there a requirement to provide footpath space for pedestrians, the
streets also need to provide space for general traffic, street furniture and other
roadside amenities. In identifying the locations in the city that would be impacted
by diverting traffic from the core it was possible to determine what changes would
be needed to provide the required level of capacity to maintain traffic flows. The
preference was to implement measures that would have the least impact on
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport in the first instance. While this could not
be achieved everywhere, there were many locations where the most feasible
solution was to restrict or remove kerbside allocations, including parking. As a
result Roads and Maritime has presented a proposal that aims to deliver the
required improvements with the minimal amount of parking loss or impact. As
noted in the response to sub-comment H4 (refer to section 3.8), Roads and
Maritime is working closely with the other agencies and authorities to identify what
needs to happen to mitigate for the combined kerbside changes across the city
centre, including parking. This information is being compiled to provide a collective
response and outcome due to all the changes created under the Access Strategy,
part of which focuses on using the excess of off-street parking to offset the on-
street parking changes.

Response (C)
During the detailed design Roads and Maritime would work with the council to
investigate solutions to prevent the loss of mobility parking under the proposal.
This may be achieved by keeping the spaces or providing alternatives near the
impacted locations.

Response (D)
As per the response to (B), Roads and Maritime is working with other agencies to
develop an overall response to the kerbside changes created under the Access
Strategy, which will offset the loss of motorbike parking.

Response (E)
Table 6-10 and Appendix F of the REF list the net kerbside changes.

Sub-comment S2: Impacts due to kerbside reduction along Goulburn Street.
Submission number(s)
21

Comment description
This submission was concerned about an increase in anti-social behaviour and
alcohol related violence due to the reduction in kerbside extension near Scruffy
Murphy’s (scheme S2).

Response
Roads and Maritime is not of the view that this proposal would increase anti-social
behaviour and alcohol related violence.
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Sub-comment S3: Impacts due to kerbside reduction along Clarence Street
Submission number(s)
21, 114

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the kerbside changes along Clarence
Street (scheme R4) and specifically:
A. The reduced pedestrian storage space at intersections and the increased turning

speeds and their effects on road safety and amenity
B. The loss of loading zones
C. The loss of mobility parking.

Response (A)
All designs have been subject to road and pedestrian safety audits to assess the
changes introduced at each intersection, including those intersections along
Clarence Street. Section 3.16 provides a response to the perceived reduced
pedestrian storage capacity introduced under this proposal.

Response (B)
Please refer to the response to the loss of loading zone provisions in section 3.15
and in particular sub-comment O9.

Response (C)
Please refer to the previous response to sub-comment S2 under this section.

Sub-comment S4: Impacts due to kerbside reduction along Wentworth Avenue
Submission number(s)
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 68, 69, 80, 83

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the kerbside changes along Wentworth
Avenue (scheme C1) with particular reference to:
A. The potential increase in traffic accidents due to loss of parking near Wemyss

Lane.
B. Request to allow cars to turn right from Wemyss Lane.

Response (A)
All designs have been subject to road safety audits.

Response (B)
The proposal for a right-turn at the Wemyss Lane exit would not be legally
permitted for safety reasons.

Sub-comment S5: Safety and amenity impacts due to kerbside reduction along
Pitt Street (at the George Street intersection)
Submission number(s)
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 68, 69, 83

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the pedestrian amenity and safety impacts
resulting from the kerbside reduction along Pitt Street at the George Street
intersection (scheme S6)
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Response
The proposed kerb alteration at the Pitt Street/George Street intersection would
involve changing the kerb alignment to improve the geometry of the intersection.
These changes have been subject to a road and pedestrian safety audit.

Sub-comment S6: Impacts due to kerbside reduction along Market Street
Submission number(s)
59, 60, 62, 66, 73, 74, 112, 114

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the kerbside changes along Market Street
(scheme R2), namely:

 Loss of parking on the south side of Market Street along the frontage of the State
Theatre, QT Hotel and Top Shop removing the ability for set-downs and pickups
and reducing pedestrian amenity and safety

 Loss of access to the State Theatre loading dock on George Street
 No stopping along Market Street’s southern kerbside
 Loss of pedestrian safety and amenity
 Loss of parking leading to an increase in vehicle speeds and the likelihood of

pedestrian fatalities.

Response
The proposed capacity improvement along Market Street would improve east-west
movement across the city centre as described in the Access Strategy. More
specifically:

 By having a ‘no parking’ zone outside of the State Theatre, QT Hotel and Top
Shop this would reduce the capacity on the approach to the George Street
intersection. As such, there would be additional congestion created in the
remaining westbound lanes, which is predicted to be sufficient for westbound
traffic queues to form across the Pitt Street and Castlereagh Street intersections
leading to ‘grid lock’. This would additionally impact on north-south traffic flows
on Pitt Street and Castlereagh Street, including bus movements.

 Access to the State Theatre loading dock on George Street would not be
affected under this proposal

 The above response to comment P describes why there is the need to modify
the parking on Market Street

 The response to sub-comment L6 describes that the undertaking of a safety
audit on the concept design has ensured the Market Street proposal remains
safe for pedestrians and it would have little impact on their amenity

 The response to comment N confirms that there would be no change in traffic
speeds under the proposal just an improvement in traffic flow.

Despite this, there are a number of proposed design refinements proposed to the
Market Street scheme that respond to the consultation feedback received in
response to the displayed REF. Chapter 4 describes these changes and provides an
assessment of how it would affect the impact assessment reported in the REF.
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Sub-comment S7: Impacts due to kerbside reduction along Macquarie Street
Submission number(s)
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 67, 68, 69, 71, 77, 83, 94, 95

Comment description
These submissions were concerned about the kerbside changes along Macquarie
Street (schemes F1 and F2) due to the introduction of no-stopping restrictions,
preventing deliveries and impacting the access to The Astor for elderly residents

Response
Please refer to the response to sub-comment O8 in section 3.15 on deliveries. With
regards to residents of The Astor there would be no change as to how they would
access the building. The adjacent short-stay kerbside parking that would be removed
under the proposal is unlikely to be used by residents other than for dropping people
off or picking people up. Therefore resident parking would not be affected, while the
changes would require people being dropped or picked up to walk an additional 50 to
100 metres to the short-stay parking spaces on Bridge Street or to the pedestrianised
crossing to the north to access the parking that would be retained on the eastern
kerb side.

3.20 T: Bus lane removal
Submission number(s)
48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 68, 69, 83, 98

Comment description
Ten (10) submissions raised concern about the proposed removal of the bus lane on
Broadway.

General response
The proposal to remove a short section of bus lane along Broadway would improve
the transfer of traffic onto Wattle Street via the slip road. This decision was made
following a review of how the bus lane is currently used. This was done by collecting
representative origin-destination and turning movement data at the intersection.
Table 3-1 summarises these data.

Table 3-1 Key movements at the Wattle Street, Abercrombie Street and
Broadway intersection

Movement Percent of all cars and
light vehicle movements
through the intersection

7.30 am to
9.30 am

4pm to
6 pm

Largest percentage of turning movements

Westbound (bus) lane on the southern kerb on
Broadway across the intersection

24 36

Eastbound (bus) lane on the northern kerb on Broadway
into the northbound slip road servicing Wattle Street
(left turn)

13 10

Northbound middle lane on Abercrombie Street across
the intersection onto Wattle Street

12 12
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Movement Percent of all cars and
light vehicle movements
through the intersection

7.30 am to
9.30 am

4pm to
6 pm

Other relevant turning movements

Eastbound (bus) lane on the northern kerb on Broadway
across the intersection

1 1

Eastbound (bus) lane on the northern kerb on Broadway
northbound onto Wattle Street via the intersection and
not the slip lane (left turn)

1 0

The data confirm that between 10 and 13 per cent of all light vehicle traffic uses the
section of bus lane as a filter to turn left onto Wattle Street via the slip road.
Comparatively, only one per cent of all light vehicle traffic uses the bus lane past this
point on the approach to the intersection. The buses tend to transfer to the second
lane to avoid the filtering traffic. The proposal would remove a section of bus lane
that is currently not being used as intended or designed. In effect it would formalise
how this lane is currently being used. Over time, the demand on this intersection
would increase requiring more traffic to filter onto Wattle Street. This provides further
justification for removing this section of bus lane.

3.21 U: National and international examples of good practice
Submission number(s)
27, 37, 40, 44, 48, 53, 54, 76, 85, 87, 116

Comment description
Eleven (11) submissions cited examples of how other cities around the world had
implemented sustainable transport initiatives. There was concern that this proposal
was not aligned with these initiatives and that it was retrograde in promoting private
car use.

General response
All levels of Government realise the importance of Sydney as a global city and its role
on the world stage. NSW 2021, the Draft Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney, the Long
Term Transport Master Plan and the Access Strategy all make clear statements
about ensuring Sydney continues to grow and expand in line with these aspirations
including having a sustainable integrated transport system.

Many of the cities cited in the submission comments had extensive industrial
transport networks comprising railway lines, canal networks and other linear
infrastructure. As these cities have deindustrialised the supporting transport networks
have become redundant. These networks provide ideal non-trafficked direct route
into the heart of many cities that can be readily converted to provide walking and
cycling infrastructure. However, Sydney was developed, planned and designed
during the advent of car ownership and was not afforded these provisions.

Ultra-modern cities are actively being designed to include multimodal transport
provisions, again something that was not available in the centre of Sydney due to the
limited and narrow street space and the proximity of many historic and culturally
significant buildings. Another challenge for Sydney is its location on a harbour which
has constrained how the city’s access developed.
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Due to the constraints discussed above, Sydney does not have many available
options other than converting existing streets and traffic lanes. This is the solution
that is proposed under the Access Strategy.

3.22 V: Promote sustainable transport modes
Submission number(s)
11, 20, 22, 23, 25, 27, 29, 32, 35, 37, 38, 42, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 60, 68, 69, 76,
78, 83, 90, 108, 109

Comment description
As reported under section 3.13, the most common key comment raised in the
submissions report was the perception that the proposal promoted car use in
preference to other transport modes including walking and cycling. However 27
submissions went on to actively recommend two other general solutions captured
under the sub-comments below.

General response
Please refer to section 3.1 which describes the purpose of the Access Strategy.

Sub-comment V1: Improve the urban environment and provisions to attract
pedestrians and cyclists and to discourage car use
Submission number(s)
11, 20, 22, 23, 27, 29, 32, 35, 37, 38, 42, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 60, 76, 68, 69, 78,
83

Comment description
These submissions were focussed on encouraging people not to travel into the city
by car through making the environment somewhere where pedestrians and cyclists
want to be, focussing on introducing more pedestrian capacity (including malls),
cycleways and an attractive urban design.

Response
This proposal would have a minor impact on the urban environment. It would not
affect the attractiveness of the city centre as the changes would take place on a
number of existing heavily trafficked streets.

Also, as the city is transformed, with the implementation of various Access Strategy
projects such as pedestrianisation of part of George Street, the proposal would
preserve access for all the vehicles that would be affected, displaced and diverted.

Sub-comment V2: Encourage the use of bypass routes to keep people out of
the city centre
Submission number(s)
25

Comment description
This submission recommended encouraging traffic not to come into the city centre by
building more bypass routes (such as tunnels).
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Response
Major projects such as WestConnex are being implemented to allow the traffic to
bypass the city centre.

This proposal enables the Access Strategy projects to be implemented, which
prioritise different modes of transport in different parts of the city centre. As
discussed in the REF, this focuses on using:

 The central core for pedestrians and public transport
 Adjacent streets (and across the spine) for multiple transport modes to support

access into and out of the city by buses, taxis, cyclists, motorcyclists, private and
delivery vehicles

 A network of outer routes to prioritise private vehicle access to and around the
city centre.

3.23 W: Reducing car numbers in the city centre by pricing
and charging mechanisms

Submission number(s)
5, 9, 11, 13, 14, 20, 27, 28, 35, 42, 43, 44, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 53, 54, 55, 62, 64, 68,
69, 73, 76, 83, 95, 106, 108, 116

Comment description
Thirty-one (31) of the submissions recommended that reducing traffic should be
actively implemented to prevent the need to increase capacity. Certain of the
submissions went on to recommend pricing mechanisms and incentives to achieve
this.

General response
The basis of all the submissions was aimed at making it less attractive for people to
travel into the city centre, primarily through introducing congestion charges, altering
parking levies or reducing the price of the Cross City Tunnel and Eastern Distributor
as an incentive to use these bypass routes. Road pricing has been in place for over a
decade in London with its transport agency reporting a 10 per cent reduction in the
overall traffic2. These charges were implemented in response to a chronic congestion
problem, far worse than that experienced in Sydney, and as part of a wider long-term
initiative of integrated transport provisions similar to the Access Strategy. The
congestion charges do not apply to all modes of transport, for instance taxis and
certain delivery vehicles are exempt. The commitment to make better use of the
available bypass routes is already recognised in the Access Strategy; ‘for motorists
bypass routes will be optimised, including getting more traffic into the Cross City
Tunnel’.

This initial stage is about reprioritising and reallocating existing traffic in the city. This
will allow projects to be implemented that would provide the infrastructure needed to
support these changes over time. The proposal is needed to initiate change. The
process of implementing pricing reforms, toll charge levelling or congestion charges
in and around the city centre is something that would need a longer timeframe to
implement than the immediate timescale associated with this proposal. For the time
being, the displaced traffic will still need access in the city thus the rationale for the
proposal.

2 International Council on Clean Transportation (2010)
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3.24 X: Road user priorities favouring pedestrians and
cyclists

Submission number(s)
7, 17, 114

Comment description
Three submissions questioned how traffic priorities had been established in the city
centre.

General response
The hierarchy of transport mode priorities within the city centre is described on page
four of the Access Strategy, namely:
 Walking
 Rail transport
 Bus transport
 Light rail transport
 Cycling
 Major traffic.

This hierarchy broadly responds to the proportion of trips made by each mode of
transport into and around the city. The hierarchy of kerbside use priorities within the
city centre takes into account the changes in priorities created under the Access
Strategy and is described in the REF:
 Taxi bays and zones
 Loading zones (delivery and service vehicles)
 Mobility parking
 Authorised vehicle zones (including mail zones, emergency services, work

zones)
 Other authorised parking zones (consulates, car share, coaches, city-centre

residents)
 General on-street parking (private vehicles and motorcycles).

Both hierarchies favour public transport, walking and cycling over private car use.

3.25 Y: Alter traffic light cycles
Submission number(s)
5, 7, 18, 25, 26, 38, 55, 63, 70, 90, 93, 97, 111

Comment description
Thirteen (13) submissions questioned that in prioritising traffic lights for traffic this
would reduce the time available for people to cross the road.

General response
Traffic light timings and phasings would be altered at certain intersections to allow
them to function more efficiently and to clear the build-up of traffic on the congested
approaches. This would provide more ‘green time’ for traffic to travel through the
intersection in a priority direction and would also provide more ‘green time’ for
pedestrians to cross the intersection in the non-priority direction. The direction of
increased pedestrian crossing time (north-south or east-west) would depend on the
intersection. Additional crossing time may be provided in both directions at certain
intersections as both directions may be congested.
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3.26 Z: Other uses for the kerbside not proposed
Submission number(s)
68, 84, 108, 109

Comment description
While several submissions questioned the proposed changes to remove the use of
kerbside provisions at various times of the day, four of the received submissions
recommended specific actions to provide capacity.

General response
In light of the recommendations and comments included in the received submissions,
Roads and Maritime has reviewed aspects of the proposed capacity improvements to
determine if the proposed scheme should be refined. Chapter 4 describes this review
process and the consequential outcomes.

Sub-comment Z1: Set alternative priorities for the traffic lanes and on-street
parking
Submission number(s)
68, 108, 109

Comment description
These submissions recommended having a ‘higher and better use of the existing
vehicle lanes and on-street car parking with a priority on:
 Mass transit over parking as it is more space efficient
 Cycleways over traffic lanes as they carry more people
 Car sharing over lone travelling
 Cycle and motorbike courier deliveries over van deliveries where feasible.

Response
Roads and Maritime acknowledges that space is at premium in the city centre,
something that is stressed throughout the Access Strategy. This is also recognised in
the hierarchies described in the response to key comment X (refer to section 3.24).
The committed projects emerging from the Access Strategy respond to this
hierarchy, and are consistent with the recommendation made in the submission,
priorities are being given to pedestrians, cyclists and public transport in the core of
the city centre. However, for the reasons discussed in section 3.1 this proposal is
needed to facilitate these changes.

Sub-comment Z2: Audit and review all provisions to set priorities
Submission number(s)
84

Comment description
This submission suggested auditing all existing on-street car parking, loading bays
and traffic lanes provisions with view to having them repurposed for the uses that
best serves the goals of the Access Strategy.
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Response
The Access Strategy states that there is the need to make the best use of the
available street space. Through this process existing kerbside uses are being
reviewed and reallocated for the Access Strategy projects (refer to section 3.1). This
proposal is about making the best use of the kerbside lanes along certain streets to
best serve the goals of the Access Strategy.

The locations where the kerbside provisions would be affected are described in the
REF and Transport for NSW and the City of Sydney are looking at all the net
changes resulting from the Access Strategy projects and reallocating and prioritising
kerb space accordingly.

3.27 AA: Modifications to proposal
Submissions number(s)
47, 59, 60, 74, 77, 80, 90, 93, 96

Modification description
While a number of submissions were received commenting on the impact of various
aspects of the capacity improvements, nine submissions made specific
recommendations for modifications to the proposal.

General response
In light of the recommendations and comments included in the received submissions,
Roads and Maritime has reviewed aspects of the proposal to determine if the
proposed scheme should be refined. Chapter 4 describes this review process and
the consequential outcomes.

Sub-comment AA1: Modifications to proposal along Kent Street.
Submissions number(s)
93

Modification description
This submission suggests implementing signal priority and reducing kerb lines to
ease bus movements while ensuring there is sufficient room to allow buses to
make left and right turns.

Response
The proposal includes changes to intersections located along primary bus routes.
The buses either travel through the intersection or make left or right turns. In some
instances these buses would be encouraged to use the inside lanes during peak
periods. This would be achieved by removing the ability to load, park and set down
in certain locations for a period of the day.

In promoting this outcome Roads and Maritime has considered the width of each
traffic lane and the geometry of each intersection to ensure that buses can safely
use these lanes and intersections. This extends to ensuring that the footpath
widths are sufficient for pedestrian safety risk.
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Sub-comment AA2: Modifications to proposal along Kent Street.
Submissions number(s)
47

Modification description
This submission recommended that consideration be given to the shared use of
cycleway along Kent Street (scheme NW1) and allow parking at night and on
weekends.

Response
The proposal to improve the Kent Street cycleway is part of the cycleway projects
being developed by the City of Sydney under the Access Strategy. This is outside
of the scope of this proposal.

Sub-comment AA3: Modifications to proposal along Market Street.
Submissions number(s)
59, 60

Comment description
These submissions recommended the following modifications along Market Street
(scheme R2):
 A scheme to formalise the access function of the kerbside lane on the southern

side of Market Street while still providing three lanes
 Maintain the taxi rank close to the State Theatre and QT Sydney
 Maintain the no parking zone outside QT Sydney to ensure safety and amenity

for visitors
 Maintain existing footpath width on Market Street.

Response
The capacity improvements on Market Street have been reviewed and revised in
response to community feedback. This has resulted in the presentation of an
alternative scheme described in Chapter 4.

Sub-comment AA4: Modifications to proposal along Pitt Street
Submissions number(s)
74

Comment description
This submission suggested an alternative location for the coach parking farther to the
south along Pitt Street (scheme S3).

Response
Roads and Maritime has reviewed the proposal on Pitt Street and confirmed that
there is no feasible or reasonable alternative to achieve the required capacity
improvements without the proposed changes to the coach parking. The relocation of
the coach parking further to the south on Pitt Street is not feasible as it primarily
provided to service the QT Hotel and Swissotel.
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Sub-comment AA5: Modifications to proposal along Macquarie Street
Submissions number(s)
77

Comment description
This submission was concerned that the left-turn from Macquarie Street (scheme F1)
going north into Bridge Street would be too sharp and that all turns would continue to
require the width of two traffic lanes.

Response
The proposed improvement from Macquarie Street into Bridge Street is required to
increase the length of the existing filter lane to be able to ‘hold’ more traffic wishing
to turn left. There would be no proposed or required reconfiguration of the geometry
of the turn at the intersection.

Sub-comment AA6: Modifications to proposal along Wentworth Avenue
Submissions number(s)
80, 90, 96

Comment description
These submissions suggested the following modifications on Wentworth Avenue
(scheme C1):
A. Implement an indented motorcycle parking bay incorporated into a narrower

footpath close to the existing parking
B. Fix the three-way crossings at Goulburn Street and Commonwealth Street, off

Wentworth Avenue due to problems with pedestrians crossing safely.

Response (A)
Please refer to the response to sub-comment S1 (D) in section 3.19. Additionally,
there would be no proposal to further reduce pedestrian capacity along Wentworth
Avenue to provide for motorcycle parking as this is inconsistent with the priorities of
the Access Strategy (refer to section 3.1). Also there are alternatives close by to
service this user group.

Roads and Maritime and the Council are working with Transport for NSW to identify
what provisions are needed to address the parking changes introduced under the
Access Strategy. Section 3.8 discusses this further.

Response (B)
The proposal includes a new signalised pedestrian crossing at the intersection of
Wentworth Avenue and Goulburn Street. This would ensure that all points of the
intersection would be serviced with a signalised pedestrianised crossing with the
exception of Commonwealth Street, which is not impacted by this proposal. The
Council would deliver any improvement at this intersection.

Also once the capacity improvements are introduced at this intersection, the signal
phasing and timing will be optimised in line with the discussions provided in
section 3.25.
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Sub-comment AA7: Modifications to proposal along College Street
Submissions number(s)
90, 93

Modification description
These submissions suggested the following modifications on College Street (scheme
C2):
 Narrow the road and provide a kerb extension and/or a zebra pedestrian crossing

across Stanley Street off College Street for pedestrian safety
 Narrow the road and provide a kerb extension on the northern side of Prince

Albert Road at its intersection with College Street

Response
Both these are considerations for the cycleway project and do not fall under the
scope of this proposal.

Sub-comment AA8: Modifications to proposal along Goulburn Street
Submissions number(s)
96

Modification description
This submission suggested that the morning no-stopping on the eastern curb
between Wemyss Lane and Goulburn Street should be changed to between 6am to
9am or not included as part of the proposal.

Response
Please refer to the response to sub-comment O6 in section 3.15. Loading during the
morning peak period would prevent traffic from being able to use the kerbside lane.
This would lead to congestion and travel time delays into the city. As described in
section 3.1 and section 3.8, the approach being taken to the kerbside changes
created under the Access Strategy prioritises deliveries to outside of the peak
periods, consistent with the loading zone timings that would be introduced along
Wentworth Avenue. The loss of parking on Wentworth Avenue would also be in line
with this approach (refer to section 3.8).

3.28 AB: Specific responses
While it was possible to capture the majority of the comments under 27 key
comments, Roads and Maritime received a number of unique comments and
recommendations relating to the proposal.

Sub-comment AB1: Effects on postal services
Submission number(s)
4

Comment description
This submission was concerned about the impact on postal service deliveries and
letter box access.

Response
Roads and Maritime is in discussion with Australia Post and has refined the proposal
to ensure that there would be sufficient retained provision to support postal deliveries
and services.
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The original proposal would have reinstated 17 mail boxes close to their original
locations. However in doing so, there would have been nine mail boxes located in
relatively inconvenient locations. Changes to the proposal mean that these nine mail
boxes would be relocated and/or collocated. Also two new mail zones would be
created to service three of these mailboxes. The only residual impact would be the
loss of the mail zone servicing the Haymarket Post Shop, as there is no feasible
alternative to providing the required capacity along Pitt Street without affecting the
kerbside provision.

Australia Post is aware of the proposed changes and is working with Roads and
Maritime to ensure that all concerns are resolved and addressed including finding an
alternative location for the Haymarket Post Office mail zone.

Sub-comment AB2: Provision of adequate motorcycle parking in the city
Submission number(s)
41

Comment description
This submission was concerned about the loss of motorcycle parking in the city under
this proposal.

Response
The provision of motorcycle parking in the city centre is outside of the scope of this
proposal however it is something that will be considered as part of the overall
response to the kerbside changes created under the Access Strategy (refer to
section 3.8 and the response to sub-comment H4).

Sub-comment AB3: Recognition of the King Street residents
Submission number(s)
47

Comment description
This submission was concerned about the fact that King Street (scheme NW2) needs
to be seen as an important place for residents and their numbers will be increased
when the present developments are completed.

Response
Road and Maritime acknowledges the importance of King Street and the fact that the
number of local residents will increase over the coming years. This is true of many
parts of the city centre. As the city’s residential population increases they will need to
have better access as noted in the Access Strategy. This will be delivered under the
committed projects and other future proposals that focus on sustainable modes of
transport. King Street will become a multimodal corridor in accordance with the
Access Strategy. Consequently, this proposal is about providing additional capacity
to ensure King Street has this function and supports the movement of general traffic
across the city centre.
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Sub-comment AB4: Inclusion of water sensitive urban design
Submission number(s)
61

Comment description
This submission was concerned that Roads and Maritime had not incorporated water
sensitive urban design in the proposal.

Response
The Roads and Maritime document, Beyond the Pavement, Urban Design Policy,
Procedures and Design Principles (Roads and Maritime, 2014), recognises that
infrastructure such as open swales, bio infiltration and wetlands can all be used as a
sustainable approach to managing stormwater drainage runoff. Such technology has
been effectively implemented on a number of Roads and Maritime projects. However
the prerequisite to including such provisions is to have a need to install drainage
infrastructure and the available space to do so.

In the case of this proposal there would be no need to make any drainage changes
other than the repurposing of surface drains, or the removal and relocation of
collection pipes and pits, for example where the kerb line is being adjusted. As such,
the road network would continue to drain to the trunk main as there would be no
requirement to either affect or alter the runoff rates or volumes.

Sub-comment AB5: Inclusion of an air quality objective
Submission number(s)
62

Comment description
This submission requested that a specific objective of the proposal should be to
improve local air quality throughout the city centre.

Response
The proposal is not in response to managing poor air quality which is why no specific
air quality objective was included. However, as noted in section 6.12 of the REF, the
changes introduced under this proposal are not sufficient to contribute to a
substantial decrease in air quality, again reinforcing the fact that the proposal would
have no significant impact on air quality.

Wider policy objectives have been set to improve air quality in central Sydney. Traffic
management is a feature of these policy objectives, and is something that will be
considered and addressed at a strategic level.

Sub-comment AB6: Consideration of non-road based alternatives
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission noted that the REF only presented road-based alternatives whereas
other options should be considered such as: enhancements for pedestrians,
including footpath widening and pedestrian priority at traffic lights, even if these
improvements are at the expense of car movement.
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Response
As described in section 3.1, the proposal forms part of the Access Strategy which is a
20-year plan. It considers options and solutions to deliver sustainable transport in the
city based on a hierarchy of transport modes that favour public transport, pedestrians
and cyclists over private car users (refer to section 3.13).

This proposal would service a specific function to provide needed road based
capacity on certain streets in response to the use by traffic that will be displaced from
the city’s core once the Access Projects are implemented. The Access Strategy is
considering other integrated (and delivery) projects and options that promote public
transport and other non-motorised solutions.

With regards to traffic light timings and priorities these have been considered as part
of this proposal and are discussed in section 3.25.

Sub-comment AB7: Scope of the REF
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission noted that the proposal seems to purely focus on improving traffic
movement within the city centre and appeared to disregard social impacts having
only focussed on aspects such as noise and heritage.

Response
Chapter 6 of the REF assesses the proposal’s impact on a wide range of
environmental aspects including social considerations. This is consistent with the
requirement placed on Roads and Maritime to take into account to the fullest extent
possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the
proposed activity.

Sub-comment AB8: Further traffic restrictions into the city
Submission number(s)
76

Comment description
This submission suggested that the opportunity should be taken with these proposals
to further restrict traffic in the central city core.

Response
The restrictions on traffic being able to access the city’s core will be driven from the
implementation of the other bus, cycleway, pedestrian and CSELR projects as
described in the Access Strategy. As a 20-year strategy it is possible that further
restrictions may be introduced depending on traffic demands and patterns in the
future.
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Sub-comment AB9: Contradiction in statements in the road hierarchy
Submission number(s)
79

Comment description
This submission noted that the REF contained some confusing/contradictory
statements such as classifying Sussex Street as a ‘local street’ but as having a ‘by-
pass function’ to the north, south and west and as a ‘priority corridor’ classification
which differ greatly.

Response
Sussex Street is a council-managed road (‘local road’). In the Access Strategy it is
described as a ‘priority route’ that will be given enhanced traffic priority.

Sub-comment AB10: The proposal’s consistency with modern urban design
Submission number(s)
83, 86

Comment description
These submissions were concerned that the proposed ‘capacity improvements’ is not
consistent with modern urban design principles.

Response
Section 3.2.4 of the REF cites the urban design principles adopted in the proposal
which are underpinned by Roads and Maritime’s publication Beyond the Pavement,
Urban Design Policy, Procedures and Design Principles (Roads and Maritime, 2014).

Significant urban design changes are limited as the scale of the proposed work and
the fact that the proposal is about minor modifications to an established road corridor.

Nonetheless, there is commitment to design the proposal in accordance with the
urban design principles and the outcomes detailed on page 131 of the REF.

Sub-comment AB11: Inadequacy of the REF
Submission number(s)
84

Comment description
This submission stated that the REF was inadequate and should be rejected.

Response
The REF has also been prepared and peer-reviewed by experienced specialists and
fulfils its requirement under part 5 of the EP&A Act by ‘examining and taking into
account to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the
environment by reason of the proposed activity’.
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Sub-comment AB12: Provision of space for queuing bus customers on
Clarence Street
Submission number(s)
93

Comment description
This submission questioned whether the changes on Clarence Street would leave
sufficient room for queuing bus passengers.

Response
The proposal would not affect the pedestrian storage capacity along Clarence Street.
The provision of additional space for queuing of commuters is not part of this
proposal.

Sub-comment AB13: Supporting the growth and demand for access
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission commented that the proposal should be about demand
management and not supporting demand and increasing capacity regardless of its
economic impacts. It also raised concern that the term ‘accessibility’ was misused as
all areas of the city are accessible and that the real problem was the underuse of
certain assets and the fact that the city’s residential population is going to increase
over the coming years.

Response
The term accessibility was used as it is described in the Access Strategy. The
proposal is about improving the existing access by making the best use of the
available space and to operate roads at a similar level of service to now to enable
construction of CSELR.

Sub-comment AB14: Improving road network functionality
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission claimed that the proposal is about augmenting road capacity and not
improving road network functionality and that the REF should not equate capacity
increase with capacity improvement.

Response
The proposal would provide capacity that would allow certain streets in the city to
continue to function in a similar way to support the traffic that will be diverted from the
city’s core. It would not increase the capacity of the city centre road network.
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Sub-comment AB15: Providing additional public transport capacity
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission suggested that before expanding the capacity of surface roads, the
Government should quantify the extent to which its various rail proposals will reduce
the demand for vehicular access to the city centre. It went on to note that the second
rail crossing will provide capacity therefore tolerating congestion in the short-term
would be better than going to the expense of removing cycle paths and footpath
extensions.

Response
The Government is investing in a number of strategic projects to improve access into
and out of the city. However, these projects are not about increasing access within
the city centre (refer to section 3.1).

Sub-comment AB16: Limiting the expansion of off-street parking
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission noted that before implementing the proposal, controls should be
developed to limit the growth in off-street parking.

Response
As described in the Access Strategy, there is currently a surplus of off-street parking
in the city that is underutilised. The aim is to make better use of this parking to offset
for the losses of on-street parking proposed under this scheme as well as the other
Access Strategy projects (refer to section 3.1).

It is not an objective of this proposal to consider how future off-street parking
provisions should be managed or what provisions should be provided in the future.

Sub-comment AB17: Reviewing the Parking Space Levy Act
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission noted that the Government should modify the parking space levy to
include charging based on demand.

Response
As discussed in section 3.23, there is a commitment in the Access Strategy to review
the parking levy along with other pricing mechanisms to incentivise people to change
their travel patterns and habits. This review is not part of the objectives of this
proposal; however the comments have been passed on for consideration.
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Sub-comment AB18: Expanding the 40 km/h speed limit
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission suggested that before implementing the proposal, the 40 km/h zone
in the city should be expanded.

Response
The review of the city’s posted speed limits is ongoing and a commitment of the
Access Strategy. This review is not part of the objectives of this proposal; however
the comments have been passed on for consideration.

Sub-comment AB19: Statutory and planning framework
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission raised concern that the REF misunderstood the meaning of ‘likely to
significantly affect the environment’. Environmental case law has it that ‘likely’ means
‘a real chance or possibility’, rather than ‘more probable than not’. For this reason,
the REF should have assessed potential impacts by reference to the maximum traffic
that the modified intersections could accommodate.

Response
All environmental impact assessment is based on assessing the likelihood of an
impact occurring and the magnitude of impact should it occur. This defines the
subsequent impact rating.

Different threshold criteria are applied to define ‘likelihood’ based on local
circumstances. Some criteria are defined using quantifiable methods and others are
defined more subjectively to reflect the local environmental baseline. To validate
subjectivity, the environmental assessment has been peer reviewed. Also, Roads
and Maritime is required to assess whether there is likely to be a significant effect on
the environment due to the proposal’s impacts, with the REF providing the evidence
base to make this assessment. The method for assessing impacts has been
described in the REF and the conclusions have been based on a robust assessment.
Therefore, the assessment of likelihood is considered valid and can be justified in
context of the proposal.

With specific regard to the proposal’s traffic impacts, the modelling and assessment
methods adopted defensible approaches (based on published methods) to determine
the proposal’s impact (as described in section 3.5). These methods modelled a range
of parameters under a range of scenarios. The model was also run many times to
provide an average output that assessed a range of conditions (including the
extremes of future traffic forecasts). This approach is typical of how assessments are
carried out and represents good practice. It ensures that the amount of capacity
introduced would be more realistic of the range of probabilistic conditions instead of
responding to extremes.
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Sub-comment AB20: The term capacity improvement is not the correct use of
the term
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission noted that the proposal is to increase capacity and not improve
capacity and that Roads and Maritime must not describe the activity erroneously.

Response
The term capacity improvement is used correctly in the context of the proposal. The
proposal is improving the capacity along roads that will accommodate traffic
displaced from the city centre. It is not providing capacity to attract additional traffic
(refer to section 3.1).

Sub-comment AB21: There is a lack of social acceptance for the proposal
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission questioned that there is a lack of social acceptance for the proposal
as demonstrated by press reports and press releases.

Response
As reported throughout this report, the proposal is described under the Access
Strategy, a document that was compiled with public and community input and
feedback. The final issued Access Strategy was published in 2013 and is a document
that has been accepted by the community. Once the concept design was finalised
Roads and Maritime carried out an extensive consultation program to inform more
than 42,000 residents and businesses about what was proposed. In response 122
responses were received, which represents about a 0.3 per cent response rate.
While accepting that people and business owners are busy individuals this level of
response is lower than typically expected for similar projects.

Sub-comment AB22: There is lack of clarity on the definition of a priority bus
route
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission questioned the use of the term ‘priority bus route corridor’ (with a
specific focus on Macquarie Street (schemes F1 and F2)) without providing an
explanation and it was something that was not described in the Access Strategy.

Response
The term ‘priority’ and ‘secondary’ was a description used within the Sydney City
Centre Bus Infrastructure REF (Roads and Maritime, 2014). It is not part of the
Access Strategy. It was used to provide some sense of the hierarchy of bus
services and provisions along streets in the city for comparison purposes. While
there is no proposal in the Access Strategy to make Macquarie Street a ‘priority’
route, it remains an important route for buses along the peripheral of the city. This is
why the term ‘priority’ was adopted within the meaning of its use in the REF.
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Sub-comment AB23: Lack of consideration of the College Street/Hyde Park
Special Character Area
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission raised concern that the REF did not consider the sensitivity of the
College Street/Hyde Park special character area.

Response
The locality statement principles of the College Street/Hyde Park are included on
page 152 of the REF along with a description of how the proposal responds to these
principles. The proposal represents a minor alteration in this location. Displaced
traffic (which would largely affect the amenity value of the area) will use College
Street regardless of the proposal. By providing capacity and managing congestion
through the area, it is anticipated that the amenity would largely remain unaffected.
The urban design considerations presented in 1985 are relevant in the context of
development at that time. As described in the response provided by GML (refer to
Appendix B) ‘given the minor nature and extent of the proposed work [around Queen
Square] it would not result in an adverse impact on the [the square’s] heritage
values’.

The setting and context of the statutes along Macquarie Street is already affected by
traffic. Displaced traffic will use Macquarie Street regardless of this proposal. The
proposal to improve the geometry and layout of Macquarie Street, which would not
introduce traffic notably closer to any statue, would serve to improve flows and
manage congestion. As the level of service along the road would be maintained to
current standards there would be no net change in amenity value. Conversely,
without introducing the proposal Macquarie Street’s amenity value would be
impacted by an increase in traffic, which would be potentially a worse outcome.

Sub-comment AB24: Effects on the café space on Macquarie Street
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission suggested that the REF failed to mention that the removal of the
parking lane and pavement extension on Macquarie Street south of Phillip Lane
would mean the loss of outdoor cafés that have been operating for over 25 years.

Response
The assessment shows that there would be minimal impact at this location, limited to
the removal of the kerbside parking and a short kerb extension. Please refer to
section 6.4 and section 6.5 of the REF.
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Sub-comment AB25: The importance of the bicentennial project on Macquarie
Street
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
The submission suggested that the REF made no mention of the fact that the current
configuration of Macquarie Street is a 1987 product of a Bicentennial project that won
awards for good civic design.

Response
The layout and design of Macquarie Street (as a result of the Bicentennial
improvements) was reflected in describing the existing environment. It was
considered that describing the history and context of the street would not affect the
outcome of the impact assessment. This is not to detract from the importance of the
Bicentennial improvements, simply the fact that they now form part of the
environmental baseline. The Bicentennial improvements form part of the area’s
overall heritage value, which is discussed further in section 6.3 of the REF, and
supplemented by the clarification provided by the heritage specialist in Appendix B.

Sub-comment AB26: Manufacture of the Macquarie Street kerbstones
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission noted that the Macquarie Street paving bricks are no longer
manufactured and that there is a risk that they may not be reinstated.

Response
The reuse of kerb stones would take place where it is feasible and reasonable. This
is reinforced by the environmental safeguards that commit to adopting the waste
hierarchy and sustainable procurement principles that promote material reuse.

Sub-comment AB27: The mitigation along Macquarie Street is inadequate
Submission number(s)
95

Comment description
This submission noted that the REF had not provided adequate mitigation measures
with respect to the likely impacts on Macquarie Street.

Response
Roads and Maritime has prepared an REF to accord with the requirements of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. It has committed to implementing
safeguards and management measures to address identified impacts. Safeguards
have also been proposed where there was either uncertainty or as a precaution.
Finally, the safeguards are taken from general standard mitigation measures that are
proven to be effective in mitigating impacts. Collectively, this would ensure that the
proposal’s impacts are adequately mitigated.
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Sub-comment AB28: The improvement in amenity under the proposal
Submission number(s)
100

Comment description
This submission noted that the introduction of no-stopping provisions would not
improve amenity.

Response
As noted in section 3.1, the introduction of no-stopping provisions in certain locations
is to prevent an increase in congestion on a number of streets following
implementation of the projects outlined in the Access Strategy. The proposal would
not ‘improve amenity’ however it would ‘maintain amenity’ by retaining a similar level
of service on roads in the areas identified in the REF.

Sub-comment AB29: The importance of the public domain
Submission number(s)
114

Comment description
This submission noted that the public domain needs to be of primary importance
when planning projects and catering for public transport, walking, cycling and people.

Response
One of the key benefits of the CSELR construction through the city centre is urban
renewal as a result of the associated improvements to the public domain. This
includes revitalised public spaces such as part of George Street. The proposed
‘capacity improvements’ would need to be implemented in advance of the main
phase of CSELR construction at the point where part of George Street is closed and
the traffic is diverted onto these multimodal and priority routes.

Sub-comment AB30: The relocation of street furniture
Submission number(s)
117

Comment description
This submission considered that pedestrian movement should be an absolute priority
in relocating the street furniture. This should include installing pedestrian safety
features such as bollards to prevent traffic mounting the kerbs.

Response
As noted in section 6.5 of the REF, all street furniture impacted under the proposal
would be retained and relocated. There would also be a requirement to implement
new furniture in some locations. In all cases Roads and Maritime would site the
furniture to optimise pedestrian movement and safety, making the most effective use
of the available footpath space, while introducing kerb safety features such as
bollards where required.
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Sub-comment AB31: The parking effects outside of St. Mary’s Church
Submission number(s)
120

Comment description
This submission was concerned that the proposed relocation of the parking on
College Street would affect funeral and wedding vehicles.

Response
Within the main text of the submission there is acknowledgement that the proposed
relocation for the parking would still be able to support the church’s needs and
requirements. Roads and Maritime will continue to work with the church during the
detailed design to ensure that there would be no adverse parking impacts introduced
under the proposal.

Sub-comment AB32: Effects on Sydney Grammar School
Submission number(s)
121

Comment description
This submission was concerned that the proposal’s impact on Sydney Grammar
School and in particular:
A. The exact scope of the proposed work along College Street
B. That there would be no reduction in the pedestrian storage capacity servicing the

two entrances to the school from Hyde Park (both during construction and
operation)

C. There would be no loss in the ability for school buses to drop-off or pick-up
school children on College Street throughout the school day (both during
construction and operation)

D. Impacts on the physical fabric of the school
E. Impacts affecting school activities such as noise, dust, vibration and access.

Response (A)
The proposal along College Street is described in Figure 3-19 of the REF. The
summary provided in the full text of the submission is correct in describing the
proposal. The timing of the work in any given location would be defined by the
appointed contractor after detailed design as noted in section 3.3.3 of the REF.
Timing would be determined to ensure access was maintained throughout the city
centre. Another consideration would be to ensure that there are no conflicts with the
traffic management controls and improvements implemented on other major
development projects. As noted in response to sub-comment L1(B), Roads and
Maritime would consult with the school to obtain exam schedules so as to ensure that
there would be no noise disturbance during exam periods.

Response (B)
There would be no change in the storage capacity or lighting timing or phasing
sequence that would affect the crossings principally used by the school either during
construction or once the proposal was operational.

Response (C)
There would be no loss in access to the school during construction or operation
therefore allowing school buses to drop-off and pick-up as per usual.
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Response (D)
The vibration assessment presented in section 6.2 of the REF confirms that there
would be no risk of physical damage to the school during construction. However
vibration may be felt within the school for the short periods when certain equipment
would be in use. Table 6-15 of the REF shows that vibration from a set piece of
equipment can be felt over a greater distance compared to the distance over which it
would have the potential to cause physical damage. Finally, monitoring would take
place during construction to ensure the anticipated vibration impacts were as
predicted in the REF. Additional controls would be implemented if there was any risk
of physical damage to any building in the city centre.

Response (E)
There would be periods during construction when the noise levels would exceed
management levels. During these periods noise may affect school activities.
Consequently, Roads and Maritime has committed to implementing feasible and
reasonable controls to manage noise impacts. This includes the commitment to
manage noise during exam periods.

It is acknowledged in the REF that during construction the work would generate dust.
This would be managed by implementing the committed safeguards and
management measures as outlined in the REF.

Access provisions to the school would be maintained throughout construction,
however there may be some travel-time delays along College Street while the work is
taking place. Upon completion there would be no operational impacts that would
affect the school.

3.29 Out of scope submissions
Four entire submissions included a range of comments about the traffic management
improvements that do not relate to this proposal. They predominately related to the
removal of the College Street cycleway as discussed in section 3.17, however they
also included comments and recommendations relating to bus infrastructure
improvements, cycleway infrastructure improvements, parking provision changes,
mass transit changes and pedestrian improvements.

The scope or purpose of the REF is not to cover these other recommendations
however the recommendations and feedback are relevant in delivering the wider
Access Strategy initiatives over the coming years. They have therefore been collated
and provided to the stakeholders delivering the Access Strategy for consideration.
The following entire submissions were considered outside of the scope of this
proposal:
 2, 24, 75, 107
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4 Changes to the proposal
This Chapter describes the proposed changes to the concept design as presented in
the displayed REF. Revised design figures are also provided for reference.

The chapter outlines the reasons for the changes and assesses the refined
proposal’s environmental impact. It concludes by determining whether the changes
provide an adverse, neutral or beneficial outcome compared to the concept design
presented in the displayed REF and whether there is the need to alter or add any
safeguards and management measures.

4.1 Introduction
Roads and Maritime has proposed eight scheme refinements in response to
community and stakeholder feedback. The proposed refinements are labelled with
white text on a red background. Aspects of the proposal that would not be refined are
labelled with black text on a white background.  The changes are shown in bold text
below.

Table 4-1   Proposed scheme refinements
Section Proposal as presented

in the REF (‘original
concept design)

Proposed scheme
refinements

Figure
reference

NW2: King Street

A to M:
Sussex
Street
intersection
to
Castlereagh
Street
intersection

Introduce full-time ‘no
stopping’ restrictions on
the southern kerb by
removing loading
provisions.

Retain loading provisions
on the southern kerb
between 8pm and 6am to
encourage businesses to
receive deliveries outside
of the peak period (refer
to section 3.1 and the
response to sub-
comment A5).

Figure 4-1

R2: Market Street

D:Clarence
Street to
York Street

Reduce the northern
footpath width by about
2.4 metres to create an
additional westbound
lane.

Reduce the northern
footpath width by about
1.3 metres and narrow the
traffic lane widths to
create an additional
westbound lane.

Figure 4-2a
(concept
design)
Figure 4.2b
(proposed
scheme
refinements)D:Clarence

Street to
York Street

Remove the mail zone
on the northern kerb
and relocate the two
western most mail
boxes.

Extend the existing bus
layover by removing the
mail zone in front of the
eastern most mail boxes.
Retain both the eastern
and western mail boxes.



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  100
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Section Proposal as presented
in the REF (‘original
concept design)

Proposed scheme
refinements

Figure
reference

E: York
Street
intersection

Remove the north-
eastern kerb extension
on the intersection to
provide two
southbound bus lanes
through the
intersection.

Reduce the north-eastern
kerb extension by no
more than 0.75 metres to
provide one southbound
bus lane through the
intersection and to
increase the separation
distance between
pedestrians and buses.

F: York
Street to
George
Street

Reduce the width of the
northern footpath by
about 1.7 metres to
create an additional
westbound lane.

Retain the width of the
northern footpath.

Retain the width of the
southern footpath.

Reduce the width of the
southern footpath by
about 1.4 metres to create
an additional westbound
lane.

H: George
Street to
Pitt Street

Alter the parking
provisions on the
northern kerb:
 Increase the length

of ‘no parking’
adjacent to
Swissotel

 Create a morning
peak period loading
zone from Monday
to Saturday and taxi
zone for the rest of
the day (affecting
motorcycle
parking).

Alter the parking provisions
on the northern kerb:

Increase the length of
‘no parking’ adjacent
to Swissotel
Create a morning peak
period loading zone
from Monday to
Saturday and taxi zone
for the rest of the day
(affecting motorcycle
parking)
Relocate the mail zone
to Pitt Street. The
removed mail zone
would form part of the
taxi zone.

S4: Ultimo Road

A: Harris
Street
intersection

 Create a dual left
turn lane from
Ultimo Road on to
Harris Street

 Provide additional
capacity for traffic
travelling towards
Broadway

 Remove the
pedestrian

 Create a dual left turn
lane from Ultimo Road
on to Harris Street

 Provide additional
capacity for traffic
travelling towards
Broadway
Retain the pedestrian
crossings on the
southern leg at the

Figure 4-3
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Section Proposal as presented
in the REF (‘original
concept design)

Proposed scheme
refinements

Figure
reference

crossings on the
southern leg at the
intersection across
Harris Street

 Retain the
pedestrian crossing
on northern site of
the intersection
across Harris Street

 Remove the
existing triangular
island and extend
the length of the
pedestrian crossing
across Ultimo
Road.

intersection across
Harris Street

 Retain the pedestrian
crossing on northern
site of the intersection
across Harris Street

 Remove the existing
triangular island and
extend the length of the
pedestrian crossing
across Ultimo Road.

 Resurface the
entire intersection
including sections
of Ultimo Road and
Harris Street.

 Resurface the entire
intersection including
sections of Ultimo Road
and Harris Street.

S5: Broadway

C: Wattle
Street
intersection

Provide indented
parking bays.

Do not provide indented
parking bays.

Figure 4-4

Minor (affecting the north-west precinct, retail precinct and southern precinct)

Various Reinstate 17 mail
boxes within the north-
west, retail and
southern precincts.

Relocate three mail
boxes, move and co-
locate six mail boxes and
reinstate eight mail
boxes.

Refer to
Table 4-2
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Figure 4-1



Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement  103
Review of Environmental Factors Submissions Report

Figure 4-2a
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Figure 4-2b
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Figure 4-3
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4.2 NW2: King Street
4.2.1 Description
King Street has been prioritised as a multimodal route under the Access Strategy.
Weekday capacity improvements are needed to accommodate traffic travelling north-
south through the city centre adjacent to the pedestrianised core (refer to section
3.1). The capacity would support the movement of workers, commuters and tourists.
It would also ensure that freight and commercial delivery times are not unduly
affected across the city during the week. After reviewing the proposal it was
concluded that the only feasible and reasonable way of achieving this would be for
traffic to use the existing kerbside lane during peak demand periods. This would
result in the loss of six loading spaces on the southern kerb in the morning peak
period, 13 in the inter-peak period and eight in the afternoon peak period. The
modification would allow for off-peak weekday loading on the southern kerb between
8pm to 6am.

4.2.2 Environmental assessment
Introducing off-peak weekday loading would provide additional kerbside amenity not
included under the original concept design and is a beneficial outcome. However, the
refined proposal would still require businesses to alter their delivery schedules, which
is considered a minor adverse impact. There is considered to be no other impact
from this change as the same capacity would be introduced during the day; the
effects of which would be consistent with the assessment made in Chapter 6 of the
REF.

4.2.3 Revised safeguards and management measures
No alterations or additions to the safeguards and management measures are
proposed as a result of the above concept design change.

4.3 R2: Market Street
4.3.1 Description
Market Street has been prioritised as a multimodal route under the Access Strategy.
Weekday capacity improvements are needed to accommodate traffic travelling west-
east across the spine city centre (refer to section 3.1). Market Street is a narrow
corridor that is constrained by the proximity of adjacent buildings, wide footpaths,
street furniture and high pedestrian activity, especially during the week. In the
displayed REF the proposal was to introduce an additional westbound lane by
narrowing the northern footpath and restricting the use of the kerbside lanes during
peak periods. Sydney City Council, along with several others, raised objection to
such a proposal stating that narrowing the footpath width would reduce the
pedestrian ‘storage capacity’ on Market Street (refer to section 3.16). Also
businesses objected to the removal of the kerbside provisions during peak periods as
it would prevent coaches, taxis and cars being able to set-down (temporarily park)
along Market Street. After reviewing the proposal it was concluded that there was still
a need to provide capacity along Market Street otherwise the corridor would become
constrained in the future preventing it from being able to function as a key west-east
corridor across the city as identified in the Access Strategy. It was also concluded
that sufficient capacity could not be provided by simply adjusting the width of the
existing traffic lanes and introducing kerbside restrictions. As such, the only feasible
solution would be to narrow the existing width of the footpath.
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Aware comments raised by the community, Roads and Maritime has developed a
proposed scheme refinement that provides some of the required capacity by
narrowing the width of the traffic lanes. This would allow the width of the footpath to
be reduced by less than originally proposed in the REF. The provision of a set-down
on the southern kerb of Market Street, Roads and Maritime would unduly
compromise the capacity of the road corridor. It was also concluded that by moving
the coach parking onto Pitt Street, this would provide an alternative area to set-down
reasonably close by.

4.3.2 Environmental assessment
The impacts from constructing the refined proposal over the original concept design
would be comparable. The refined proposal would have a similar footpath and it
would involve a similar scope of work that would affect the same receivers to the
same degree for about the same amount of time sufficient not to affect the
assessment, conclusions or safeguards presented in the REF.

The refined proposal would however affect the proposal’s operational traffic,
socioeconomic and amenity impacts as described below. The design changes would
not impact on any other environmental aspect assessed in the REF.

Traffic, transport and access
Traffic impacts
Since publishing the REF, Roads and Maritime has continued to refine its traffic
modelling as more design information becomes available. This has been ‘part of an
ongoing process to understand the overall network operation’ of the city centre in the
future.

An additional network capacity assessment covering Market Street was released in
February 2015 based on the latest data (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2015). The
assessment was prepared in response to the received submission comments on the
proposed changes to Market Street described in the REF.

Using the refined data, the assessment compared the existing and future traffic and
network performance impacts and benefits on Market Street in the morning and
afternoon peak periods. The modelling predicted that the modified proposal would
improve traffic flows along Market Street in the future compared to the do nothing
scenario. However the modified proposal would not provide as much of an
improvement compared to the concept design presented in the REF.

Kerbside allocation
The kerbside allocation changes under the proposed scheme refinements would be
consistent with the original concept design. The proposed kerbside changes are
needed to improve traffic flows along Market Street due to its reprioritisation under
the Access Strategy. By retaining parking this would continue to prevent the use of
one traffic lane, reducing the road’s total available capacity by one third. This would
have a marked effect on travel times and congestion on Market Street once it is
reprioritised, as was concluded in the REF (refer to section 6.1 of the REF).  As the
same kerbside allocation changes are proposed on Market Street then the impact
would be consistent with concept design. As such, there would be a minor adverse
impact from the loss of the set down on the southern kerb and parking on the
northern kerb. This is considered a neutral outcome compared to the concept design
presented in the REF.
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Noise and vibration
The changes in traffic speed, traffic volumes and the separation distances between
the kerb line and adjacent buildings would not be sufficient to cause more than a 2dB
change in background noise levels, which is the threshold above which the increase
in noise from an operational road becomes perceptible (Roads and Maritime, 2011).
This is considered a neutral outcome compared to the concept design presented in
the REF.

Socioeconomic
Traffic lane width reduction
The reduced lane widths on Market Street may affect road user amenity. While this
would be the case, the proposed widths are within the design standards and would
not present a safety risk. This is assessed as a minor adverse impact and a negative
outcome compared to the original concept design presented in the REF.

Kerb extension alteration
Both the original concept design and the proposed scheme refinements provide
additional pedestrian storage capacity at the Clarence Street intersection (section
R2(C)).  However, the proposed scheme refinements would only reduce the width of
the north-east kerb extension at the York Street intersection (section R2(E))
compared to the original concept design where the kerb extension would be
removed. The objective of this is to only provide one southbound bus lane through
the intersection compared to the provision of two southbound bus lanes proposed
under the original concept design. This would mean that the remaining bus lane
would be wider. This would prevent buses from needing to travel close to the kerb as
currently happens and would continue to happen under the original concept design.
This is considered a design improvement for people waiting to cross York Street as
their amenity would be improved by moving buses farther away from the kerb line.
This is assessed as a beneficial impact and a beneficial outcome compared to the
original concept design.

Business impacts
A coach parking zone would be provided in Pitt Street. This may inconvenience
customers however it would be unlikely to impact on the viability of the businesses on
Market Street. Under the proposed scheme refinements the removed mail zone
would be replaced by a taxi zone on the northern kerb. As reasonable alternatives
would be provided the amenity impact is assessed as negligible-to-minor adverse.
Also the provision of an additional taxi zone is considered a beneficial outcome
compared to the original concept design.

Footpath width reduction
Following the community and stakeholder feedback, Roads and Maritime collected
additional pedestrian movement and count data along Market Street. This
demonstrated that narrowing the footpath would principally affect areas that are not
extensively used by pedestrians. The loss would come from locations that are
currently occupied by trees and poorly-located street furniture. People avoid using
these areas as they do not provide a direct route from point A to point B.
 From a safety perspective, the pedestrian movement assessment confirmed that

neither the original concept design nor the proposed scheme refinements
presents a risk. Therefore this is assessed as a neutral impact and a neutral
outcome compared to the original concept design
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 From an amenity perspective, reducing the amount of footpath width loss under
the proposed scheme refinements is still assessed as a minor adverse impact but
a beneficial outcome compared to the original concept design. This is because
sufficient capacity would be provided to prevent an increase in congestion along
Market Street and it would allow the three Simons Poplar trees to be retained
(refer to Table 6-46 of the REF).

Landscape character and visual impacts
Visual amenity (operational) impacts from tree pruning and removal
In the REF it was assessed that the trees on Market Street provided ‘limited aesthetic
[value] and visual quality due to their moderate canopy’. However, ‘their loss would
affect the streetscape and visual amenity of [Market Street between York Street and
George Street]. Under the proposed scheme refinements, the trees would most likely
be retained. This would be confirmed during the detailed design. If the trees are
removed however the impact would be consistent with the original concept design (ie
minor adverse). This is considered a neutral outcome. If they are retained, the
modification is considered a neutral impact with a beneficial outcome compared to
the original concept design.

4.3.3 Revised safeguards and management measures
Roads and Maritime has added the following safeguards and management measures
in light of the above changes:

 The street furniture would be relocated to maximise the storage capacity of the
available residual footpath space on Market Street (and other streets). This
would be complemented by the introduction of kerb safety features such as
bollards where required

 The extent of tree loss required would be considered in the detailed design and
every opportunity would be taken to minimise any impact wherever feasible and
reasonable.

4.4 S4: Ultimo Road
4.4.1 Description
The concept design required the removal of the pedestrian crossing on the southern
leg of the Ultimo Road/Harris Street intersection in order to provide a dual-left turn
into Harris Street from Ultimo Road. Roads and Maritime has subsequently looked
into the design and developed a refinement that would deliver the dual-left turn that
would allow the pedestrian crossing to be retained.

4.4.2 Environmental assessment
Retaining the pedestrian crossing is assessed as providing a beneficial amenity and
socioeconomic outcome compared to the original concept design described in the
REF.  As the proposed scheme refinement would also provide the dual-left turn into
Harris Street this would deliver the same capacity improvement as per the concept
design.

4.4.3 Revised safeguards and management measures
No alterations or additions to the safeguards and management measures are
proposed as a result of the above concept design change.
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4.5 S5: Broadway
4.5.1 Description
Broadway has been identified as a priority route under the Access Strategy (refer to
section 3.1). The objective is to encourage traffic to travel to and from the city via
Wattle Street instead of using George Street. Weekday capacity improvements are
therefore needed to prioritise the movement of traffic from Broadway to Wattle Street
via the existing slip road. While the original proposal would have allowed cars to park
on the slip road, a subsequent review concluded that this provision should be
removed to prevent delays while vehicles queue to wait for cars pulling into and out
of the parking bays.

4.5.2 Environmental assessment
Cars can currently park on the slip road. Five unrestricted parking spaces, two of
which are 15-minute parking spaces, would be removed. However, three loading
zone parking spaces would be added outside of the morning and afternoon peak
periods. Removal of parking on the slip road is assessed as a negative outcome
compared to the original concept design. However there is sufficient alternative
parking elsewhere in the local area. As such, the impact is assessed as minor
adverse compared to the existing conditions. There is no other impact from this
change.

4.5.3 Revised safeguards and management measures
No alterations or additions to the safeguards and management measures are
proposed as a result of the above concept design change.

4.6 Minor changes
4.6.1 Description
Mail boxes
Australia Post raised concerns about the original concept design’s impact on a
number of kerbside mail boxes around the city. It confirmed that 17 mail boxes would
be affected by the original concept design. After consulting with Australia Post it was
concluded that nine of these boxes could not be retained in their original location and
they would need relocating or collocating. Table 4-2 describes the proposed
relocation and colocation plans for the nine post boxes.

Table 4-2   Proposed mail box relocation/colocation
Section Closest location

point
Proposed relocation/colocation

Retail precinct

R2:
Market
Street

(H) George Street
to Pitt Street

Relocate the red and gold mail boxes from
the northern side of Market Street to the
western side of Pitt Street

C
ol

lo
ca

te
d

R2 Market
Street

Outside of the
Piccadilly Tower
on Pitt Street

Relocate the red mail box outside of the
Piccadilly Tower to the western side of Pitt
Street

R3:
Sussex
Street

(A) King Street
intersection

Relocate the red mail box from the eastern side of
Sussex Street to the western side with supporting
mail zone
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Section Closest location
point

Proposed relocation/colocation

R3:
Sussex
Street

(C) Market Street
intersection

Relocate the red mail box from the eastern
side of Sussex Street to a new location on
the southern side of Market Street near the
main entrance of the Darling Park Building
(201 Sussex Street)

C
ol

lo
ca

te
d

R3:
Sussex
Street

(E) Druitt Street
intersection

Relocate the red and gold mail boxes from
the eastern side of Sussex Street to a new
location on the southern side of Market
Street near the main entrance of the
Darling Park Building (201 Sussex Street)

Southern precinct

S3: Pitt
Street

(G) Hay Street
intersection

Relocate the red and gold mail boxes from the
western side of Pitt Street to the northern side of
Hay Street with supporting mail zone

A non-operational historic mail box at the intersection of Broadway and Wattle Street
(location: S5(C)) would not be impacted by the proposal.

In addition four new mail zones would be created to service the relocated mail boxes.
They would be located along:

 Pitt Street close to the Market Street intersection (location: R2(I))
 Market Street close to the York Street intersection (location: R2(E))
 Eastern side of Sussex Street at the King Street Intersection (location: R3(A))
 Northern side of Hay Street at the Pitt Street intersection (location: S3(G)).

Once the Hay Street mail zone is relocation this would prevent post vehicles from
being able to legally park (set down) outside of the Haymarket Post Office. Ongoing
discussions are taking place to find a suitable alternative.

4.6.2 Environmental assessment
The proposed changes are assessed as providing a beneficial outcome compared to
the original concept design described in the REF and would result in a negligible-to-
minor amenity impact. There is considered to be no other impact from this change,
other than noting that these mail boxes would be inaccessible for a short-period
during construction, consistent with the impact as described and assessed in Chapter
6 of the REF.

4.6.3 Revised safeguards and management measures
Roads and Maritime would continue to work closely with Australia Post during the
detailed design, a commitment that is captured under the existing safeguards and
management measures. No other changes are proposed.
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5 Revised environmental management
measures

The REF for the Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement Plan identified a range of
environmental outcomes and management measures that would be required to avoid
or reduce the environmental impacts. After consideration of the comments raised in
the public submissions, the environmental management measures for the project
(refer to Chapter 7 of the REF) have been revised. Should the project be approved,
environmental management will be guided by the framework and measures outlined
below. This chapter outlines the revised environmental management measures for
the refined proposal, based on the submissions received and outlined in section 2.

5.1 Environmental management plans
A number of proposal-specific safeguards and management plans have been
identified to reduce adverse environmental and social impacts. Should the proposal
proceed, these would be incorporated into the detailed design and applied during
pre-construction and construction. A project environmental management plan
(PEMP) and a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) would be
prepared to describe safeguards and management measures identified in this REF.
These plans would provide the framework for establishing how these measures
would be implemented and who would be responsible for their implementation.

The plans would be prepared prior to the proposal’s construction and would be
reviewed and certified by the Environment Branch of Roads and Maritime (Sydney
Region). The CEMP would be a working document. It would be subject to ongoing
change. As such it would be updated to respond to specific requirements as
necessary. The CEMP and PEMP would be developed in accordance with the
specifications set out in:
 G36 environmental protection (management system) (Roads and Maritime, 2014)
 G38 soil and water management (soil and water management plan) (Roads and

Maritime, 2014)
 G40 clearing and grubbing (Roads and Maritime, 2012).
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5.2 Summary of safeguards and management measures
Table 5-1 identifies the protective measures that would be implemented to safeguard against any adverse effects introduced across the
proposal’s lifecycle. Additional and/or modified environmental management measures to those presented in the REF are identified with an
alphanumeric reference and are shown in bold text with a grey background.

Table 5-1 Summary of proposal-specific safeguards and management measures
No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

General measures
1 Start of work on site. Notify Roads and Maritime at least five days prior to starting

onsite
Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

2 Pollution prevention control. Prepare an environmental work method statement (EWMS) for:
 Earthworks
 Drainage work
 Utilities work.

Submit the EWMS to Roads and Maritime for review and
endorsement prior to commencement of work.
As a minimum Include the following information in each EWMS:
 Description of the work/activities including machinery
 Outline of the sequence of work/activities, including

interfaces with other construction activities (for example the
interface between cut and fill areas, stabilisation of exposed
areas, excavation for an installation or upgrade of culverts)

 Identification of potential environmental risks/impacts due to
the work/activities which is to include risks associated with
wet weather events

 Evaluation of methods to eliminate/reduce the environmental
risk

 Mitigation measures to reduce environmental risk
 Any safeguards resulting from consultation with public

authorities and other stakeholders, where appropriate
 A map indicating the locations of sensitive locations (such as

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing
threatened species or heritage items), the likely potential
environmental impacts and work areas

 Identification of work areas and exclusions areas
 Details of a process for progressive review, for example

monitoring processes and mitigations to eliminate/reduce
environmental risks/impacts.

3 Landscape and visual
impact.

Finalise the proposal’s landscape and urban design strategy
during detailed design in consideration of design principles and
objectives as described in the REF's urban design principles.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed Design

4 Potential ancillary facility
impacts due to changes
during the detailed design
or inadequacy of the
construction
compounds/laydown areas
to service the proposal.

Consult Environment Branch of Roads and Maritime (Sydney
Region) once ancillary facility details are confirmed to determine
if any additional environmental assessment is required.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

5 Ensure the detailed design
responds to the proposal’s
urban design principles and
themes.

Adopt the urban design principles described in section 3.2.4
when developing the detailed design to at least maintain the
existing public domain along affected streets.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

6 Ensure all stakeholders,
government agencies,
special interest groups,
advocacy groups and
interested parties are
consulted on the matters
described in this REF.

Implement ongoing consultation in line with the provisions
described in section 5.6 of this REF and with reference to the
other safeguards described in Chapter 6.

Roads and
Maritime/
construction
contractor

Detailed design/
pre-construction/
construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

Traffic and transport
7 Construction traffic impacts

across the whole proposal
footprint

A construction traffic management plan (CTMP) would be
prepared in accordance with Traffic Control at Works Sites
(Roads and Maritime, 2011) and QA specification G10: Control
of Traffic (Roads and Maritime, 2011) as a sub-plan of the
CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would include the following
controls:
 Minimise use of heavy vehicle on local roads
 Restrict deliveries to outside of peak traffic periods where

possible
 Ensure emergency vehicle access is maintained, including

consultation with emergency services
 Manage short-term access restrictions during construction
 Regulate traffic movements and minimise traffic switching

during construction through implemented traffic controls
 Maintain continuous, safe and efficient traffic movement
 Identify haulage routes and minimise impacts on local routes
 Maintain local road and property access, including the use of

temporary turn-around bays
 Maintain pedestrian and cyclist access throughout
 Provide warning and advisory signage
 Provide for local community consultation and notification of

local road network and traffic impacts
 Identify and consider other construction work occurring in the

area at the same time to minimise additive traffic conflict and
congestion impacts.

Note: the plan would be reviewed by City of Sydney and Central
Sydney Traffic and Transport Committee (CSTTC).

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

8 Temporary access
restrictions during
construction across the
proposal footprint.

Design the construction staging and program with the objective
of minimising access restrictions in any one given location
Avoid implementing driveway access restrictions during peak
demand periods, which may vary throughout the day and over
the week due to associated off-street use.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

9 Temporary kerbside use
restrictions during
construction across the
whole footprint.

Affected businesses, residents and other road user groups
would be notified in advance of construction to describe the
nature, location, extent and timing of the restrictions, as well as
the location of the nearest available alternatives.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction

10 Temporary restrictions on
bus stop access during
construction (NW2, R2, R4,
R5, S3, and C2).

Bus companies would be consulted and notified of road changes
in advance of the work.

Construction
contractor/Roads
and Maritime

Detailed design/
pre-construction

11 Temporary restrictions on
bus stop access during
construction (NW2, R2, R4,
R5, S3, and C2).

Prior notification would be given to the community regarding any
temporary bus stop relocations. This would be coordinated and
managed under the consultation strategy (refer to section 5.6).
Notifications would be posted on the affected bus stops in
advance of the work. Additional information would be posted
once each work site is established, providing detour information.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction/
Construction

12 Pedestrians and cyclist
impacts across the whole
proposal footprint during
construction.

Any disruption to pedestrians or cyclists would be notified
through appropriate advisory signs.

Construction
contractor

Construction

13 Temporary traffic
management controls
during construction across
the proposal footprint.

Work with City of Sydney and the CSTTC ahead of construction
to ensure there is an integrated response to traffic management
across the city centre and there is minimal impact on roads,
traffic and transport as far as feasible and reasonable.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design/
pre-construction

14 Loss of mobility parking
spaces in the city centre

Work with City of Sydney to investigate outcomes to
prevent the loss of mobility parking under the proposal.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

Noise and vibration
15 The potential for

exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Prepare a construction noise and vibration management plan
(CNVMP) in accordance with Section 5 and 9 of the ENMM
(Roads and Maritime, 2001). It would be a sub-plan of the
CEMP.
As a minimum, the plan would:
 Map the sensitive receiver locations including residential

properties
 Include safeguards and management measures to manage

out of hours working
 Include a assessment to determine potential risk for activities

likely to affect receivers, including for activities carried out
during and outside of standard working hours

 Include a process for assessing the performance of the
implemented safeguards and management measures

 Specify the equipment restrictions that would be implemented
at night

 Describe the staging of the works including respite periods
that would be implemented

 Specify restrictions on allowing equipment, plant and traffic to
idle on site

 Specify the avoidance of activities that would generate
impulsive noise

 Ensure any potentially impacted receivers are informed
ahead of any planned work taking place outside of the
recommended standard hours for construction work

 Ensure noise at sensitive receivers is monitored
 Identify how the construction staging and program includes

for monitoring at sensitive receivers
 Include a specific process for documenting and resolving

issues and complaints.

Construction
contractors

Pre-construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing
Note: The CNVMP would be routinely updated in response to
any changes in noise and vibration. Tool box talks would be
used to communicate constructor obligations and responsibilities
under the plan.

16 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Further investigate all feasible and reasonable safeguards and
management measures for affected receivers in accordance with
Road Noise Policy (DECCW, 2011) and Environmental Noise
Management Manual Practice Note 4 (Roads and Maritime,
2001).

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

17 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Locate fixed plant as far from residences as possible and behind
site structures.

Construction
contractors

Construction

18 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Restrict the use of reversing alarms where it is feasible
notwithstanding worker and public health and safety
requirements.

Construction
contractors

Construction

19 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Aim to schedule delivery times to within the recommended
standard hours for construction notwithstanding the need to
avoid peak periods where possible.

Construction
contractors

Construction

20 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Out of hours working would comply with the requirements of
quality assurance specification G36 relating to community
notification requirements.

Construction
contractors

Construction

21 The potential for
exceedance of the NMLs
across the proposal
footprint.

Consult with the relevant educational institutions to obtain
and manage noise impacts during their exam schedules.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-
construciton
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

22 Potential for construction
vibration causing structural
damage and human
discomfort across at all
work sites except F1 and
F2.

Undertake a location-specific vibration assessment prior to
construction where there is the planned use of a vibratory roller.
The survey should assess all receivers within the distance limits
specified in Table 6-15 depending on the size of vibratory roller
that would be used on site.
Undertake the following actions in locations where there is the
potential for vibration impacts:
 Building condition surveys for any locations identified to be

within the safe working distance both before and after the
work to identify existing damage and any damage due to the
work

 Vibration monitoring during vibration intensive work
 In the case that exceedances are detected, review the

situation and identify means to minimise impacts to residents
and the appropriate changes made and the CNVMP updated
accordingly.

Restrict the use of any vibratory rollers above four tonnes.
If this is not feasible implement respite periods to manage
human comfort impacts.

Construction
contractors

Pre-construction

23 Potential noise and
vibration nuisance and
amenity impacts during
construction. Affects the
entire proposal footprint.

 Provide a 24-hour community hotline for complaints and
queries concerning construction and advertise this ahead of
starting any work.

 Develop a complaints handling procedure.
 Inform the community in advance of commencing any

planned work, through advertisement, flyers and community
consultation sessions.

 Make the construction program available to the community
and ensure it is routinely updated as work progress.

Note: the above actions would be carried out as part of the
consultation strategy described in section 5.6.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

Non-Aboriginal heritage
24 Potential heritage and

archaeological impacts –
general.

Develop a non-Aboriginal heritage management plan (AHMP).
It would be a sub-plan of the CEMP.
As a minimum, the plan would:
 Map locations of known and potential sites of heritage and

archaeological value do identify high-risk and no-go zones
 Identify potential environmental risks and impacts due to the

proposed work
 Identify appropriate safeguards and management measures

to minimise potential risk
 Identify appropriate safeguards and management measures

to avoid the risk of harm
 Implement appropriate safeguards and management

measures to protect heritage items and potential
archaeological assets

 Ensure compliance with the Standard Management
Procedure -Unexpected Archaeological Finds, (Roads and
Maritime, 2012).

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

25 Potential impacts on
heritage items, and
archaeology.

Investigate and prepare a report to assess the heritage and
archaeological impacts in close proximity to the planned work.
Focus on potential impacts on the sandstone plinth of the former
palisade fence that surrounded Hyde Park (work site C2:
College Street) and Busby’s Bore (work site C1: Wentworth
Avenue).
If a potential risk is identified consider design modifications
including avoidance.
Implement additional safeguards and management measures if
there is a residual impact that cannot be avoided/sufficiently
minimised through design. This would be carried out in
consultation with an experienced heritage practitioner to reduce
potential adverse heritage impacts on significant fabric.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing
Note: Any monitoring and recording should be carried out in
accordance with relevant approvals under the Heritage Act 1977
commensurate with the significance of the potential
archaeological resource and the level of archaeological impacts

26 Archaeological impacts due
to the required excavation
and earthworks associated
with the utilities and
drainage adjustments.

Obtain either an excavation permit or exemption notification
under the Heritage Act 1977 in instances where there is a
residual archaeological impact.
The final excavation depths and extent would determine the
need for a either a permit or exception.
Prepare an archaeological research design or work method
statement to support the permit/exception application.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

27 Built heritage impacts on
items of State significance
due to the proposed
capacity improvements.

Obtain either an approval or exemption under the Heritage Act
1977 for the work taking place.
The final excavation depths and extent will determine the need
for a either an application or exception.
Prepare an archaeological research design or work method
statement to support the approval/exception application.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

28 Unexpected finds discovery
at any location across the
proposal footprint.

Immediately cease all work within 10 metres of discovering an
unexpected find (eg archaeological remains, heritage item,
potential relic).Subsequently impact the provisions of Standard
Management Procedure: Unexpected Archaeological Finds
(Roads and Maritime, 2012). Principally this would involve:
 The onsite supervisor informing the Roads and Maritime

Heritage Officer/Environment Officer
 Roads and Maritime subsequently notifying Heritage Division

of Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) in accordance
with section 146 of the Heritage Act 1977

 An archaeologist recording the location and context of any
historic heritage

 Managing any significant finds to allow for their long-term
storage.

Construction
contractor

Construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

29 Human remains discovery
at any location across the
proposal footprint.

Handle human remains under the same process as an
unexpected finds discovery; however, prior to the archaeologist
recording the find contact the NSW Police, the OEH environment
line and the OEH anthropologist.

Construction
contractor

Construction

30 Heritage induction training
to cover all work across the
proposal footprint.

 Provide non-Aboriginal heritage awareness training to the
construction workforce prior to starting on site

 Provide the non-Aboriginal heritage awareness training to
any person or visiting site during construction

 Make the construction workforce aware of the work’s
identified heritage impacts. Also make them aware of the
procedure for managing any unexpected find, discovering
human remains, or unearthing tram track infrastructure or
other archaeological remains.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

Socioeconomic
31 Community impacts during

construction across the
proposal footprint.

Notify and consult within the community as the detailed design is
progressed, during pre-construction and during construction in
accordance with the approach described in section 5.6.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction/
Construction

32 Community impacts during
construction across the
proposal footprint.

Implement a complaints-handling procedure and register that
would be included under the CEMP. The register would be
maintained throughout construction.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction

33 Local economy impacts
during construction and
operation across the
proposal footprint.

As part of the community consultation and stakeholder
engagement plan (refer to Chapter 5):
 Identify the business frontages that would be impacted by

the proposal
 Allow for routine and regular engagement with the business

community
 Determine and confirm any business and economic impacts.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

Land use and property
34 Road reserve infrastructure

maintenance during
construction across the
whole proposal footprint.

Notify residents and businesses prior to any utility service
interruption due to required adjustments in Table 3-11.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

35 Road reserve infrastructure
maintenance during
construction across the
whole proposal footprint.

Prepare a utility management plan in parallel with an
environmental work method statement (refer to Chapter 7). The
plan would form part of the CEMP and as a minimum would
include:
 Utility company consultation
 Identify maintenance and Emergency access requirements
 Identify construction staging and programming conflicts.

Roads and
Maritime
Construction
contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction

36 Emergency road side
access during construction
across the whole proposal
footprint.

Contact all service providers to determine their emergency
access requirements. Include these provisions in the CEMP.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction

37 Loss of access to kerbside
public amenities during
construction.

Provide and display signage displaying the location to the
nearest alternative amenity to the affected work site.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction

38 Pedestrian safety and
capacity due to street
furniture relocation

Site the road furniture to optimise pedestrian movement and
safety while introducing kerb safety features such as
bollards where required.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

39 Consultation with
Australia Post

Continue to work closely with Australia Post during the
detailed design to finalise the location and configuration of
the mail infrastructure affected by the proposal.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed Design
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing

Landscape character and visual impact
40 Management of the

construction work to
minimise their visual
impacts and localised effect
on streetscape character.

 Erect screening and hoardings around each major capacity
improvement scheme where viable

 Implement a maintenance schedule to ensure the work sites
remain clear and tidy, including the key entry and exit points

 For minor work sites consider alternative screen methods
(eg low bollards) to reduce the visual impact of the work site.

Construction
contractor

Construction

41 Light spill impacts during
construction across the
proposal footprint.

 Screen, shield and cut-off all temporary site lighting to
prevent light spill where possible

 Use directional light sources where possible to reduce lateral
light spill

 Use low luminescence lighting lights where feasible to reduce
the lateral light spill

 Shield the top of all site lighting to prevent any upward light
glare

 Remove any lighting conflict with the general street lighting to
prevent the risk of motorists becoming disorientated or
distracted

 Consult with City of Sydney to agree the hours when outdoor
lighting can be used at night to service the work sites and
manage this through the CEMP.

Construction
contractor

Construction

42 Visual impacts during
construction at sensitive
locations.

 Implement additional visual controls at the more visually
sensitive locations

 Use sensitive screenings and hoardings around these sites,
potentially involving printed artwork or backdrops of the
adjacent buildings or low-level bollards where applicable

 Adapt the work schedule to minimise visual impacts during
peak periods of adjacent activity

 Alter the delivery schedules and general site access and
egress provisions to limit visual impacts in these locations

 Consider the operational timing of adjacent receivers to limit

Construction
contractor

Construction
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No Impact Environmental safeguard Responsibility Timing
visual impacts

 Position equipment and orientate each work site to avoid
setting, context and visual impacts on key prominent and
heritage listed building (refer to section 6.3).

43 Operational visual and
streetscape impacts across
the proposal footprint.

 Consider integrating the road furniture (eg using single poles
for lighting, traffic lights and street signs) to reduce visual
clutter

 Ensure the operational proposal design remains consistent
with the established streetscape and key components
therein. Ensure reference points, viewpoints and relationships
are unaffected.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

44 Operational streetscape
and visual impacts at the
most sensitive locations.

 Assess the operational visual impacts against the detailed
design

 Modify the detailed design to minimise its visual impacts
 Consider the use of landscape planting or kerbside

treatments to limit the ‘intensification’ of traffic in the available
street space

 Work with the affected visual receivers to develop appropriate
safeguards and design solutions that best protect their
interests.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

45 Tree removal at R2, C1, S6
and F1.

 Undertake an arboricultural assessment prior to construction
 Confirm that any required excavation work is located away

from trees where large structural roots may be impacted or
plan for their protection and management as described
below.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

46 Tree removal and pruning
at R2, S5, S6, C1, C2, and
F1.

Develop and implement a tree management plan (TrMP) as a
sub-plan of the CEMP:
 Establish tree protection zones close to overhanging

branches to minimise any required pruning in relation to
vehicle and equipment access, traffic diversions and
construction zones

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction
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 Establish the controls in accordance with AS4970: 2009 –

Protection of Trees on Development Sites
 Install fencing around the zones, or where this is not possible

provide trunk, ground and branch protection as set out
below.

47 Tree removal and pruning
at R2, S5, S6, C1, C2, and
F1.

Prepare a tree management plan (TrMP) as a sub-plan of the
CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would:
 Provide for traffic management diversions that would be

cognisant of the potential impact on low overhanging
branches.

 Prevent materials storage or machinery movements within
the tree protection zones unless the existing pavement is in
place or particular ground protection measures are installed

 Avoid excavation within the tree protection zones wherever
possible

 Implement machinery height restrictions to minimise impacts
on overhanging trees

 Consider pruning as a last resort with preference give to tying
back trees, diverting traffic away from protection zones and
low hanging branches

 Ensure that all pruning would be carried out by a qualified
and experienced arborist to comply with AS4373:2007 –
Pruning of Amenity Trees and WorkCover Amenity Tree
Industry Code of Practice 1998

 Prevent excavation or root pruning from taking place within
the structural root zone of a tree unless unavoidable. Where it
is not avoidable, the excavation would be overseen by a
qualified arborist who would advise on the treatment of any
encountered roots.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction/
Construction

48 Tree removal and pruning
at R2, S5, S6, C1, C2, and
F1.

Consult City of Sydney Council once the independent
arborist report is complete to confirm the tree management
plan and safeguards.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design
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49 Tree removal and pruning
at R2, S5, S6, C1, C2, and
F1.

Consider the extent of the needed tree loss and pruning
during the detailed design stage. Seek every opportunity to
minimise any impact wherever feasible and reasonable.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

50 Operational light spill
impacts on adjacent
properties due to the
relocation of existing
lighting posts at NW2, R1,
R2 and C2.

Develop a lighting design specification that aims to ensure any
the height and direction of any relocated lighting pole would not
be adjacent to a first or second floor residential property.
If there is any identified conflict, consider relocating the lighting
pole to avoid any light spill impact.
If the pole location cannot be relocated aim to minimal light spill
and light glare in accordance with the provisions of AS4282-
1997 Control of the Obtrusive Effect of Outdoor Lighting. This
may require the use of directional lighting, cut-offs or filters.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

Water quality
51 Accidental spillage and

associated water quality
impacts.

Keep emergency spill kits on site at all times and ensure all staff
are aware of the location of the spill kits and are trained in their
use.

Construction
contractor

Construction

52 Accidental spillage and
associated water quality
impacts.

Refuel and store all fuels, chemicals and liquids within an
impervious bunded area within the construction
compound/laydown areas sited a minimum of 50 metres away
from:

Rivers, creeks or any areas of concentrated water flow
Flooded areas
Slopes above 10 per cent.

Construction
contractor

Construction

53 Accidental spillage and
associated water quality
impacts.

Have a person attend all vehicle refuelling processes and
ensure there is spill kit on all refuelling machinery and vehicles.

Construction
contractor

Construction

54 Accidental spillage and
associated water quality
impacts.

Undertake all vehicle wash down and/or cement truck washout
in a designated bunded area and least 50 metres away from
water bodies and surface water drains.

Construction
contractor

Construction
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55 Sediment-laden runoff and
associated water quality
impacts.

Prepare a Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) as part of
the CEMP in accordance with the requirements of QA
specification G38 prior to starting construction. The SWMP
would address the following:
 Roads and Maritime Code of Practice for Water

Management, the Roads and Maritime Erosion and
Sedimentation Procedure

 The NSW Soils and Construction – Managing Urban
Stormwater Volume 1 ‘the Blue Book’ (Landcom, 2004) and
Volume 2 (DECC, 2008)

 Roads and Maritime Technical Guideline: Temporary
Stormwater Drainage for Road Construction, 2011

 Roads and Maritime Technical Guideline: Environmental
Management of Construction Site Dewatering, 2011.

Detail the following in the SWMP as a minimum:
 Identification of catchment and sub-catchment areas, high

risk areas and sensitive areas
 Sizing of each of the above areas and catchment
 The likely volume of run-off from each road sub-catchment
 Direction of flow of on-site and off-site water
 Separation of on-site and off-site water
 The direction of run-off and drainage points during each

stage of construction
 Dewatering plan which includes process for monitoring,

flocculating and dewatering water from site (ie formation or
excavations)

 A mapped plan identifying the above
 Include progressive site specific Erosion and Sedimentation

Control Plans (ESCPs). The ESCP is to be updated at least
fortnightly

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
and construction
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 A process to routinely monitor the Bureau of Meteorology

weather forecast
 Preparation of a wet weather (rain event) plan which includes

a process for monitoring potential wet weather and
identification of controls to be implemented in the event of
wet weather. These controls are to be shown on the ESCPs

 Provision of an inspection and maintenance schedule for
ongoing maintenance of temporary and permanent erosion
and sedimentation controls.

Note: the plan would be provided to Roads and Maritime for
review and verification prior to starting construction.

56 Sediment-laden runoff
across the entire proposal
footprint.

Keep all work site areas tidy through measures such as
sweeping down all active work areas at the end of each work
shift.

Construction
contractor

Construction

57 Accidental spillage and
sediment-laden runoff
across the entire proposal
footprint and specifically
the higher risk at NW2, R1,
R2, R4, R5, S2, S3, S4,
S5, S6, C1, C2 & F1.

Induct construction workforce on incident management
procedures and make them aware of the spill kit locations and
the reporting procedures.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction

58 Flood event during
construction and
associated impacts on
water quality (particularly at
NW2 R2, R5, S3, S4, C1,
F1 and F2).

Prepare a contingency plan for a potential flood event during
construction and outline evacuation procedures. The plan would
include:
 Evaluation of what flood event would trigger the plan
 Evacuation procedures
 A map indicating the area that is flood prone and the

locations where to evacuate.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
and construction
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Geology and soils
59 Risk of encountering

historic contamination
during construction.
Greatest risk at S4 & S5.

Prepare a contamination management plan (CMP) as a sub-plan
of the CEMP to document the procedures to identify, test, store,
and dispose of any potential contaminated material during
construction. The following provisions would be included in the
plan as a minimum:
 Contaminated Land Legislation and guidelines including any

relevant licences and approvals to be obtained
 Locations of known or potential contamination and

preparation of a map showing these locations
 Rehabilitation requirements, classification, transport and

disposal requirements of any contaminated land within the
construction footprint

 Contamination management measures including waste
classification and reuse procedures and unexpected finds
procedures

 Monitoring and sampling procedure for landfill seepage
(leachate)

 A procedure for dewatering and disposal of potentially
contaminated liquid waste

 A stop work procedure in the event that indications of
contamination are encountered (known and unexpected,
including odorous or visual indicators) and for a
contamination assessment to be prepared to advise on the
need for remediation or other action, as deemed appropriate

 A process for reviewing and updating the plan.
Note: The CMP would be reviewed by Roads and Maritime prior
to construction.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
Construction
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60 Low residual risk of
generating ASS during
construction (particularly at
work sites NW2 and R3).

Prepare an ASS Management Plan in accordance with the
Guidelines for the Management of Acid Sulphate Materials
(Roads and Maritime, 2005) if it is confirmed through further
assessment and sampling that the soils trigger the action criteria
in the ASS Manual (ASSMAC, 1998).
Ensure the plan details the controls needed when undertaking
the work such that they would not lead to undue oxidation of the
soil and therefore its acidification.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
Construction

Biodiversity
61 Biodiversity management

across the entire proposal
footprint.

Prepare a biodiversity management plan (BMP) as a sub-plan of
the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would:
 Provide for the discovery of unexpected threatened flora or

fauna. The provisions of Standard Management Procedure:
Unexpected Threatened Species Finds (Roads and Maritime,
2011) would be subsequently implemented.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
Construction

62 Impacts on non-listed
species across the entire
proposal footprint.

 Prepare a detailed arboricultural survey (refer to section
6.6.4) to identify mature and hollow-bearing trees that may be
impacted by the proposal

 Implement measures to avoid or reduce impacts on these
trees in line with those described above.

Roads and
Maritime

Pre-construction

63 Impacts on non-listed
species across the entire
proposal footprint.

 As a precautionary measure ensure a qualified ecologist
would be present during the felling/pruning of any identified
hollow-bearing trees to manage wildlife that may be disturbed
and/or injured.

The ecologist would assess the species and then release them
to the nearest suitable habitat if uninjured.

Construction
contractor

Construction

64 Impacts on non-listed
species across the entire
proposal footprint.

 As a precautionary measure close-off all excavations
overnight, in locations where night work is not planned, to
prevent animals becoming trapped

 Inspect each excavation prior to the work starting in the
morning

Construction
contractor

Construction
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 Have a designated qualified person would capture any

inadvertently trapped species and release the species into
the nearest suitable habitat if uninjured.

Waste management and resource use
65 Waste generation during

construction across the
proposal.

Deliver the proposal in accordance with Roads and Maritime
waste-management policies
Adopt the waste and resource management hierarchy in all work
method statements.

Construction
contractor

Pre-construction
and construction

66 Waste generation during
construction across the
proposal.

Classify, handle and store all removed waste in the construction
compounds/laydown areas in accordance with the NSW Waste
Classification Guidelines 2009: Part 1 Classifying Waste
(DECCW) and Storing and Handling liquids, Environmental
Protection (DECC, 2007).

Construction
contractor/
Maintenance
contractor

Construction/
operation

67 Waste and resource
management during
construction across the
proposal.

Prepare a waste and resource management plan (WRMP) as a
sub-plan of the CEMP.
As a minimum describe the measures for handling, storing and
classifying waste when ‘onsite’ and its subsequent disposal
offsite to the relevant licensed facility.

Construction
contractor/
Maintenance
contractor

Construction/
operation

68 Waste disposal during
construction across the
proposal.

Send all disposed materials to a suitably licensed waste
management/landfill facility.

Construction
contractor

Construction/
operation

69 Waste handling and
storage during construction
across the proposal.

Store and segregate all waste at source (eg the construction
compounds/ laydown areas) in accordance with its classification.
This includes recycled and reusable materials.

Construction
contractor

Construction/
operation

70 Littering and site tidiness
during construction across
the proposal footprint.

Monitor for waste accumulation, littering and general tidiness
during routine site inspections.

Construction
contractor

Construction
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71 Resource recovery during
construction across the
proposal.

Apply resource recovery principles:
 Reuse proposal-generated waste materials onsite (eg topsoil,

recycled aggregate) providing it meets with exemption and
classification requirements

 Failing that, transfer the materials for use elsewhere on
another site under a resource recovery exemption

 Employ waste segregation to allow paper, plastic, glass,
metal and other material recycling. These materials could be
either reused onsite or transferred to a recycling facility

 Consider composting general putrescible waste to allow
recovery. Transfer these materials offsite to a composting
facility.

Construction
contractor

Construction/
operation

72 Reducing primary resource
demand during
construction across the
proposal.

Use recycled and low embodied energy products to reduce
primary resource demand in instances where the materials are
cost and performance competitive (eg where quality control
specifications allow).

Construction
contractor

Construction/
operation

Aboriginal heritage
73 Unexpected Aboriginal

heritage discovery across
the proposal footprint.

All work would be stopped within 10 metres of an unexpected
find discovery and subsequently implement the provisions of the
Standard Management Procedure: Unexpected Archaeological
Finds (Roads and Maritime, 2012).
This would include:
 Onsite specialist supervision to inform the Roads and

Maritime Heritage Officer/Environment Officer
 Recording the location and context of any historic heritage.

Construction
contractor

Construction

74 Unexpected Aboriginal
heritage discovery across
the proposal footprint.

An Aboriginal heritage impact permit (AHIP) would be obtained
prior to restarting work in the event of discovering an unexpected
find:
 Have a qualified heritage specialist prepare a cultural

heritage application report (CHAR) that would support an
application for the permit

Roads and
Maritime

Construction
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 Consult with the local Aboriginal land council in preparing the

CHAR
 Obtain the permit from the Heritage Council of NSW. This

application would be accompanied by a prepared by a
heritage specialist.

75 Additional ancillary facilities
(including stockpile site,
construction compounds
and laydown areas).

Following consultation Environment Branch, Roads and Maritime
(Sydney Region) would carry out stage 1 of the PACHCI process
in the event that the detailed design identifies the requirement
for any modification to the proposal, including the requirement to
establish alternative construction compounds/laydown areas.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

Air quality
76 Air quality emissions and

dust propagation across
the proposal footprint.

An air quality management plan (AQMP) would form a sub-plan
of the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would:
 Map sensitive receiver locations
 Identify potential dust generating activities
 Provide for the monitoring the weather conditions
 Provide for the monitoring of dust generation on site
 Specify the inclusion of dust suppression control measures

during high-wind events (see below)
 Specify the inclusion of emission control measures to reduce

vehicle exhaust and machinery emissions, particularly in the
context of ground-floor businesses adjacent to work sites.

Construction
contractor

Construction

77 Air quality emissions and
dust propagation across
the proposal footprint.

Specific management measures contained with the AQMP
would include the following:
 Cover all waste transportation vehicles
 Stabilise temporary stockpiles
 Stabilise unsealed and exposed areas
 Minimise disturbance and the extent of exposed areas
 Progressively stabilise disturbed/exposed areas
 Implement additional dust control measures in exposed areas

Construction
contractor

Construction
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where the wind speed is excessive (including periodic gusts)
or produces visible dust

 Implement a vehicle, plant and machinery maintenance
program to comply with manufacturer’s specifications and
ensure compliance with the NSW Protection of Environment
Operations Act 1997

 Prevent equipment idling for an excessive period of time
 Prohibit any burning onsite or in the construction compounds
 Visually inspect local conditions to ensure management

measures are implemented and effective
 Routinely sweep areas (at least once a day) to minimise

surface dust notwithstanding the requirement to prevent
sediment-laden runoff as discussed in section 6.8.4

 Cover and sheet all trucks leaving site and ensure wheel
brushes are used on all trucks

 Revise work activities should the dust control measures
prove ineffective.

Greenhouse gas and climate change
78 Manage and reduce fuel

consumption.
Consider using biofuels or lower emission fuels during
construction (eg e10).

Construction
contractor

Construction

79 Use low embodied energy
materials where they are
cost and performance
competitive and
comparable in
environmental
performance.

Purchase materials with low embodied energies where practical
in accordance with Road and Maritime purchasing policy.

Construction
contractor

Construction

80 Use low embodied energy
materials where they are
cost and performance
competitive and
comparable in

Ensure the detailed design considers opportunities to reduce
construction material quantities.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design
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environmental performance

81 Use recycled materials
where they are cost and
performance competitive
and comparable in
environmental
performance.

Use recycled materials where possible and failing that use
materials with a high recycled content.

Construction
contractor

Pre-
construction
Construction

82 Maintain and reduce
vehicle emissions for the
whole proposal.

Aim to reduce the proposal’s transport footprint (haul distance)
by purchasing materials and disposing of waste locally.

Construction
contractor

Construction

83 Manage the design to
accommodate the climate
change factors of increased
temperature and rainfall
events across the whole
proposal.

Adopt the latest pavement design to ensure resilience against
extreme temperature and rainfall events.

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

Hazards and risks
84 Construction hazard and

risk management across
the proposal.

Prepare a hazard and risk management plan (HRMP) as a sub-
plan of the CEMP. As a minimum, the plan would:
 Include an emergency response plan
 Be prepared by a suitably qualified hazard management

specialist
 Provide for the implementation, monitoring and maintenance

of the identified hazard controls.

Construction
contractor

Pre-
construction
Construction

85 Accidental spillage and
discharge across the
proposal during
construction.

 Keep wet and dry spill kit, sand-filled/gravel-filled socks and
geotextile matting ‘onsite’ at all times.

 Train staff in the appropriate deployment, use, removal and
disposal of spill kit.

Construction
contractor

Construction
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86 Workforce and pedestrian
and cyclist safety during
construction across the
proposal.

Fence off and secure all work sites to prevent public access. Construction
contractor

Construction

87 Workforce and pedestrian
and cyclist safety during
construction across the
proposal.

Backfill or cover all open excavations with boards/plates outside
of working hours.

Construction
contractor

Construction

88 Workforce and pedestrian
and cyclist safety during
construction across the
proposal.

Retain exclusion fencing and traffic control measures at all times
unless their removal is a condition of the road occupancy licence
(ROL) in which case make the construction site safe and
demobilise between occupancy periods.

Construction
contractor

Construction

89 Workforce and pedestrian
and cyclist safety during
construction across the
proposal.

Inspect all locations of the work sites ahead of any required
demobilisation to ensure there are no road-user or pedestrian
hazards.

Construction
contractor

Construction

90 Workforce and pedestrian
and cyclist safety during
construction across the
proposal

Develop a pedestrian and cyclist safety management plan to
ensure there are appropriate safety provisions in place to protect
all road users during construction

Construction
contractor

Pre-
construction

91 Hazardous material and
dangerous goods
transportation across the
proposal during
construction

Handle and use dangerous goods and hazardous materials in
accordance with: the NSW Occupational Health and Safety Act
2000; the Storage and Handling of Dangerous Goods Code of
Practice (WorkCover NSW, 2005); NSW Road and Rail
Transport (Dangerous Goods) (Road) Regulation 1998; and
Australian Government’s Code for the Transport of Dangerous
Goods by Road and Rail (National Transport Commission,
2008).

Construction
contractor

Construction

92 Utility or services strike
across the proposal during
construction

Undertake detailed utility surveys as part of the detailed design
along with utility-provider consultation.

Roads and
Maritime/
construction
contractor

Detailed design
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93 Utility or services strike
across the proposal during
construction

Prepare and work to a utility and services plan. Not work would
take place outside of this plan without additional consultation,
utility searches and Roads and Maritime agreement.

Construction
contractor

Construction

94 Pedestrian safety across
the proposal during
operation

 Undertake an assessment of the affected footpaths and
locations to determine the risks

 Include additional safeguards and management measures in
the detailed design as required (eg bollards, safety fencing).

Roads and
Maritime

Detailed design

95 Driver safety across the
proposal during operation

 Notify the public to describe the altered traffic conditions
 Place notices along the proposal footprint forewarning of the

changes
 Introduce the traffic changes in stages to allow driver

familiarisation.

Roads and
Maritime/
construction
contractor

Operation

Cumulative impacts
96 Cumulative impacts Update the CEMP to consider potential cumulative impacts from

surrounding development activities as they become known and
apparent
Include a process to review and update safeguards and
management measures as new work begins or complaints are
received.

Construction
contractor

Pre-
construction/
Construction
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6 Conclusions
Many of the received submissions called into question the rationale for the proposal
expressing concern that it would increase the number of cars in the city centre. The
other key concern was pedestrian safety due to the changes.

As described in this report and the REF the proposal is needed to respond to the
future use of certain city streets for committed CSELR, pedestrian, cyclist and bus
projects. These projects will start to impact on traffic flows and movement in the city
as of mid-2015 and the existing road traffic will need to use other streets. At present
the capacity of these streets is not sufficient to manage this displaced traffic and as a
result their capacity needs increasing in certain locations to relieve congestion pinch-
points.

The proposal would provide sufficient capacity on these streets to maintain traffic
flows, which would combat any increase in congestion while also limiting any impact
on travel times. These changes will cater for all forms of general traffic that currently
needs to access the city over the coming three-to-five years.

Having considered the comments included in the submissions, Roads and Maritime
has revised its safeguards and proposed scheme refinements in three locations.
Roads and Maritime, in consultation with Australia Post, has also reduced the
number of mail boxes that would be impacted by the proposal. It believes that these
measures are sufficient to deliver the required benefits, minimise the proposal’s
impacts and manage the work during its construction and operation.

Consultation will be carried out with affected stakeholders on the revised proposal
before deciding whether to approve the project.
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Terms and acronyms used in this
submissions report
AADT Annual average daily traffic
ABS Australian Bureau of Statistics

DCCEE Australian Government Department of Climate Change and
Energy Efficiency

Access Strategy Sydney City Centre Access Strategy
AHIMS Aboriginal heritage information management system
Air NEPM Air National Environmental Protection Measure
APDG Alfred, Pitt, Dalley and George Street development
AQMP Air quality management plan
ASS Acid sulphate soils
BMP Biodiversity management plan
BTEX Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes
CBD Central business district
CEMP Construction environmental management plan
CMP Contamination management plan
CNVMP Construction noise and vibration management plan
CO Carbon monoxide
CSELR CBD and South East Light Rail
CSTTC Central Sydney Traffic and Transport Committee
CTMP Construction traffic management plan
CTMP Construction capacity improvement plan
DCP Development control plan
DDA Australian Government Disability Discrimination Act 1992
DEC NSW Department of Environment and Conservation
DECC NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change
DP&E NSW Department of Planning and Environment
EIS Environmental impact statement
ENM Excavated natural materials
ENMM Environmental Noise Management Manual

EP&A Act
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW).
Provides the legislative framework for land use planning and
development assessment in NSW

EPA NSW Environment Protection Authority

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.

EPL Environmental protection licence
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ESCP Erosion and sediment control plan

ESD

Ecologically sustainable development. Development which 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

FM Act Fisheries Management Act 1994
HCR Heritage and conservation register
HIPAP Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Papers
HRMP Hazard and risk management plan
IAP2 International Association for Public Participation
ICNG Interim Construction Noise Guidelines
IHO Interim heritage order
INP Industrial Noise Policy
ISEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
JSEA Job safety environmental analysis
km/h Kilometres per hour

LoS
Level of Service. A qualitative measure describing operational
conditions within a traffic stream and their perception by
motorists and/or passengers.

LEP Local Environmental Plan. A type of planning instrument made
under Part 3 of the EP&A Act.

LGA Local government area

NES
Matters of national environmental significance under the
Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999.

NGA National Greenhouse Accounts
NML Noise management level
NOx Nitrogen
OEH NSW Office of Environment and Heritage
PACHCI Procedure for Aboriginal Heritage Consultation and Investigation
PAH Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PEMP Project environmental management plan
PMF Probable maximum flood event
PM10 and PM2.5 Particulate matter
PPV Peak particle velocity

QA specification
Specifications developed by Roads and Maritime Services for
use with roadworks and bridgeworks contracts let by Roads and
Maritime Services

QVB Queen Victoria Building
REF Review of environmental factors
RNP Road Noise Policy
ROL Road Occupation License
RPM Raised pavement markers
RMS Roads and Maritime Services
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SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy. A type of planning
instrument made under Part 3 of the EP&A Act.

SHR State heritage register

SICEECP Sydney International Convention, Exhibition and Entertainment
Centre Precinct

SIS Species impact statement
SOx Oxides of sulphur
SWMS Safe work methods statement
Sydney DCP City of Sydney Development Control Plan 2012
Sydney LEP Sydney Local Environmental Plan
TMC Transport management centre
TAGG Transport Authorities Greenhouse Group
TPH Total petroleum hydrocarbon
TrMP Tree Management Plan
TSC Act Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995
VDV Vibration dose values
VHT Vehicle hours travelled
VKT Vehicle kilometres travelled
VMS Variable message sign
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Appendix A
Submissions log
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The following table lists the 122 submissions received by Roads and Maritime.

Table A-1 Submissions received
No. Stakeholder type Stakeholder

1 Individual

2 Individual

3 Individual

4 Business and commerce Australia Post

5 Individual

6 Individual

7 Individual

8 Individual

9 Individual

10 Individual

11 Individual

12 Business and commerce Accor Hotels

13 Individual

14 Individual

15 Individual

16 Individual

17 Individual

18 Individual

19 Individual

20 Individual

21 Government agencies and
representatives City of Sydney

22 Individual

23 Individual

24 Individual

25 Individual

26 Individual

27 Individual

28 Individual

29 Individual

30 Business and commerce Country Road
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No. Stakeholder type Stakeholder

31 Individual

32 Individual

33 Individual

34 Individual

35 Individual

36 Individual

37 Individual

38 Individual

39 Individual

40 Individual

41 Individual

42 Individual

43 Individual

44 Individual

45 Individual

46 Individual

47 Individual

48 Individual

49 Individual

50 Individual

51 Individual

52 Business and commerce Bang & Olufsen

53 Individual

54 Individual

55 Individual

56 Individual

57 Business and commerce Rose & Jones

58 Government agencies and
representatives South Eastern Sydney Local Health District

59 Business and commerce Amalgamated Holdings Limited (High Range
Analytics)

60 Tourism Accommodation Australia (advocacy
submission)

Advocacy and special interest
groups/business and
commerce
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No. Stakeholder type Stakeholder

61 Individual

62 Individual

63 Individual

64 Individual

65 Business and commerce Metro Hotel Sydney Central

66 Individual

67 Individual

68 Advocacy and special interest
groups Bicycle NSW

69 Individual

70 Professional institutes Transport Planning Chapter (Planning Institute of
Australia)

71 Business and commerce Infin Architects

72 Business and commerce
Amalgamated Holdings Limited (High Range
Analytics) All responses refer to submission
number 59 in main report.

73 Advocacy and special interest
groups Tourism and Transport Forum

74 Business and commerce JBA Urban Planning Consultants Pty Ltd (Investa)

75 Individual

76 Advocacy and special interest
groups 10,000 Friends of Greater Sydney Ltd

77 Individual

78 Government agencies and
representatives

Population Health (Sydney South West Area Health
Service)

79 Business and commerce Design Collaborative (Red Bottle Group)

80 Individual

81 Individual

82 Individual

83 Individual

84 Advocacy and special interest
groups BIKESydney

85 Individual

86 Advocacy and special interest
groups National Heart Foundation Australia NSW Division

87 Government agencies and
representatives Alex Greenwich MP

88 Advocacy and special interest BIKEast
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No. Stakeholder type Stakeholder
groups

89 Individual

90 Individual

91 Individual

92 Advocacy and special interest
groups Action for Public Transport (NSW)

93 Business and commerce ComfortDelgro Cabcharge (Hills District Buses)

94 Individual

95 Individual

96 Business and commerce MCA Accessory Supermarket

97 Individual

98 Individual

99 Individual

100 Individual

101 Individual

102 Business and commerce The Other Dimension

103 Individual

104 Advocacy and special interest
groups

Ash BUG All responses refer to submission
number 84 in main report.

105 Individual

106 Advocacy and special interest
groups Owners Corporation Network of Australia (OCN)

107 Individual

108 Individual

109 Individual

110 Individual

111 Individual

112 Advocacy and special interest
groups/ business and commerce

Tourism Accommodation Australia (business
submission)

113 Business and commerce Urbis (World Square)

114 Government agencies and
representatives City of Sydney

115 Professional institutes Australia Institute of Landscape Architects

116 Advocacy and special interest
groups Committee for Sydney

117 Advocacy and special interest
groups National Roads and Motorists’ Association (NRMA)
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No. Stakeholder type Stakeholder

118 Business and commerce McDonald’s Australia Ltd

119 Business and commerce The Royal Australasian College of Physicians

120 Advocacy and special interest
groups Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney

121 Advocacy and special interest
groups Sydney Grammar School

122 Business and commerce Y-Hotel Hyde Park
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Appendix B
Meeting log and supporting technical information
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Additional consultation meetings
This section describes the key consultation meetings Roads and Maritime held after the REF was displayed.

Table B-1 Key consultation meetings

Stakeholder Key concerns/ meeting
purpose

Outcome (reference to the further discussion in submissions report where
relevant)

Amalgamated
Holdings Limited

· The proposed kerbside use
and footpath changes on
Market Street

· Potential business impacts

· Roads and Maritime is reviewing the kerbside changes on Market Street as part of
the refinements and the detailed design (refer to section 3.15).

· Transport for NSW is developing the CBD Freight Movement and Servicing
Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and services across the city.

Australia Post · Potential impact on 17 mail
box locations

· Loss of mail zones

· Roads and Maritime confirmed that we would continue to work with Australia Post to
identify mail boxes that could be relocated or co-located and identify suitable
locations for mail zones (refer to section 4.6.1).

Bang & Olufsen · Loading provision change on
King Street

· Potential business impacts

· Roads and Maritime will continue to work with stakeholders impacted by the
proposed changes (refer to sub-comment O2).

· Transport for NSW is developing the CBD Freight Movement and Servicing
Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and service vehicles across the city.

BIKEast · Maintain College Street
cycleway

· Roads and Maritime agreed to carry out further traffic modelling on College Street.
· Refer to the College Street and Castlereagh Street North Cycleways: Review of

Environmental Factors (Roads and Maritime, 2014).
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Stakeholder Key concerns/ meeting
purpose

Outcome (reference to the further discussion in submissions report where
relevant)

City of Sydney · Pedestrian impacts on Market
Street

· Removal of pedestrian
crossing on southern leg of
traffic lights at the intersection
of Harris Street and Ultimo
Road

· Removal of pedestrian
crossing at traffic lights on
York Street between King
Street and Market Street

· Kerb extension alterations on
Clarence Street

· Tree removal
· Loading zone changes in

Clarence, Sussex and Pitt
streets

· Loss of mobility parking
· Footpath impacts at the

Goulburn Street/ George
Street intersection

· Roads and Maritime agreed to review the pedestrian activity to the west of George
Street.

· Roads and Maritime agreed to review the use of the southern kerb of Market Street
between George Street and Pitt Street as a potential taxi zones (refer to Chapter 4).

· Roads and Maritime carried out a review of the intersection arrangement at Harris
Street/Ultimo Road to seek to retain the pedestrian crossing on the southern leg of
the intersection (refer to section 3.18).

· Council accepted the low use of the York Street pedestrian crossing at traffic lights
and did not oppose its removal (refer to section 3.18).

· Roads and Maritime confirmed the proposed changes on Clarence Street would still
provide sufficient space for pedestrians as well as an additional lane (refer to
section 3.16).

· Roads and Maritime agreed to engage an independent arborist to assess the impact
to vegetation as part of the proposal. Roads and Maritime will consult with the City
of Sydney to review the impact on trees and seek every opportunity to minimise any
impact wherever feasible and reasonable during the detailed design stage (refer to
section 3.11).

· Roads and Maritime will continue to consult with City of Sydney regarding the
changes to loading zone on Clarence, Sussex and Pitt streets as part of the
refinements and the detailed design (refer to section 3.15).

· Transport for NSW is developing the CBD Freight Movement and Servicing
Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and services across the city.

· Roads and Maritime will continue to consult with the City of Sydney to find
alternative replacement mobility parking arrangements (refer to section 3.19).

· Roads and Maritime clarified the proposed change had less of an impact to
pedestrian space than initially anticipated. We also confirmed that the change would
provide a dedicated left turn lane from Goulburn Street to George Street to avoid
delays to the westbound movements along Goulburn Street.
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Stakeholder Key concerns/ meeting
purpose

Outcome (reference to the further discussion in submissions report where
relevant)

CBD and South
East Light Rail
Team (CSELR)

· Coordination of the proposal
with the construction of
CSELR

· Roads and Maritime will continue to work closely with Transport for NSW and
CSELR to minimise disruptions and impacts during the detailed design and
construction phases.

CBD Transport
Group

· Coordination of the proposal
with the other development
taking place in the city over
the coming years, with the
added impact on pedestrian
movement and capacity.

· Roads and Maritime will continue to work with the City of Sydney and other
government agencies to deliver transport solutions in the CBD through a range of
projects.

· Roads and Maritime committed to considering other Government and private
developments in the city and continue to work with the government agencies to
minimise disruptions during the detailed design and construction phases (refer to
section 3.13) of this proposal.

Country Road · Loading provision changes on
King Street

· Potential business impacts

· Roads and Maritime will continue to work with stakeholders impacted by the
proposed changes (refer to sub-comment O2).

· Transport for NSW is carrying out investigations to help inform the CBD Freight
Movement and Servicing Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and
services across the city.

Committee for
Sydney

· Promotion of cars over other
forms of transport, including
walking and cycling

· Roads and Maritime confirmed the proposal was needed to provide capacity for
traffic that will be diverted from George Street once CSELR starts construction.  The
combination of CSELR and other changes throughout the CBD continue to
encourage people to cycle, walk and use public transport (refer to section 3.13).

Individual · Road layout changes on
Macquarie Street

· Urban design and heritage
impacts on Macquarie Street

· Tree loss on Macquarie Street
· The ineffectiveness of

previous proposals to
reconfigure Macquarie Street

· Roads and Maritime is reviewing the proposal with consideration of the points raised
(refer to section 3.10).

· Roads and Maritime gathered further clarification on the heritage value and urban
design impacts on Macquarie Street (refer to the specialist technical report that is
part of this report.).

· Roads and Maritime reviewed the impacts on trees and will minimise any loss where
possible as part of the detailed design (refer to section 3.11).
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Stakeholder Key concerns/ meeting
purpose

Outcome (reference to the further discussion in submissions report where
relevant)

McDonalds · Loading provision changes on
York Street

· Potential business impacts

· Roads and Maritime would provide a loading zone in King Street between George
Street and York Street from 8pm to 6am to assist with after-hours deliveries (refer to
sub-comment O2).

· Transport for NSW is developing the CBD Freight Movement and Servicing
Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and services across the city.

Oaks Hotel Hyde
Park Plaza

· Construction impacts and
timing

· Roads and Maritime will continue to inform the community and stakeholders on this
project.  Impacted businesses and residents will be notified about the start of
construction work including dates and times.  We will also provide early warning of
construction that would affect the local community, for example road closures and
noise-generating activities (refer to Chapter 5).

Y Hotel · Set down and pick up for
customers on the western
side of Wentworth Avenue.

· Roads and Maritime will continue to work with stakeholders impacted by the
proposed changes (refer to sub-comment O6).

· Transport for NSW is developing the CBD Freight Movement and Servicing
Strategy, which will look at access for delivery and services across the city.
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Supporting technical information
This section includes additional information provided by the technical study specialists to
support preparing the submissions report. It contains a response prepared by:
· SLR Consulting on noise and vibration impacts
· GML on non-Aboriginal heritage impacts..
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E: sydney@slrconsulting.com   www.slrconsulting.com 
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Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement Plan

Noise and Vibration

Response to Submissions

This  letter  outline  SLR’s  response  to  the  comments  regarding  noise  and  vibration  raised in the
submission comments.

“All heritage buildings are likely to be noise sensitive simply because of their poor acoustic performance
and the difficulties in applying noise insulation to them.”

SLR Response

For the operational assessment, the change in noise levels with the project compared to the noise levels if
the project was not to go ahead was assessed.  The acoustic performance of the buildings is not relevant
when assessing the change in noise level due to the project.

For  the  construction  assessment  it  is  the  usage  of  the  building  that  makes  it  sensitive  ie  residential,
educational, worship, theatre etc or less sensitive such as commercial, retail.  We do agree that the facade
reduction  of  some  of  the  heritage  buildings  may  be  lower  compared  to  some  of  the  newer  buildings.
However, the conservatively assumed 20 dB facade reduction with windows closed would be achieved by
most heritage buildings and the newer buildings would have significantly higher facade reduction of in the
order of 40 dB or higher.
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SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

HENRIK MALKER 
Principal C Noise and Vibration 

“The REF should have computed the future noise environment according to the capacity of the intersecJ
tions, not the forecast traffic. This would have given higher noise levels (except in the case of the Hunter
Street intersection).”

SLR Response

The  traffic  modelling  predicted  a  conservative  “worst  case”  forecast  of  future  traffic  volumes.    From
discussions with the traffic modellers it is SLR’s understanding that there may be some overCcapacity at
individual intersections which when assessing the overall traffic flows cannot be utilised.  Therefore only
accounting  for  the  maximum  capacity  at  each  intersection  would  not  give  realistic  “worst  case”  traffic
volumes for the future with project.



Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012);

Macquarie Street Special Character Area (Sydney DCP 2012, 2.1.6);
and

College Street/Hyde Park Special Character Area (Sydney DCP 2012,
2.1.2).

In considering the potential heritage issues raised by these submissions, GML
Heritage (GML) has undertaken an additional targeted site visit, re-examined
the scope of the proposed works and reviewed the relevant heritage citations
(City of Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2012, City of Sydney Development
Control Plan 2012, and the State Heritage Inventory).

The Astor
The Astor is listed as a heritage item on Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012
(I1873). The proposed works will not result in any physical impact on The
Astor. The proposed works comprise alterations to the existing parking
restrictions (a change to signage on existing posts) kerbside in front of The
Astor with consequent effect on amenity for residents (for deliveries and
removals) is not a heritage issue.

The heritage significance of The Astor would not be adversely affected by the
proposed works.

4 February 2015

Our Ref:  13-0483cfl1

Re:  Sydney City Centre Traffic Management Plan    Response to Review of
Environmental Factors Heritage Submissions

We have  reviewed  the relevant  submissions  from  respondents  to  the public
Sydney City Centre Capacity Improvement Plan Review of

Environmental Factors  (REF) which was on display from 24 November 2014
to 9 January 2015.

The issues raised in the submissions relate to and/or specifically mention:

The  Astor  at  123  125  Macquarie  Street  (listed  as  a  heritage  item  on
Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012);



Macquarie Street Special Character Area
Removal of the existing kerb extension (on the western side and south of Phillip Street) affects fabric that
has been previously replaced and realigned, and in itself will not result in adverse heritage impact. The
proposed works would affect early sandstone kerbing in some locations; however, the removed
sandstone would be reused where possible (ie moved back to form the new realigned kerb). If this is not
feasible, the kerbs would be taken to a council depot for reuse at a later date or for another project.

The mature plane trees lining Macquarie Street contribute to the streetscape character of this area,
although they are not listed as heritage items. As discussed in the REF every effort will be made to retain
these street trees, although the feasibility of their retention will be considered during the detailed design
stage. If the trees need to be removed (because for example, their trunk/root ball would be impacted by
the realigned kerb), they would be replaced with mature plantings of the same species, maintaining the
character of the streetscape.

The proposed removal of the existing kerb extension (on the western side and south of Phillip Street)
would affect two mature London plane trees that are not listed as heritage items. If the trees cannot be
retained, they would be replaced to minimise the adverse impact on the Macquarie Street streetscape
and the Special Character Area. This process has occurred previously in several locations along
Macquarie Street, as evidenced by the less mature trees lining the street.

We note that the proposed removal of the existing kerb extension occur in front of History House at 133
Macquarie Street and extent in front of BMA House at 135-137 Macquarie Street. These buildings are
both listed on Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012 and on the State Heritage Register. The proposed
works will not result in any physical impact on these heritage items and their heritage significance would
not be adversely affected by the proposed works.

In summary, as the proposed works along Macquarie Street do not physically impact any heritage items,
efforts would be made to minimise tree removal or replace removed trees, and sandstone kerbing would
be reused where possible, the cumulative impacts on the Macquarie Street Special Character Area would
be minor but acceptable.

The proposed changes to traffic and parking provisions will not result in any adverse heritage impacts.

College Street/Hyde Park Special Character Area and Queen s Square
The proposed modifications to the kerbs from Macquarie Street to Prince Albert Road and from St. James
Road to Macquarie Street, are outside the curtilages of the St James Church and Supreme Court and old
Registry Office building, both listed on Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012 and the State Heritage
Register.

However, the proposed modifications extend into the curtilage of Queen s Square, which is listed as a
heritage item on Schedule 5 of the Sydney LEP 2012. Also, both the statue of Albert, the Prince Consort
and the statue of Queen Victoria are located within the curtilage of Queen s Square.

Alteration of kerb from Macquarie Street to Prince Albert Road
The modification of the kerb radius to accommodate the turning path would bring the kerb and some
associated fixtures (lighting and signage poles) closer to the statue of Albert, the Prince Consort, and its
associated in ground plaque. However, given the substantial separation (approximately 9 metres) there is



ample distance between the existing kerb and the statue and plaque, and the change in the kerb radius
will not result in any adverse heritage impact.

Similarly, due to the separation and minor nature and extent of this proposed work, it will not have an
impact on the heritage values (Local, State, National or World) of the Former Hyde Park Barracks.

Alteration of kerb from St. James Road to Macquarie Street
The modification of the kerb geometry to accommodate the realignment of the eastbound carriageway
and turning paths would bring the kerb and some associated fixtures (lighting and signage poles) closer
to the statue of Queen Victoria and its stepped granite podium. However, given the substantial separation
(approximately 4 metres) between the existing kerb and the closest point of the statue plinth, the change
in the kerb geometry (of approximately 1 metre) will not result in any adverse heritage impact.

The proposed works would involve the modification/removal of the planter bed between the kerb and the
statue plinth that is not listed as a heritage item. This work would not physically affect the plinth or the
statue, and would not result in any adverse heritage impact.

 (which are
not listed as heritage items) for vertical height clearance. The extent and methodology of this proposed
pruning would be determined in consultation with an arborist. Pruning would be minimised to reduce any
change to

Given the minor nature and extent of this proposed work, it would not result in an adverse impact on the

In summary, as the proposed works at the intersection of Macquarie Street, St James Road and Prince
Albert Road do not physically impact any heritage items, the pruning of trees would be minimised, and
sandstone kerbing would be reused where possible, the cumulative impacts on the College Street/Hyde
Park Special Character Area or on Queen s Square would be minimal and acceptable.

If you require any further information or clarification, please contact us.

Yours sincerely
GML Heritage Pty Ltd

Peter Romey
Partner
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