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Executive summary 

The proposal 

Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) propose to perform intersection improvements 

on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield to improve road safety and ease traffic 

congestion at this location (the proposal). The proposed work involves widening the eastern side of 

Milton Street to provide one southbound through lane and two dedicated right turn lanes into 

Georges River Road. The widening will be on a combination of Roads and Maritime owned land, 

private property (with a road easement) and council land with a vested road widening order. 

Need for the proposal 

The intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield was identified as a pinch point 

on the Georges River Road and Punchbowl Road corridor. A high volume of traffic utilises the 

intersection during the AM and PM peaks and a large number of right turn movements are 

performed by road users from Milton Street into Georges River Road.  

The intersection is currently performing at Level of Service (LoS) D in the AM peak with an average 

delay of 47.1 seconds per vehicle and at LoS E in the PM peak with an average delay of 60.5 

seconds per vehicle, indicating the intersection is at capacity. If the existing configuration is not 

upgraded, in 2026 the intersection would perform at LoS F in the AM peak with an average delay of 

78.5 seconds per vehicle and at LOS F in the PM peak with an average delay of 129.7 seconds per 

vehicle.  

In the five year period between 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2017, there were 22 reported crashes at the 

intersection and surrounding streets including two crashes resulting in serious injuries. 32 per cent 

of these crashes occurred at the intersection of Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue and involved 

right turn movements into or out of Blackwood Avenue.  

An upgrade is required to improve road safety and ease traffic congestion to meet current and 

future traffic demands.  

Proposal objectives and development criteria 

The objectives of the proposal are to: 

 Improve road safety 

 Ease traffic congestion and reduce the likelihood of traffic queuing through adjacent 
intersections during peak periods  

 Improve the consistency of travel times for motorists, particularly during peak periods. 
 

The development criteria for the proposal include: 

 Constructability including utility relocation 

 Minimise land use and community impacts 

 Minimise property acquisition 

 Minimise environmental impacts. 

Options considered 

Four options were considered for this proposal: 

 Option 1: The do nothing option 
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This option assumes no change to the existing configuration of the intersection 

 Option 2: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 38 metres 

This option would involve road widening of four metres on Milton Street with a storage capacity 

of 38 m. This option would involve the removal of mature trees and the acquisition of private 

property  

 Option 3: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 55 metres 

This option would involve road widening of four metres on Milton Street with a storage capacity 

of 55 m. This option would involve the removal of mature trees and the acquisition of private 

property 

 Option 4: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 80 metres 

This option would involve road widening of four metres on Milton Street with a storage capacity 

of 80 m. This option would involve the removal of mature trees and the acquisition of private 

property. 

 

The preferred option is Option 4 as it best meets proposal objectives and development criteria by 

having the greatest storage capacity of all the options.  

Statutory and planning framework 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) aims to facilitate the effective 

delivery of infrastructure across the State. Clause 94 of ISEPP permits development on any land for 

the purpose of a road or road infrastructure facilities to be carried out by or on behalf of a public 

authority without consent.  

As the proposal is for a road and is to be carried out by Roads and Maritime, it can be assessed 

under Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. Development consent 

from council is not required. 

Community and stakeholder consultation  

Roads and Maritime invited feedback on the proposal from 12 September 2018 to 9 October 2018. 

Feedback was received from 14 people with three people in favour, four people opposed to some 

aspects of the work and seven people who did not state a preference. Key matters that were raised 

included: 

 Objections to restricting the right turn into and out of Blackwood Avenue  

 Concerns over extended parking restrictions 

 Concerns about environmental impacts because of the proposed work including noise and tree 
removal 

 Concerns about safety for road users 

 Other suggestions for improvements to be considered at the intersection.  

Consultation will continue with residents and stakeholders throughout the ongoing development of 

the proposal. 

Environmental impacts 

As part of this REF an assessment of potential impacts was carried out, as well as outlining 

safeguards and management measures to mitigate these potential impacts. 

 

The beneficial effects of the proposal are: 



Intersection improvements on Georges 

River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

iii 

 Improved road safety through the implementation of banning right turn movements into and out

of Blackwood Avenue, controlling the right turn movement from Milton Street into Georges River

Road and the third pedestrian crossing

 Improved traffic flow on Milton Street and Georges River Road

 Improvement in consistent travel times and speeds through the additional right turn storage

capacity from Milton Street into Georges River Road.

The key potential adverse effects of the proposal are: 

 Construction noise as a result of road works, corridor clearing and compound site operation

 Removal of street trees

 Partial acquisition of a private property at 98 Milton Street

 Temporary disruptions to traffic flow during the construction period as a result of lane closures

 Impacts to 82 metres of local non-Aboriginal heritage sandstone kerbing along Milton Street
 Temporary amenity impacts of the compound site and associated road works activities such as 

bollards

 Temporary reduction in pedestrian and cyclist access to the shared user path on the eastern 
side of Milton Street. A temporary footpath would be made available to pedestrians.

Justification and conclusion 

The Proposal is subject to assessment under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. This REF has examined and 

considered all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the proposed 

activity. 

The Proposal is considered to be consistent with Government strategic planning at Commonwealth, 

State and regional levels as it would lead to improved efficiency and safety of the road network. 

While there would be some environmental impacts as a consequence of the Proposal, these 

impacts have been avoided or minimised wherever possible through design and site-specific 

safeguards (Chapter 6 and Section 7.2). 

This REF has concluded the adverse impacts and risks of the Proposal would be outweighed by the 

longer-term benefits of providing improved traffic flow, reduced congestion and improved safety for 

all road users. On balance, the proposal is therefore considered justified.  

This REF has also concluded the Proposal is not likely to significantly affect the environment and, 

therefore, an environmental impact statement and assessment under Part 5.1 of the EP&A Act is 

not required. Additionally, there would be no significant impacts to matters of national environmental 

significance or to the environment of Commonwealth land and as such the Proposal was not 

referred to the Australian Government Department of the Environment and Energy. 
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1. Introduction
This chapter introduces the proposal and provides the context of the environmental assessment. In 

introducing the proposal, the objectives and project development history are detailed and the 

purpose of the report provided. 

1.1 Proposal identification 

Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) proposes to perform intersection improvements 

on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield to improve road safety and ease traffic 

congestion at this location (the proposal). Georges River Road is a four-lane single carriageway 

which is classified as a tertiary freight route and major arterial road which provides connections to 

South West Sydney and other arterial road corridors, such as the A3 and A6. The current signalised 

T-intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street has significant congestion issues,

particularly during weekday peak periods.

The proposal is situated within the Inner West Council local government area (LGA) and is 

approximately nine kilometres (km) to the west of the Sydney Central Business Direct (CBD). The 

location of the proposal can be seen in Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2.  

Currently, Georges River Road on approach to the intersection with Milton Street experiences high 

traffic volumes during AM and PM peaks. A large proportion of vehicles turn right from Milton Street 

into Georges River Road and as there is only one dedicated right turn lane, this causes vehicles to 

bank up on Milton Street. This results in congestion issues and traffic delays, particularly at 

intersections southbound on Milton Street which are in close proximity to the proposal.  

The proposed works are required to increase the storage capacity for a high volume of traffic turning 

right out of Milton Street into Georges River Road. The proposal would allow for two dedicated right 

turn lanes from Milton Street into Georges River Road and one through lane southbound on Milton 

Street via road widening into the adjacent residential and public reserve area.  

The NSW Government’s $300 million Urban Roads Pinch Point Program aims to reduce delays, 

manage congestion and maintain travel times on Sydney’s main roads. The Georges River Road 

and Punchbowl Road corridor forms part of this program and identified the intersection of Georges 

River Road and Milton Street for further investigation.   

Key features of the proposal include: 

 Providing an additional dedicated right turn lane with a storage length of 80 metres on Milton 
Street for motorists turning into Georges River Road

 Widening the eastern side of Milton Street by four metres to provide a dedicated through lane for 
southbound motorists on Milton Street

 Installing a pedestrian crossing on the southern side of the intersection

 Re-aligning the south-west corner of the intersection from Milton Street to Georges River Road

 Restricting right turn movements into and out of Blackwood Avenue

 Extending existing parking restrictions to 13 car spaces on Milton Street and seven spaces on 
Georges River Road

 Re-aligning the shared footpath along the eastern side of Milton Street

 Removing 82 metres of existing sandstone kerb and relocation about 58m of the existing 

sandstone kerb to the new road alignment on the eastern side of Milton Street

 Removal of some mature trees on Milton Street to accommodate the widening
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 Modifying the existing street lighting, utilities, line marking, traffic lights and sign posting to suit

the new intersection design.

The location of the proposal is shown in Figure 1-1 and an overview of the proposal is provided in 

Figure 1-2. Chapter 3 describes the proposal in more detail.
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Figure 1-1: Location of the proposal 
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Figure 1-2: The proposal 
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1.2 Purpose of the report 

This review of environmental factors (REF) has been prepared by Roads and Maritime Easing 

Sydney’s Congestion. For the purposes of these works, Roads and Maritime is the proponent and 

the determining authority under Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 

1979 (EP&A Act). 

The purpose of the REF is to describe the proposal, to document the likely impacts of the proposal 

on the environment, and to detail mitigation and management measures to be implemented. 

The description of the proposed work and assessment of associated environmental impacts is 

carried out in the context of clause 228 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 

2000, the factors in Is an EIS Required? Best Practice Guidelines for Part 5 of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (Is an EIS required? guidelines) (DUAP, 1995/1996), Roads 

and Related Facilities EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996), the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act), 

the Fisheries Management Act 1994 (FM Act), and the Australian Government’s Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  

In doing so, the REF helps to fulfil the requirements of Section 5.5 of the EP&A Act including that 

Roads and Maritime examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible, all matters 

affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the activity 

The findings of the REF would be considered when assessing: 

 Whether the proposal is likely to have a significant impact on the environment and therefore

the necessity for an environmental impact statement to be prepared and approval to be

sought from the Minister for Planning under Division 5.2 of the EP&A Act

 The significance of any impact on threatened species as defined by the BC Act and/or FM

Act, in section 1.7 of the EP&A Act and therefore the requirement for a Species Impact

Statement or a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report

 The significance of any impact on nationally listed biodiversity matters under the EPBC Act,

including whether there is a real possibility that the activity may threaten long-term survival

of these matters, and whether offsets are required and able to be secured

 The potential for the proposal to significantly impact any other matters of national

environmental significance or Commonwealth land and the need, subject to the EPBC Act

strategic assessment approval, to make a referral to the Australian Government Department

of the Environment and Energy for a decision by the Commonwealth Minister for the

Environment on whether assessment and approval is required under the EPBC Act.
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2. Need and options considered
This chapter describes the need for the proposal in terms of its strategic setting and operational 

need. It identifies the various options considered and the selection of the preferred option for the 

proposal. 

2.1 Strategic need for the proposal 

Georges River Road is a classified tertiary freight route and provides significant connections to the 

suburbs of South Western Sydney and other arterial corridors such as King Georges Road (A3) and 

Fairford Road (A6). Milton Road also facilitates access to other arterial corridors including the Hume 

Highway (A22), Canterbury Road (A34) and King Georges Road (A3).  

The NSW Government’s Urban Pinch Point Program aims to reduce traffic delays, manage 

congestion and improve travel times on Sydney’s major roads, particularly during weekday peak 

periods. The intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Road was identified to be a pinch point 

on the Georges River Road and Punchbowl Road corridor. Pinch points are traffic congestion 

points, intersections or short lengths of road at which a traffic bottleneck exists, slowing down the 

broader network.  

The intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street experiences high traffic volumes during 

the AM and PM peak periods and a large proportion of motorists turn right from Milton Street into 

Georges River Road. This causes congestion as there is only one dedicated right turn lane out of 

Milton Street and consequently, vehicles bank up through the nearby intersections on Milton Road. 

20 m north of the Georges River Road and Milton Street intersection, on the southbound side of 

Milton Street is Blackwood Avenue. Blackwood Avenue is a 65 m long cul-de-sac used only for local 

access to residential properties. There is an extensive crash history at the intersection of Milton 

Street and Blackwood Avenue.  

During the five year period from 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2017 there were 22 reported crashes at the 

intersection and surrounding streets including two crashes resulting in serious injuries. 32 per cent 

of these crashes occurred at the intersection of Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue and involved 

right turn movements into or out of Blackwood Avenue.  

The proposal is expected to assist in reducing congestion and improve traffic flow through adjacent 

intersections through the provision of two dedicated right turn lanes from Milton Street into Georges 

River Road. The right turn restrictions into and out of Blackwood Avenue are also expected to assist 

in improving road safety by prohibiting turning movements across multiple through lanes, on a road 

that experiences high volumes of traffic. This would meet the proposal objectives (refer to Section 

2.3.1) and the objectives of the Urban Pinch Point Program  

The proposal would also address objectives for Sydney’s important urban roads as outlined in: 

 NSW Long-term Transport Master Plan (Transport for NSW 2012)

 NSW State Infrastructure Strategy (NSW Government 2014)

 NSW 2021: A plan to make NSW Number One (NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet 2011)

 Future Transport Strategy 2056 (Transport for NSW 2018).
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2.1.1 NSW Long-term Transport Master Plan 

The NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan (LTTMP) (TfNSW 2012) provides a framework to 

deliver an integrated, modern transport system by identifying NSW’s transport actions and 

investment priorities over the next 20 years. The LTTMP sets a number of targets including 

implementing a program to identify pinch points and alleviate traffic congestion by upgrading 

motorway infrastructure and more efficient management of road space.  

The LTTMP has identified a number of challenges and actions relevant to the proposal including: 

 Congestion and pinch point management in Greater Sydney to respond to the growing pressure

on the road network

 Being able to travel safer, including the provision of safe travel options and networks

 Increasing network efficiency for freight movements.

The LLTTMP recognises that localised congestion occurs at several locations along the Punchbowl 

Road / Georges River Road corridor. The proposal is consistent with the aim of the LTTMP of 

reducing congestion and improving safety at pinch point locations. Traffic travelling southbound on 

Milton Street in Ashfield face a pinch point as there is a short storage capacity of the right turn lane 

into Georges River Road, which results in vehicles queuing across adjacent intersections. The 

proposal would improve though traffic flow.  

2.1.2 NSW State Infrastructure Strategy 2012 – 2032 

The State Infrastructure Strategy 2012-2032 (SIS) developed by Infrastructure NSW is a 20 year 

strategy which identifies and prioritises the delivery of critical public infrastructure to drive 

productivity and economic growth (Infrastructure NSW 2012). This assessment of the State’s 

existing infrastructure highlighted critical deficiencies in urban road capacity and provides strategic 

options to meet the challenges of population growth and substantial increases in freight volumes. 

One of the objectives of the SIS is to reduce delays and manage traffic on major arterial roads 

across Sydney, including at pinch points (peak hour congestion problem areas).  

The Punchbowl Road / Georges River Road corridor, which forms part of this proposal is an arterial 

road and is an important corridor providing freight and passenger movements to and from South 

West Sydney. The SIS sets the strategy to manage the development along the Punchbowl Road / 

Georges River Road corridor to improve its safety, traffic efficiency and sustainability. An upgrade of 

the intersection will increase the efficiency of the intersection and improve its safety and therefore 

aligns with the SIS. 

2.1.3 NSW 2021: A Plan to make NSW Number One 

A Plan to Make NSW Number One (NSW 2021 Plan) (NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet 

2011) is the NSW Government’s 10 year strategic business plan which sets priorities for action and 

guides resource allocation to deliver economic growth and critical infrastructure throughout NSW. 

The NSW 2021 Plan places emphasis on investing in and delivering an efficient and effective 

transport system including road infrastructure that will relieve congestion, improve safety and 

expand capacity on road corridors.  

The proposal directly addresses three objectives relating to transport and infrastructure identified in 

the NSW 2021 Plan. These are:  
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 Improves the efficiency of the road

 Reduction of travel times

 Improves the safety of roads.

The proposal is anticipated to achieve the above mentioned targets by carrying out the intersection 

upgrade. By adding an additional right turn lane on Milton Street southbound, the efficiency of the 

road corridor in this section would improve. These arrangements would also ease traffic congestion 

and improve travel time at the intersection. As such, the proposal’s objectives are consistent with 

the NSW 2021 Plan. 

2.1.4 Future Transport Strategy 2056 

Future Transport Strategy 2056 is NSW Government’s vision for the next 40 years of transport in 

NSW and is a result of the review of the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan. The purpose of 

the strategy is to guide integrated transport and land use planning across regional NSW and 

Greater Sydney. Transport and customer outcomes to be achieved over the short, medium and 

long-term to provide better and safer journeys for all transport customers are set out in the strategy. 

The Future Transport Strategy will be supported by a suite of issue-specific and place-based plans 

that focus on the role transport plays in the land use, tourism and economic development of towns 

and cities. Plans under the strategy that have been finalised include; Greater Sydney Services and 

Infrastructure Plan, Regional NSW Services and Infrastructure Plan and the Road Safety Plan.  

A key priority and direction under the Future Transport Strategy 2056 relates to movement and 

place; balancing the efficient movement of people and goods with the liveability of places on the 

transport network.  

A part of the vision for Greater Sydney is that of a 30 minute city where anyone can reach their 

nearest Metropolitan and Strategic centre within 30 minutes by public transport 7 days a week. 

Enhanced centre to centre networks and movement corridors are identified as important to achieve 

that vision.  

The Future Transport Strategy 2056’s vision is to provide better and safer journey for transport 

customers around Sydney.  Improvements to the transport corridor along the Punchbowl Road / 

Georges River Road corridor aligns with the outcomes sought in in the Future Transport Strategy 

2056 through improving the travel time and reliability along the corridor. 

2.2 Existing infrastructure 

The description of the existing road and infrastructure at the proposal is provided below and shown 

in Figure 2-1.  

Road infrastructure 

Georges River Road 

Georges River Road is a dual lane carriageway with typically two lanes in each direction and a 

posted speed limit of 60 km/h. On approach to the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton 

Street, the two lanes transition into a dedicated right turn lane onto Milton Street, southbound and a 

single left turn lane onto Milton Street, northbound.  
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Existing clearway hours of operation in the eastbound direction are between 6am to 10am Monday 

to Friday and “No Parking” restrictions operate at all times outside of clearway hours. In the 

westbound direction, the existing clearway hours of operation are between 3pm to 7pm Monday to 

Friday and there are some zones of “No Parking”, “Bus Zone” and “No Stopping” applicable outside 

of clearway hours. 

Milton Street 

North of the intersection with Georges River Road, Milton Street is a single carriageway typically 

consisting of two lanes in both the northbound and southbound direction with a posted speed limit of 

60 km/h.  

Existing clearway hours of operation in the northbound direction are between 6am to 10am Monday 

to Friday; there are bus zones, however street parking is available outside of clearway hours. In the 

southbound direction, the existing clearway hours of operation are between 3pm to 7pm Monday to 

Friday; there are bus zones, however street parking is available outside of clearway hours. 

South of the intersection, Milton Street has a single lane in each direction with a posted speed limit 

of 50 km/h.  

Blackwood Avenue 

Blackwood Avenue is a 65 m long cul-de-sac used only for local access to residential properties. 

Local roads operate a speed limit of 50 km/h.  

Currently, Blackwood Avenue can be accessed via turning right across the traffic from the 

northbound direction on Milton Street or by turning left in the southbound direction from Milton 

Street into Blackwood Avenue. Existing Give Way signage on exit from Blackwood Avenue allows 

for vehicles to turn left out of Blackwood Avenue to continue southbound on Milton Street and for 

vehicles to turn right across the traffic and into the northbound direction of Milton Street.  

There are no sign posted parking restrictions on Blackwood Avenue. 
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Figure 2-1 Existing road infrastructure 
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Public transport 

There are a number of bus routes that travel through the proposal area (refer to Figure 2-2). Bus 

stops within the proposal area are shown in Figure 2-3 and are listed below: 

Milton Street, approximately 50 m north of the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street 

Georges River Road, approximately 55 m west of the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton 

Street  

There also another two bus stops on opposite sides of the road on Georges River Road, 

approximately 350 m west of the proposal area. 

Bus routes that use these stops include: 

 Route 464 – Ashfield Station to Mortlake 

 Route 466 – Ashfield Station to Cabarita 

 Route 490 – Drummoyne to Hurstville 

 Route 492 – Drummoyne to Rockdale. 

The Ashfield train station is located about one km away from the proposal area. This train station 

services the T1 – North Shore line, T2 – Inner West and Leppington line and T3 – Bankstown line.  

 

Figure 2-2 Bus routes along Georges River Road and Milton Street (source Transport for NSW) 
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Figure 2-3 Bus stops in the proposal area 

Pedestrian and cyclist facilities 

Georges River Road 

Georges River Road has a pedestrian footpath on both the eastbound and westbound side of the 

road. A signalised pedestrian crossing is available at the intersection of Georges River Road and 

Milton Street to travel northbound on Milton Street and another is available to head southbound on 

Milton Street. There are no dedicated cyclist facilities on Georges River Road.   

Milton Street 

A shared user path is provided for the use of both pedestrian and cyclists on the eastern side of 

Milton Street. There is also an east-west signal controlled pedestrian facility across this arm of the 

intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street. 

Blackwood Avenue 

Pedestrian access is provided in the form of kerbside footpaths and there are no dedicated cyclist 

facilities. 

Drainage 

There is existing storm water drainage infrastructure on Milton Street, where the signalised crossing 

is proposed to installed. The inlet will be adjusted as part of the proposal. The existing drainage on  

Milton Street consists of pits, pipes and kerb gutters, which outlet to the stormwater channel of Iron 

Cove Creek.  
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2.3 Proposal objectives and development criteria 

2.3.1 Proposal objectives 

The objectives of the proposal include: 

 Improve road safety

 Ease traffic congestion and reduce the likelihood of traffic queuing through adjacent

intersections during peak periods

 Improve the consistency of travel times for motorists, particularly during peak periods.

2.4 Alternatives and options considered 

2.4.1 Methodology for selection of preferred option 

Roads and Maritime investigated multiple options to upgrade the intersection at Georges River 

Road and Milton Street which would address the existing congestion issues. Three design options 

for the proposal were considered against the proposal objectives. The do nothing option was also 

considered for the proposal.  

These options are detailed below in Section 2.4.2 and an options analysis is provided in Table 2-2. 

2.4.2 Identified options 

Four options were considered as part of the proposal, including the do nothing option. These 

options include: 

 Option 1: The do nothing option

 Option 2: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 38 metres

 Option 3: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 55 metres

 Option 4: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 80 metres

Table 2-1 lists the key features of each of the options and an overview of Option 2 to 4 is provided 

in Figure 2-4 to Figure 2-6 below.  
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Table 2-1 Key features of the options 

Option features Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Widening of the road reserve on the eastern side of 
Milton Street by four metres to allow for the 
construction of dual right turn lanes from Milton Street 
to Georges River Road and construction of a 
southbound through lane on Milton Street 

 ● ● ● 

Storage capacity of the dual right turn lanes from Milton 
Street to Georges River Road 

N/A 38 m 55 m 80 m 

Property acquisition of an area approximately 64 
square metres at the frontage of 98 Milton Street 

 ● ● ● 

Introduction of a signalised pedestrian crossing from 
the southern side of Georges River Road to the 
eastern side of Milton Street 

 ● ● ● 

Establishment of a mast arm facility on Milton Street at 
the existing pedestrian crossing. 

 ● ● ● 

Restriction of right turn movements into and out of 
Blackwood Avenue 

 ● ● ● 
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Figure 2-4 Option 2: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 38 metres  
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Figure 2-5 Option 3: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 55 metres  
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Figure 2-6 Option 4: Dual right turn lanes on Milton Street with storage capacity of 80 metres 
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2.4.3 Analysis of options 

Table 2-2 Analysis of options against the proposal objectives  

Proposal 
objectives and 
development 
criteria 

Option 1: Do nothing  Option 2: Dual right turn lanes 
on Milton Street with storage 
capacity of 38 metres 
 

Option 3: Dual right turn lanes 
on Milton Street with storage 
capacity of 55 metres 
 

Option 4: Dual right turn 
lanes on Milton Street with 
storage capacity of 80 
metres 
 

Proposal objectives 
Improve road 
safety 
 

 Objective not met 
It would not improve road 
safety as the proposed 

pedestrian crossing would 
not be installed and the 
proposed restrictions on 

right turn movements into 
and out of Blackwood 
Avenue would not be 

implemented. 

 Objective met 
The proposed arrangement of 
Option 2 would improve road 

safety through the construction of 
the proposed pedestrian crossing 

and the implementation of the 
proposed restrictions on right turn 

movements into and out of 
Blackwood Avenue.  

 Objective met 
The proposed arrangement of 
Option 3 would improve road 

safety through the construction 
of the proposed pedestrian 

crossing and the implementation 
of the proposed restrictions on 
right turn movements into and 

out of Blackwood Avenue.  

 Objective met 
The proposed arrangement of 
Option 4 would improve road 

safety through the construction 
of the proposed pedestrian 

crossing and the 
implementation of the proposed 

restrictions on right turn 
movements into and out of 

Blackwood Avenue. 
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Proposal 
objectives and 
development 
criteria 

Option 1: Do nothing Option 2: Dual right turn lanes 
on Milton Street with storage 
capacity of 38 metres 

Option 3: Dual right turn lanes 
on Milton Street with storage 
capacity of 55 metres 

Option 4: Dual right turn 
lanes on Milton Street with 
storage capacity of 80 
metres 

Ease traffic 
congestion to 
reduce the 
likelihood of traffic 
queuing through 
adjacent 
intersections 
during peak 
periods 

 Objective not met

The do-nothing option 
would not ease traffic 
congestion and the 

likelihood of traffic queuing 
across adjacent 

intersections during peak 
periods would not be 

reduced. 

 Objective partially met 

Option 2 would provide a dual 
right turn storage capacity of 38 m 

on Milton Street. This option 
would assist in easing traffic 

congestion in comparison to the 
existing configuration. However, 
this storage capacity would not 

adequately cater for future traffic 
growth and thus would not meet 

this objective for future traffic 
volumes. 

 Objective partially met 

Option 3 would provide a dual 
right turn storage capacity of 55 
m on Milton Street. This option 
would assist in easing traffic 

congestion in comparison to the 
existing configuration. However, 
this storage capacity would not 

adequately cater for future traffic 
growth and thus would not meet 

this objective for future traffic 
volumes. 

 Objective met 

Option 4 would provide a dual 
right turn storage capacity of 80 
m on Milton Street. This option 

would assist in easing traffic 
congestion and would therefore 
reduce the likelihood of traffic 

queuing through adjacent 
intersections during peak 

periods. This storage capacity 
would cater for future traffic 

growth. 

Improve the 

consistency of 

travel times for 

motorists, 

particularly during 

peak hours 

 Objective not met

The do-nothing option 
would not improve travel 

times. 

 Objective partially met 

The additional right turn capacity 
on Milton Street would reduce 

queue lengths during peak hour 
periods and therefore improve the 
consistency of travel times in the 
existing environment. This option 
would not adequately improve the 

consistency of travel times for 
future traffic volumes. 

 Objective partially met 

The additional right turn capacity 
on Milton Street would reduce 

queue lengths during peak hour 
periods and therefore improve 

the consistency of travel times in 
the existing environment. This 
option would not adequately 

improve the consistency of travel 
times for future traffic volumes.

 Objective met 

Option 4 provides additional 
right turn capacity on Milton 
Street, which would reduce 
queue lengths during peak 
hour periods and therefore 
improve the consistency of 
travel times in the existing 

environment and in the future 
traffic environment. 
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2.5 Preferred option 

Option 4 was selected as the preferred option as it best meets all the objectives of the proposal and 

the strategic need for reduction in congestion. 

The do-nothing option did not result in any construction-related impacts but did not meet any 

proposal objectives.  

Options 2 and 3 both provided an additional dual right turn storage capacity which met or partially 

met most proposal objectives, however, did not adequately satisfy those objectives for future traffic 

volumes. 

The preferred option would: 

 Improve road safety  

 Ease traffic congestion by improving the consistency of travel time for motorists, particularly 

during peak hours  

 Improve traffic flow through the intersection to reduce the likelihood of queuing through adjacent 

intersections during peak periods.  

 

The preferred option provides the most benefit to traffic level of service of the intersection.  
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3. Description of the proposal  
This chapter describes the proposal and provides descriptions of existing conditions, the design 
parameters including major design features, the construction method and associated infrastructure 
and activities. 

3.1 The proposal 
As described in Section 1.1, Roads and Maritime proposes to perform upgrades at the intersection 
of Georges River Road and Milton Street in the suburb of Ashfield. Georges River Road is a four-
lane single carriageway and classified as a class 4 urban road (4U) and the NSW Freight and Ports 
Strategy identifies the Georges River Road and Punchbowl Road corridor as a Tertiary Freight 
Road. Milton Street is also a part of the National Class 2 Heavy Vehicle 25/26m B-Double route.  

The proposal involves road widening to accommodate two dedicated right turn lanes from Milton 
Street into Georges River Road and introducing right turn restrictions in and out of Blackwood 
Avenue from Milton Street.  

Key features of the proposal are shown in Figure 3-1 and described below: 

Milton Street 

• Provision of an additional dedicated right turn lane with a storage length of 80 metres on Milton 
Street for motorists turning into Georges River Road 

• Widening of the eastern side of Milton Street by four metres to provide a dedicated through lane 
for southbound motorists on Milton Street  

• Re-alignment of the existing 2.5 m wide shared footpath along the eastern side of Milton Street 
with a connection into the existing public reserve 

• Removal of about 15 mature trees to accommodate the road widening 
• Removal of about 82 metres of existing sandstone kerb on the eastern side of Milton Street 

including relocation of about 58 metres to the new road alignment on Milton Street 
• Re-alignment of the south-west corner of the intersection from Milton Street to Georges River 

Road 
• Extension of the existing parking restrictions to 13 on-street parking spaces on Milton Street  
• Partial acquisition of one private property frontage at 98 Milton Street  
• Installation of a mast arm on the eastern side of Milton Street, at the north-eastern corner of the 

intersection 
• Installation of a pedestrian crossing on the southern side of the intersection  

Georges River Road 

• Extension of the existing parking restrictions to seven on-street parking spaces on Georges 
River Road 

Blackwood Avenue 

• Installation of a right turn restriction into and out of Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street 
• Adjustment of one on-street parking space. 

There would be modifications to the existing street lighting, utilities, line marking, traffic lights and 
sign posting to suit the new intersection design, as required for each road.  
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Figure 3-1: Key features of the proposal 

3.2 Design 

3.2.1 Design criteria 

Design considerations taken into account include site topographical constraints, existing utilities, 

civil design standards and existing active transport and freight routes. The design criteria for the 

proposal include those identified in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1 Design criteria for the proposal 

Requirement Design criteria 

Civil  The design options are to be designed in accordance with Roads
and Maritime supplements to Austroads, Austroads Guide to Road
Design standards, Roads and Maritime publications and Australian
standards

 No changes to other roads in the area.
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Requirement Design criteria 

Design Speed  Design speed- Milton Street 60 km/h

 Design speed- Georges River Road 60 km/h

 Design speed- Blackwood Avenue 50 km/h

Lane width  3 to 3.5 metres

Freight and trucks  Georges River Road design vehicle- 19.0 m semi-trailer

3.2.2 Engineering constraints 

A number of engineering constraints were identified during the development of the concept design, 

including the construction and operational phases of the proposal. The main constraints associated 

with the proposal include: 

 Maintaining access to properties on Blackwood Avenue during construction - vehicular access to

Blackwood Avenue is only available from Milton Street. The proposal would require lane closure,

however access to the residences in Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street would need to be

maintained

 Existing utilities including optical fibre, Telstra communication lines, water main, underground

electrical line, overground electrical line and a gas main low pressure line.

 Reducing property acquisition and avoiding impact to gazetted land.
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3.2.3 Major design features 

Road design 

The typical cross section of Milton Street would consist of dual right turn lanes onto Georges River 

Road and one through lane southbound on Milton Street. Northbound, the two through lanes on 

Milton Street would remain unchanged and the opposing carriageways would not be separated by a 

median.  

A typical cross section of the design of Milton Street north of the intersection (showing proposed 

dual right turn lanes) is shown below in Figure 3-2 and south of the intersection in Figure 3-3.  

 

Figure 3-2 Typical cross section of Milton Street proposed design, north of the intersection with Georges River Road 

 

Figure 3-3 Typical cross section of Milton Street proposed design, south of the intersection with Georges River Road 

Mast arm 

A mast arm is to be installed on the eastern side of Milton Street at the north-eastern corner of the 

intersection. Figure 3-4 shows the general design of the mast arm.  
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Figure 3-4 Design drawing of mast arm facility 
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3.3 Construction activities 

This section provides a summary of the likely construction methodology, staging, work hours, plant 

and equipment that would be used to construct the proposal and associated activities. For the 

purpose of this REF, an indicative construction plan and methodology are provided. The detailed 

construction staging plans and methods would be determined by the construction contractor(s) prior 

to commencement of construction. 

3.3.1 Work methodology 

Construction activities would be guided by a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

that would be developed in accordance with the requirements of the Roads and Maritime QA 

Specification G36 Environmental Protection (Management System). Work would be located within 

the work area specified within the CEMP and completed to incorporate all safeguards as described 

in this REF and any other relevant Roads and Maritime environmental specifications. 

The proposal would involve the following work methodology and staging: 

Stage 1- Proposal area preparation 

Stage 1 would be carried out during standard construction hours and there would be no changes to 

the existing traffic arrangement. The proposed compound site at 89 Liverpool Road would be 

established and include the setting up of site office, stockpiles and laydown areas. Any 

environmental controls as summarised in Section 7 which are required to be installed prior to 

construction activities commencing would be implemented.  

A temporary pedestrian footpath would be established on the eastern side of Milton Street that 

connects to Park Lane.  

The trees designated for removal (refer to Section 6.1) would be removed as well as any ground 

cover within the footprint of the road widening on the eastern side of Milton Street. The existing 

retaining wall at the frontage of the property at 98 Milton Street (to be acquired by Roads and 

Maritime, refer to Section 3.6) would be removed.  

See Figure 3-5 below for a visual representation of Stage 1 activities. 
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Figure 3-5 Stage 1 activities 

 

Stage 2 – Utility and drainage adjustments 

As part of Stage 2, temporary traffic bollards would be placed on the existing kerb on the eastern 

side of Milton Street to protect construction personnel from live traffic. Work would generally be 

carried out during daytime standard construction hours with no changes to the existing traffic 

arrangement. Some night works would be required and the kerbside lane on the eastern side of 

Milton Street would be temporarily closed. The existing dedicated right turn lane from Milton Street 

onto Georges River Road would temporarily be used as a shared through lane onto Milton Street 

and a right turn lane onto Georges River Road.  

The Traffic Control System (TCS) on the eastern side of Milton Street, adjacent to the intersection of 

Georges River Road and Milton Street would be relocated. Other utility and assets as mentioned in 

Section 3.5 would be decommissioned and relocated, if required under the detailed design.  

Excavation on the eastern side of Milton Street for pavement widening and drainage would occur as 

shown in Figure 3-6.  

A section of the footpath on Milton Street, in front of the public reserve would be temporarily closed 

to ensure the safety of pedestrians during this stage of the construction period. Pedestrians would 

be able to walk through the designated shared user path within the public reserve and connect to 

either the temporary footpath or Park Lane. Access to driveways within the construction zone on the 

eastern side of Milton Street would be maintained at all times.  

 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

28 

 

Figure 3-6 Stage 2 activities 

Stage 3 – Road and road furniture construction 

The traffic bollard would be maintained on the kerbside lane of Milton Street to protect construction 

personnel from live traffic on Milton Street. There would be no changes to the existing traffic 

arrangement during day work, however night works would utilise the same temporary kerbside lane 

closure on Milton Street and shared through lane southbound on Milton Street and right turn lane 

onto Georges River Road as described above in Stage 2. 

Stage 3 would involve full depth pavement construction on the eastern side of Milton Street to 

accommodate the proposed road widening. Drainage pipes and pits would also be installed during 

the pavement construction.  

A pram ramp would be constructed on the eastern side of Milton Street where the new signalised 

pedestrian facility is proposed and at the junction of Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue. New 

driveway ramps would also be installed for properties within the construction zone on the eastern 

side of Milton Street. During the construction of these driveway ramps, vehicular access to these 

properties may be temporarily affected.  

New TCS foundations would be installed on the eastern side of Milton Street so that the existing 

signalised intersection crossing could continue to be used following the road widening.  

Refer to Figure 3-7 to see a visual representation of Stage 3 activities.  
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Figure 3-7 Stage 3 activities 

Stage 4 – Landscaping and work on Georges River Road  

The traffic and bollard arrangements as outlined in Stage 2 and 3 would be utilised during Stage 4. 

Landscaping activities such as tree reinstatement would be carried out during the day, behind the 

traffic bollard on the eastern side of Milton Street. 

Pavement widening and drainage installation would be carried out on the eastern side of Georges 

River Road and the southern side of Milton Street as shown in Figure 3-8. The TCS would be 

installed for the new signalised pedestrian crossing on the eastern side of Georges River Road to 

Milton Street.  

Environmental controls (e.g erosion and sediment controls) would be removed once the works are 

complete and all areas are stabilised. The temporary site compound at 89 Liverpool Street would be 

decommissioned and returned to a state as close to original as possible.   
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Figure 3-8 Stage 4 activities 

3.3.2 Construction hours and duration 

The anticipated duration for construction of the proposal is expected to be 12 months with works 

commencing February 2020, following property acquisition. 

Roads and Maritime standard working hours are as follows: 

 Monday to Friday: 7:00 am to 6:00 pm 

 Saturday: 8:00 am to 1:00 pm 

 Sunday and public holidays: no work 

Due to the high traffic volumes in the area, and to ensure the safety of the workers, majority of the 

work would be carried out outside of standard working hours. Outside of hours would be performed 

in accordance with relevant road occupancy licences (ROL). 

Any work carried out outside of standard working hours would be in accordance with the Interim 

Construction Noise Guideline (DECC 2009) and Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline (Roads 

and Maritime 2016b). 

3.3.3 Plant and equipment 

Equipment proposed to be used includes but is not limited to the following: 

 Hand tools  

 Excavator  

 Crane  

 Light vehicles and delivery trucks  

 Elevated work platform  

 Generator  
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 Concrete trucks  

 Road line marking trucks  

 Rollers  

 Asphalt pavers  

 Concrete saw  

 Hydro-demolition machinery  

 Scaffolding  

 Vacuum Truck  

3.3.4 Earthworks 

The proposal would require earthworks to accommodate the road widening on the southbound side 

of Milton Street and for public utility adjustments. The earthworks would disturb an area of 

approximately 1,150 m2 and result in the excavation of approximately 1,000 m3 of spoil.  

3.3.5 Source and quantity of materials 

The source and quantity of materials would be determined during the detailed design phase of the 

proposal and would consider the requirements of the NSW Sustainable Design Guidelines – 

Version 3.0. Materials would be sourced from local suppliers where practicable.  

The proposal would require water for activities such as the compaction of earthworks and pavement 

layers and for dust suppression. Water needed for the works would be obtained from authorised 

sources and would be recycled water where possible. No water would be extracted from any 

surface waterways.  

Materials and estimated quantities would be refined at the detailed design phase. Surplus material 

that cannot be used on site would be disposed of according to the waste section of this REF (refer 

Section 6.10). 

3.3.6 Traffic management and access 

Traffic management 

The proposed work would be carried out predominantly during standard working hours as outlined 

in Section 3.3.2.  

Heavy vehicles movements would be used for the delivery of construction materials, the removal of 

spoil and waste material and the delivery and removal of construction equipment and machinery. 

Light vehicle movements would be required to facilitate the transport of construction personnel, 

including contractors, site labour force and specialist supervisory personnel.  

Where possible, construction work would be arranged to minimise the impact on traffic using the 

local and regional road network. Standard traffic management measures would be employed to 

minimise short-term traffic impacts expected during construction. These measures would be 

identified in a traffic management plan (TMP) for the proposal and would be developed in 

accordance with the Roads and Maritime’s Traffic Control at Works Sites Manual (RTA 2010) and 

Roads and Maritime Specification G10 – Control of Traffic. 

Access 
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There are currently pedestrian provisions in the form of kerbside footpaths on Georges River Road, 

Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue. A shared user path is also located on the southbound side of 

Milton Street and would be unavailable to pedestrians and cyclists during the construction period. 

Pedestrians would be directed to utilise the footpath on the other side of the road and cyclists would 

be able to travel in the existing traffic lanes. Potential impacts to pedestrians and cyclists are 

anticipated to be minor given that alternative footpaths and traffic lanes are available to be utilised. 

Pedestrian and cyclist access is further discussed in Section 6.4.3. 

Access to affected properties on Blackwood Avenue and Milton Street due to the road widening 

would be maintained during construction and temporary property access would be provided to 

residences where required. The management of property access would be considered by the 

construction contractor and detailed as part of the final staging plan for the proposal. Residents 

would be notified of any specific impacts to property access at least seven calendar days in 

advance and temporary access arrangements would be provided following consultation. 

One potential compound site has been identified for assessment as part of this REF. The potential 

compound site is located at 89 Liverpool Road, Ashfield (the Hume Highway) and would be 

accessed from a local road being Bruce Street, Ashfield. Bruce Street is a cul-de-sac and this 

feature would facilitate turning circles for light and heavy vehicle movements. The compound site is 

discussed in further detail in Section 3.4. 
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3.4 Ancillary facilities 

A construction compound site would be required for the following activities: 

 Site office 

 Staff parking 

 Stockpile area 

 Laydown area for materials  

 Refuelling area for plant 

One compound site has been nominated at the location of 89 Liverpool Street, Ashfield about 1.5 

km from the proposal area. 

Refer to Figure 3-9 to see the potential compound site and Figure 3-10 to see location of the 

potential compound site in relation to the proposal location. 

The potential compound site is owned and regularly maintained by Roads and Maritime. It has 

secure fencing and access is not available to the general public. The surrounding buildings are low 

density and medium density dwellings and the land use is mostly residential, mixed use and 

infrastructure related. 

This proposed site already has secured fencing. Signage would be erected advising the general 

public of access restrictions and Roads and Maritime branding. Upon completion of construction, 

the temporary site compounds, work area and stockpiles would be removed, the sites cleared and 

rehabilitated. 

 

Figure 3-9 The proposed compound site  



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

34 

 

Figure 3-10 The proposed compound site in relation to the proposal area 

3.5 Public utility adjustment 

Several public utilities would be impacted as a result of the proposed work. Impacted utilities, 

including the proposed actions are detailed below. Private utility connections are excluded. 

An investigation was conducted to determine the services and associated asset owners affected by 

the works. This included a desktop study based on Dial Before You Dig (DBYD) information and a 

utility investigation (Level B Survey). A 3D model of existing and proposed utilities was created 

using 12D and a 3D clash check was undertaken.  

Utility relocations have generally been proposed in accordance with the NSW Streets Opening 

Coordination Council (SOCC) guidelines in conjunction with guidelines from the relevant utility 

stakeholders.  

Adjustment and protection requirements for utilities and services would be confirmed as part of the 

detailed design process. It is preferred that, where possible, these utilities would remain in their 

current position. However, the proposal may impact on the ability of utility maintenance employees 

to access required maintenance locations. In this instance, existing utilities would be relocated 

within the road verge corridor for the betterment of maintenance and servicing of the infrastructure. 

Consultation with utility authorities would continue during detailed design to determine the most 

appropriate relocation options for each asset. Relocation strategies determined with the utility 

authorities would take into consideration the location of utilities at the proposed tie-in locations. 

Modifications to the affected utilities would be in accordance with the design and construction 

methods approved by the relevant utility stakeholder. 

Level A (potholing), Level 2 (overhead) and telecommunications pit surveys would be conducted 

during detailed design to confirm the utility design scope of works. The proposed relocations 

mentioned herein are subject to utility stakeholder approval. The information represented is not 

guaranteed and the contractor should confirm the locations of all utilities prior to commencing work. 
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The following utilities would be impacted by the proposed intersection upgrade works: 

 Stormwater infrastructure 

 Water main along the eastern side of Milton Street 

 Gas main along the eastern side of Milton Street 

 Street lighting poles along the eastern side of Milton Street 

 Underground and overhead relocations to Low Voltage (LV), High Voltage (HV) and auxiliary 

(AUX) electrical assets 

 Underground and overhead relocations to multiple telecommunication stakeholders  

 

A summary of the impacted utilities is provided below. 

Electrical 

There is an Ausgrid substation within Park Lane that supplies a low voltage supply to the electrical 

poles at the Milton Street and Georges River Road intersection. The same substation supplies high 

voltage and auxiliary cables that cross the intersection onto the northern side of Georges River 

Road. A separate high voltage feed continues south of the Park Lane and the Milton Street 

intersection. Due to inadequate protection and reduced cover, the underground cables would have 

to be relocated parallel to existing to suit the new intersection layout. The approximate length of 

underground electrical cable relocation is 80 m. 

There are two electrical poles at the intersection of Milton Street and Georges River Road. Due to 

the road widening works at this intersection, the poles would have to be relocated to suit the new 

intersection geometry. The overhead electrical cables would be relocated from the pole on the north 

east corner of the intersection to the pole north west of the Park Avenue entrance. There is also a 

single pole on the northern side of the Blackwood Avenue entrance. This pole would be affected by 

the road widening works along the eastern side of Milton Street. The pole would be relocated to the 

back of the new verge. All existing overheads would be rewired to this pole.  

Telecommunications 

The following telecommunications (comms) stakeholders have assets affected by the works: 

 AARNet 

 NBN 

 Telstra 

 Optus (overhead) 

 Nextgen 

Along the eastern side of Milton Street there are multiple comms pits (cable jointing and footway 

access). Due to the road widening works along the eastern side of Milton Street the pits would have 

to be relocated to the new carriageway verge.  

Telstra and AARNet conduits and pits would have to be relocated south of the Georges River Road 

and Milton Street intersection to the Arthur Street and Milton Street intersection (approximate length 

245 m). Telstra and NBN conduits and pits would have to be relocated from Park Lane to Georges 

River Road crossing the intersection (approximate length 65 m). Local Telstra and NBN conduits on 

each side of Blackwood Avenue would have to relocate to suit new pit locations along Milton Street 

(approximate length is 12 m on each side). 
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There are two electrical poles with overhead Optus cables at the intersection of Milton Street and 

Georges River Road. Due to the road widening works at this intersection the poles would have to be 

relocated to suit the new intersection geometry. The overhead Optus cables would be relocated 

from the pole on the north east corner of the intersection to the pole north west of the Park Avenue 

entrance. There is also a single pole on the northern side of the Blackwood Avenue entrance, this 

pole would be affected by the road widening works along the eastern side of Milton Street. The pole 

would be relocated to the back of the new verge. All existing overheads would be rewired to this 

pole.  

Water mains 

Along the eastern side of Milton Street a 300 mm cast iron main is located within the road verge 

area. Due to road widening works along this length of road, the cast iron main would be subject to 

vehicular loading. Sydney Water currently does not accept loading changes on existing cast iron 

mains within a carriageway (i.e. pedestrian loading to vehicle loading). Sydney Water will accept 

either a stronger pipe replacement or relocation to a new carriageway verge. The water main would 

be replaced from the Georges Rivers Road and Milton Street intersection to approximately 140 m 

north of the intersection on the eastern side of Milton Street within the new carriageway verge.  

Gas mains 

The existing low pressure gas main along the eastern side of Milton Street is to be relocated to the 

new road verge. This is due to reduced cover and loading change on the gas main. The relocation 

would start just south of the Georges River Road and Milton Street intersection to approximately 

155 m north of the intersection on the eastern side of Milton Street within the new road verge.  

Stormwater 

An existing dual 300 mm diameter and approximately 28 m long reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) 

located at the low point on the southbound lane on Milton Street, south of the intersection with 

Georges River Road would be replaced with a single 450 mm diameter RCP pipe. This is required 

as the existing pipe would be located within the proposed pedestrian crossing and that the existing 

capacity of the stormwater network is inadequate to handle minor storm events.  

A second existing 300 mm diameter and approximately 11.5 m long RCP pipe located across the 

intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street would also require replacement. It is proposed 

to install a 375 mm diameter RCP to allow additional stormwater to be captured via additional 

drainage inlets proposed to be installed along Milton Street.  

Traffic Control System (TCS) Design 

The proposal requires road widening into the eastern side of Milton Street to allow for the proposed 

dual right turn lane and single through lane southbound on Milton Street. As such, the following 

changes to the existing TCS are necessary: 

 Relocation of the TCS controller currently located at an offset distance of one metre from the 

kerb on the eastern side of Milton Street to a new location at the property boundary on Milton 

Street 

 Relocation of the existing TCS Post 4 to be one metre from the new kerb on the eastern side of 

Milton Street. New conduits, cabling and signal pits would also be installed.  

 Relocation of the TCS lanterns on the timber power pole of Post 5 to a new TCS post located at 

an offset distance of one metre from the new kerb on the eastern side of Milton Street. New 

conduits, cabling and signal pits would also be installed 
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 Two TCS posts would be installed at the kerb ramps of the new pedestrian crossing on the 

southern approach on Milton Street. New conduits, cabling and signal pits would also be 

installed.  

3.6 Property acquisition 

The proposal would require the partial acquisition of one property at 98 Milton Street on the 

southbound side to accommodate the widening of the road to include dual right turn lanes. The 

amount of land subject to the property acquisition would be no greater than 64 square metres (m2). 

An overview of the affected property including address, Lot and DP, current land use and proposed 

area of acquisition is provided in Table 3-2. The approximate location of the proposed property 

acquisition can be seen in Figure 3-11. 

The affected property owned would continue to be consulted during the detailed design and 

construction stages of the proposal. The consultation that has occurred with the relevant land owner 

to date is detailed in Section 5.  

All land acquisition would be carried out in accordance with the provisions of the Land Acquisition 

(Just Terms) Compensation Act 1991.  

Table 3-2 Proposed property acquisition as a result of the proposal 

Area ID Description Total area Acquisition 
type 

Current 
owner 

Lot and 
DP 

Land use 
(LEP) 

1 Front garden/ 
parking area 
of residence 

64 m2 Required 
acquisition 

Private 
Property 

Lot A DP 
359766 

R3 Medium 
Density 
Residential 
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Figure 3-11 Proposed property acquisition 
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4. Statutory and planning framework 
This chapter provides the statutory and planning framework for the proposal and considers the 

provisions of relevant state environmental planning policies, local environmental plans and other 

legislation. 

4.1 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

4.1.1 State Environmental Planning Policies 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) aims to facilitate the effective 

delivery of infrastructure across the State. 

Clause 94 of ISEPP permits development on any land for the purpose of a road or road 

infrastructure facilities to be carried out by or on behalf of a public authority without consent. 

As the proposal is for a road and road infrastructure facilities and is to be carried out by Roads and 

Maritime, it can be assessed under Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 

1979. Development consent from council is not required. 

The proposal is not located on land reserved under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 and 

does not require development consent or approval under State Environmental Planning Policy 

(Coastal Management) 2018, State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional 

Development) 2011 or State Environmental Planning Policy (State Significant Precincts) 2005.  

Part 2 of the ISEPP contains provisions for public authorities to consult with local councils and other 

public authorities prior to the commencement of certain types of development. Consultation, 

including consultation as required by ISEPP (where applicable), is discussed in Chapter 5 of this 

REF. 

4.1.2 Local Environmental Plans 

The Inner West Council LGA was formed on the 12 May 2016 following an amalgamation of 

Ashfield, Leichardt and Marrickville Councils. An Inner West Council Local Environment Plan (LEP) 

is not yet available and therefore, the Ashfield LEP 2013 remains applicable to the proposal.  

Ashfield Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2013 

As outlined in Section 4.1.1, ISEPP removes the requirement for development consent from 

councils. 

Under the Ashfield LEP, the proposal is located on land zoned as SP2- Infrastructure: Road and 

Traffic Facility (refer to Figure 4-1). The objectives of SP2 infrastructures are as follows: 

To provide for infrastructure and related uses 

To prevent development that is not compatible with or that may detract from the provision of 

infrastructure. 
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Roads are permitted without consent. The proposal is consistent with the objectives of the SP2- 

Infrastructure zone as it would provide an upgraded road. 

The two proposed compound sites are located on land zoned as SP2- Infrastructure and B4- Mixed 

Use (refer to Figure 4-2). The objectives of Zone B4- Mixed Use are as follows: 

 To provide a mixture of compatible land uses 

 To integrate suitable business, office, residential, retail and other development in accessible 

locations so as to maximise public transport patronage and encourage walking and cycling 

 To enhance the viability, vitality and amenity of Ashfield town centre as the primary business 

activity, employment and civic centre of Ashfield 

 To encourage the orderly and efficient development of land through the consolidation of lots. 

The proposal would be consistent with the objectives of B4 as the ancillary facility that may be 

located within this zoning would support the proposal, which the proposed pedestrian infrastructure 

(signalised crossing and shared user path on Milton Street) would encourage walking and cycling.  

 

Figure 4-1 Zoning of the proposal area under the Ashfield LEP 2013 
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Figure 4-2 Zoning of the potential compound site under the Ashfield LEP 2013 

4.2 Other relevant NSW legislation 

4.2.1 Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 

The Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) provides a framework to avoid, minimise and 

offset impacts on biodiversity. In conjunction with the Local Land Services Amendment Act 2016, 

the BC Act repeals the Native Vegetation Act 2003, the TSC Act, and parts of the National Parks 

and Wildlife Act 1974. The BC Act also repealed Section 5A of the EP&A Act which provided for 

Assessments of Significance. Assessments of Significance are now provided in Section 7.3 of the 

BC Act. 

The BC Act introduces the Biodiversity Assessment Method (BAM), a consistent method for the 

assessment of biodiversity on a proposed development. The BAM must be applied by an accredited 

assessor and a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report (BDAR) prepared for all proposals 

assessed under Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act (excluding complying development) which:  

 Exceed the relevant clearing threshold as set out in Section 7.2 of the Biodiversity Conservation 

Regulation 2017 (The Regulation) – the proposal does not exceed this threshold as it does not 

involve clearing, only minor tree trimming may be required (not more than 10 per cent of the 

canopy) 

 Are located within an area identified on the ‘Biodiversity Values Map’ – the proposal is not in an 

area identified on this mapping 

 Are located in a declared Area of Outstanding Biodiversity Values (AOBVs). Note listed areas of 

declared critical habitat under the now repealed TSC Act have become AOBVs under the new 

legislation – the proposal is not in an AOBV 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

42 

 Are considered to “likely to significantly affect threatened species” using the test of significance 

in Section 7.3 of the Act – the proposal is considered unlikely to affect threatened species (refer 

to Section 6.1). 

The BC Act also introduces the Biodiversity Offset Scheme (BOS). The BOS applies to the following 

potentially relevant proposals: 

 Local development assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A Act that is likely to significantly affect 

threatened species or triggers the BOS threshold 

 Clearing of native vegetation in urban areas and areas zoned for environmental conservation 

that exceeds the BOS threshold and does not require development consent 

 Clearing of native vegetation that requires approval by the Native Vegetation Panel under the 

Local Land Services Act 2016. 

The Regulation outlines two triggers for the BOS threshold. The first is an area threshold based on 

the amount of land cleared. The second is whether the vegetation is mapped under the Sensitive 

Biodiversity Values Map. As discussed above, the proposal does not exceed either of these 

triggers. 

An ecological assessment was prepared for this REF in September 2018 which involved a site 

inspection (refer Appendix D(b)). No remnant threatened flora species or listed ecological 

communities were recorded in the proposal area during the site inspection and the vegetation 

represented planted trees. It is noted that specimens of Eucalyptus nicholii (Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint) and Eucalyptus scoparia (Wallangara White Gum) were identified within the proposal 

area. Eucalyptus nicholii is listed as Vulnerable under both the BC Act and the Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and Eucalyptus scoparia is listed as 

Endangered under the BC Act and Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. As both these species have 

been planted within the proposal area and are well outside of their natural area of distribution, 

assessment of significance under the EPBC Act and BC Act is not required. 

Threatened species impacts are discussed further in Chapter 6 of the REF. A number of mitigation 

measures have been recommended to minimise impacts on potential habitat prior to and during the 

works. These are assessed and discussed in Section 6.1.4. 

4.2.2 Heritage Act 1997 

The Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) provides for the conservation of buildings, work, relics and 

places that are of historic, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, architectural, natural or 

aesthetic significance to the state. Matters protected under the Act include items subject to an 

Interim Heritage Order and items listed on the State Heritage Register, the heritage schedules of 

local council LEPs, and the heritage and conservation registers established under Section 170 of 

the Act by NSW state government agencies (Section 170 Registers). The Act also provides for the 

protection of archaeological ‘relics’, being any deposit, object or material evidence that relates to the 

non-Aboriginal settlement of NSW and is of State or local heritage significance.  

The NSW Heritage Act 1977 is concerned with all aspects of heritage conservation ranging from 

basic protection against indiscriminate damage and demolition of buildings and sites, through to 

restoration and enhancement. Local heritage listed item is located within the proposal area. A 

search of the Australian Heritage Register and NSW State Heritage Register carried out on 6 

September 2018 identified one heritage item located within the proposal area. The item is 

sandstone kerbing located on the eastern side of Milton Street which is listed under the Roads and 
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Maritime s170 register. Further assessment of non-Aboriginal heritage impacts is provided in 

Section 6.6 of this REF. 

4.2.3 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 

The Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) is the key piece of environment 

protection legislation administered by the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and local council 

(where relevant). The POEO Act provides for the regulation and authorisation of discharges to the 

environment via environment protection licences (EPL) for developments and activities, as listed on 

Schedule 1 of the POEO Act. Under Section 148 of the POEO Act, relevant authorities must be 

notified of any pollution incidents that that cause or threaten material harm to the environment.  

The proposed works are not a scheduled development work or scheduled activity under the POEO 

Act and do not require an EPL. Appropriate mitigation and management measures would be 

established and maintained to avoid pollution incidents and these are outlined in Section 6 of this 

REF. 

4.2.4 Roads Act 1993 

The Roads Act 1993 (Roads Act) sets out procedures for opening and closing public roads, and 

establishes the authorities responsible for roads, including Roads and Maritime, the council of a 

local government area, Lord Howe Island Board or Crown Lands on behalf of the Minister 

Administering the Crown Lands Act 1989. Section 88 of the Roads Act permits a road authority, 

despite any other Act or law to the contrary, to remove or lop any tree or other vegetation that is on 

or overhanging a public road if, in its opinion, it is necessary to do so for the purpose of carrying out 

road work or removing a traffic hazard.  

Tree removal is considered to be required for the proposed works to carry out construction activities. 

4.2.5 Land Acquisition (Just Terms) Compensation Act 1991 

One property would be partially acquired for the proposal. The property acquisition would be carried 

out in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991, which aims to 

guarantee just compensation terms for land that is acquired by an authority of the State.  

Roads and Maritime would continue to consult with affected landowner during the detailed design of 

the proposal. 
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4.3 Commonwealth legislation 

4.3.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), a referral is 

required to the Australian Government for proposed actions that have the potential to significantly 

impact on matters of national environmental significance or the environment of Commonwealth 

land. These are considered in Appendix A and Chapter 6 of the REF. 

A referral is not required for proposed road activities that may affect nationally listed threatened 

species, endangered ecological communities and migratory species. This is because requirements 

for considering impacts to these biodiversity matters are the subject of a strategic assessment 

approval granted under the EPBC Act by the Australian Government in September 2015. Two tree 

species identified within the proposal area being Eucalyptus nicholii (Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint) and Eucalyptus scoparia (Wallangara White Gum) are both listed as Vulnerable under 

the EPBC Act. As these two species form part of a street planting, assessment of significance under 

the EPBC Act is not required. Potential impacts to these biodiversity matters are also considered as 

part of Chapter 6 of the REF and Appendix A. 

Findings – matters of national environmental significance  

The assessment of the proposal’s impact on matters of national environmental significance and the 

environment of Commonwealth land found that there is unlikely to be a significant impact on 

relevant matters of national environmental significance or on Commonwealth land. Accordingly, the 

proposal has not been referred to the Australian Government Department of the Environment and 

Energy under the EPBC Act. 

Findings – nationally listed biodiversity matters (where the strategic assessment applies) 

The assessment of the proposal’s impact on nationally listed threatened species, endangered 

ecological communities and migratory species found that there is unlikely to be a significant impact 

on relevant matters of national environmental significance. Chapter 6 of the REF describes the 

safeguards and management measures to be applied. 

4.4 Confirmation of statutory position 

The proposal is categorised as development for the purpose of a road and road infrastructure 

facilities and is being carried out by or on behalf of a public authority. Under clause 94 of the ISEPP 

the proposal is permissible without consent. The proposal is not State significant infrastructure or 

State significant development. The proposal can be assessed under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act. 

Roads and Maritime is the determining authority for the proposal. This REF fulfils Roads and 

Maritime’s obligation under Section 5.5 of the EP&A Act including to examine and take into account 

to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the 

activity. 
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5. Consultation 
This chapter discusses the consultation carried out to date for the proposal and the consultation 

proposed for the future. 

5.1 Consultation approach 

Consultation activities conducted for the proposal and the outcomes of these are documented in the 

Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield – Community Consultation Report. The 

Consultation Report is provided in Appendix C (a) and outlines the consultation approach carried 

out, a summary of the matters raised by the community, Roads and Maritime’s response to the 

matters raised, and the next steps to be carried out by Roads and Maritime, such as further 

engagement and engagement outcomes. 

Community consultation was carried out from 12 September 2018 to 9 October 2018. Roads and 

Maritime proposed the following activities as part of their consultation strategy: 

 Community consultation via a ‘Have Your Say’ involving: 

 distribution to over 1200 local residents, businesses and key stakeholders in the Croydon 

Park area 

 direct emails and letters sent to businesses, utilities, emergency services, schools, 

hospitals, community groups and relevant stakeholders in the local area 

 direct email to Burwood Council 

 Project updates to the Gateway to the South Roads and Maritime website 

 Social media updates involving posting details of the proposal on the Roads and Maritime 

Facebook page 

 Direct consultation via a door knock of directly impacted residents and businesses on Tuesday 

21 August 2018 

5.2 Community involvement 

Community members and stakeholders were encouraged to provide their comments via email, mail 

or phone contact with the Roads and Maritime Pinch Points Program project team.  

Roads and Maritime received feedback from 14 people with three people in favour, four people 

opposed to some aspects of the work and seven people who did not state a preference. Key 

matters raised included: 

 Objections to restricting the right turn into and out of Blackwood Avenue  

 Concerns over extended parking restrictions 

 Concerns about environmental impacts because of the proposed work including noise and tree 
removal 

 Concerns about safety for road users 

 Other suggestions for improvements to be considered at the intersection. 

A summary of the issues raised by the community and Roads and Maritime response is provided in 
Table 5-1
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Table 5-1 Issues raised by the community and Roads and Maritime response 

Category Issue raised Response / where addressed in REF 

Restricting the right turn into and out 
of Blackwood Avenue 

Concern about increased travel time as a 
result of right turn restriction into and out 
of Blackwood Avenue 

Motorists wanting to turn right out of Blackwood Avenue onto 
Milton Street should turn left onto Milton Street and continue 
southbound to perform a U-turn at the roundabout of Milton 
Street and Trevenar Street. This would add no more than six 
minutes travel time in peak hours for road users. See 
Section 6.4 for more detail.  

Support for the right turn restriction into 
and out of Blackwood Avenue as it would 
improve safety for road users 

Over the last five years there were 22 reported crashes at 
the intersection and the surrounding streets including two 
crashes resulting in serious injuries. Of the reported crashes, 
more than 32 per cent occurred at the intersection of Milton 
Street and Blackwood Avenue. See Section 6.4 for more 
detail. 

Concern with extended parking 
restrictions  

 

How many parking spaces are being 
removed on the southern side of 
Georges River Road? 

Roads and Maritime have carried out parking studies to 
investigate alternative parking for impacted residents and 
businesses. The parking studies indicate there is sufficient 
capacity on local side streets to accommodate vehicles 
impacted by the proposed parking restrictions.  

Duplicating the right turn on Milton Street means there is a 
need to extend parking restrictions on the southern side of 
Georges River Road. Without removing parking, it is possible 
road users turning right from Milton Street into Georges 
River Road would have to stop suddenly because of parked 
cars. This would increase the risk of rear end and side swipe 
crashes for road users. The proposed parking restrictions will 
also help to alleviate congestion and improve traffic flow 
particularly during peak periods. By increasing the parking 
restrictions on southern side of Georges River Road we will 

The parking restrictions proposed on the 
southern side of Georges River Road will 
create further issues for residents who 
live on Watson Avenue 

The parking restrictions proposed on of 
Georges River Road and Milton Street 
will create issues for local businesses. 
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help keep vehicles moving on this corridor.   

Refer to Section 6.4 for more detail.  

Concern about environmental 
impacts because of the proposed 
work 

Concern about noise impacts for 
residents on Blackwood Avenue as a 
result of the upgraded right turn bay on 
Milton Street 

An operational noise assessment was completed which 
involved carrying out environmental noise logging between 
Tuesday 30 January 2018 and Monday 12 February 2018. 
Noise calculations based on the proposed improvements 
indicate an increase of about 0.4 d(B)A for the nearest 
resident. Noise impacts are discussed in greater detail in 
Section 6.5. 

Concern about removal of established 
trees in the area 

Roads and Maritime would provide offset planting for trees 
affected by the proposal. The impact to trees as a result of 
the proposal is discussed in Section 6.1.  

Comments about traffic impacts as a 
result of adding a signalised 
pedestrian crossing 

 

Adding a pedestrian crossing will have 
negative impacts on traffic flow 

Roads and Maritime is improving the intersection for all road 
users, including pedestrians. Modelling was carried out to 
determine impacts on the intersection and having red and 
green pedestrian crossing lights do not significantly impact 
the intersection performance. See Section 6.4 for potential 
traffic impacts.  

The proposed work will make this 
intersection less safe for all road 
users 

The proposed work will have negative 
impacts on safety for both pedestrians 
and motorists 

The proposal improves safety by: 

 restricting the right turn into and out of Blackwood 
Avenue where more than a third of all reported crashes 
in the area have happened over the last five years  

 improving traffic light phasing so road users will only be 
able to turn right from Milton Street into Georges River 
Road with a green arrow. The new traffic light timings will 
mean that this right turning traffic will no longer have to 
compete with northbound through traffic and accidents 
because of human error to judge appropriate gaps in 
traffic will be less likely 
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 adding new red and green pedestrian crossing lights on 
the southern side of the intersection 

 improving road drainage to help reduce risk of 
aquaplaning.  

Potential impacts to road users and pedestrians are outlined 
in Section 6.4. 

Comments and suggestions for 
other improvements to be 
considered at the intersection 

Please upgrade the left turn lane into 
Georges River Road travelling 
northbound along Milton Street 

A variety of options were considered as part of the design of 
this project including upgrading the left turn lane into 
Georges River Road travelling northbound along Milton 
Street. This option was ruled out because it had limited 
benefits and significant impacts including: road widening, 
tree removal, utility relocations and property acquisition. It 
would also have significant access impacts on traffic coming 
from Milton Street turning into Watson Avenue. 

An options analysis of the options considered for this 
proposal is provided in Section 2.4.3. 

Please add do not queue line markings in 
front of Blackwood Avenue 

Roads and Maritime cannot install KEEP CLEAR markings 
on the southbound lanes of Milton Street at Blackwood 
Avenue as these markings cannot be provided to assist 
traffic turning left from a side street or car park. 'KEEP 
CLEAR' markings are regulatory and thus a left turning 
vehicle would be committing an offence if they joined the 
queue by entering the keep clear area. 
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RMS should convert the intersection from 
traffic lights to a roundabout  

It would not be appropriate to replace the traffic lights at this 
intersection with a roundabout for a number of reasons 
including:  

 the high volume of traffic at this intersection would make 
it unsafe to convert the traffic lights to a roundabout. 
Roundabouts are uncontrolled and increase the 
likelihood of human error accidents as they rely on the 
ability of motorists to judge appropriate gaps in traffic  

 significant property acquisition would be needed to install 
a roundabout large enough for heavy vehicles like trucks 
and busses to have enough turning space 

 pedestrians would find it difficult to find a safe gap to 
cross the road. 

Extend the existing clearway running 
southbound on Milton street to convert 
the far left lane into a shared through and 
right turn lane 

Given the high volume of turning and through traffic, 
extending the existing clearway running southbound on 
Milton street and converting the far left lane into a shared 
through and right turn lane would not address the problem of 
traffic build up at the intersection. 

A speed camera should be added to this 
intersection to stop drivers speeding 
through the intersection late at night 

The purpose of this consultation was to seek feedback on 
the proposed intersection improvements. Reviewing the 
placement of safety cameras at the intersection is not part of 
the proposal and considered out of scope for this project.  

Comment noting that the right turn from 
Georges River Road into Milton Street is 
the ‘real’ issue at the intersection 

During the design phase of the project Roads and Maritime 
conducted a range of studies including a traffic analysis. This 
study showed 883 vehicles make the right from Milton Street 
into Georges River Road in the PM peak compared to the 
229 making the right turn from Georges River Road into 
Milton Street. 

Traffic counts are provided in Section 6.4.  
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Out of scope The Frederick Street traffic lights need to 
be fixed as they cause bottlenecks in the 
area. 

The purpose of this consultation was to seek feedback on 
the proposed intersection improvements at Georges River 
Road and Milton Street. Traffic issues at Frederick Street 
and Canterbury Road are not part of the proposal and are 
considered out of scope for this project. However, we have 
passed on your comments to our Network Sydney team for 
consideration. 

 

When the work is complete will traffic 
start banking up along Canterbury Road 
in Croydon Park? 

Traffic will be pushed down towards 
Croydon Park 
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5.3 ISEPP consultation 

Part 2 Division 1 of the Infrastructure SEPP (ISEPP) requires consultation with councils for 

development with impacts on council-related infrastructure or services, including excavation that is 

not minor or inconsequential of the surface of a road or a footpath adjacent to a road for which a 

council is the roads authority (ISEPP c.13(1)(f)). The consultation requirements must be met before 

carrying out the subject development and includes giving written notice of the intention to carry out 

the development and taking into consideration any response to the notification provided by council 

within 21 days after the notice is given. 

In accordance with the requirements of clause 13 and 15 of the ISEPP, Inner West Council was 

notified in writing of the previous design of the proposal on 29 November 2017, with particular 

reference to the impacts on council infrastructure.  

A response from Inner West Council was received on 22 December 2017. A summary of the issues 

raised by Inner West Council in the letter and a response from Roads and Maritime is provided 

below. Email communication between Inner West Council and Roads and Maritime on 21 December 

2017 indicated that Inner West Council opposed removal of trees within the proposal area. Inner 

West Council made the following requests in regards to tree impacts: 

 An Australian Qualified Framework (AQF) Level 5 arborist is to prepare a ‘Tree Impact 

Assessment report’ and a ‘Tree Protection Plan’. 

 Should trees require removal, replacement should be conducted in a 1:2 ratio and have a 

minimum container size of 200 litres. 

Following revision of the concept design, Inner West Council was notified in writing of the change to 

the proposal on 27 August 2018. A response was received from Inner West Council on 3 October 

2018.  

Appendix B contains an ISEPP consultation checklist that documents how ISEPP consultation 

requirements have been considered. Appendix C (b) contains the ISEPP letters provided to Inner 

West Council and their response.  

Issues that have been raised as a result of this consultation are outlined below in Table 5-2. 

Table 5-2: Issues raised through ISEPP consultation 

Agency Issue raised Response / where addressed 
in REF 

Inner West Council  Safety hazard associated with 
pencil median islands 

 

 Pencil medians no longer 
proposed as part of design, 
see Chapter 3 

 Impacts to the heritage-listed 
sandstone kerb and gutter 

 Heritage impacts and 
retention of sand stone 
kerbing are discussed in 
Section 6.7 

 Retention of the shared path 
cycleway on Milton Street 

 The existing shared path 
cycleway would be 
reinstated following the 
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Agency Issue raised Response / where addressed 
in REF 

proposed road widening, 
see Chapter 3 

 Opposition to tree removal 

 If tree removal is required, a 
tree replacement plan should 
be prepared that allows for tree 
replacement in a 1:2 ratio and 
a minimum container size of 
200 L.  

 The potential impacts to 
trees is discussed in Section 
6.1.3 

 A tree replacement plan 
would be prepared in 
accordance with council 
requirements, as outlined in 
Section 6.1.4. 

 

5.4 Ongoing or future consultation 

Roads and Maritime expect to begin construction of the intersection improvements on Georges 

River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield in February 2020, with the proposal operational during early 

2021. 

Roads and Maritime would continue to inform residents and stakeholders of the ongoing 
development of the proposal and before construction occurs. This would be carried out using 

methods such as the distribution of community updates, emails to the stakeholder database, 

updates on the Roads and Maritime project website and variable message signs advising motorists 

of the changed traffic conditions. 

Roads and Maritime would also continue to consult with Inner West Council as the proposal 

develops in regards to requirements around tree impacts.  
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6. Environmental assessment 
This section of the REF provides a detailed description of the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the construction and operation of the proposal. All aspects of the environment 

potentially impacted upon by the proposal are considered. This includes consideration of: 

 Potential impacts on matters of national environmental significance under the EPBC Act  

 The factors specified in the guidelines Is an EIS required? (DUAP 1995/1996) as required 

under clause 228(1) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 and the 

Roads and Related Facilities EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996). The factors specified in clause 

228(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 are also considered in 

Appendix A. 

Site-specific safeguards and management measures are provided to mitigate the identified potential 

impacts. 

6.1 Biodiversity 

6.1.1 Methodology 

A desktop biodiversity assessment of the proposal area was carried out on 1 September 2018 and 

included searches of the following databases to identify the presence of threatened species in the 

vicinity of the proposal area: 

 A 5 km radial search of the Atlas of NSW Wildlife (BioNet)  

 A 5 km radial search of the EPBC Act Protected Matters Search Tool (PMST)  

An arborist report was commissioned by Roads and Maritime to assess the extent of impacts on 

trees within the immediate vicinity of the proposal and was prepared by Eco Logical Australia in 

August 2018. The methodology of the arborist report is summarised below and the full assessment 

is attached in Appendix D(a).  

The arborist assessment included the following methodology: 

 Visual tree assessment: The 21 subject trees were assessed in accordance with a stage one 

visual tree assessment (VTA) as formulated by Mattheck and Breloer and practices consistent 

with modern arboriculture 

 Tree retention assessment: The retention value / importance of the 21 subject trees was 

assessed in accordance with Institute of Australian Consulting Arboriculturists (IACA) 

Significance of a Tree, Assessment Rating System (STARS) 

 Protection zone assessment: The Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) and Structural Root Zone (SRZ) 

(as defined by Australian Standard (AS) 4970-2009) values were calculated of the 21 subject 

trees. A root investigation was then carried out to assess the potential impacts of encroachment 

into the TPZ. 

The outcomes of the arborist assessment were used to determine which trees would successfully 

be able to be retained. Where trees were identified to be subject to a high impact, this meant they 

could not successfully be retained and would be required to be removed. Trees that were identified 

to be subject to a medium impact were considered to have potential to be successfully retained, 

given that design and construction mitigation measures would be utilised to reduce impacts. The 
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trees that identified to be subject to a low impact or no impact were considered likely to be 

successfully retained.  

The 21 subject trees are identified below in Figure 6-1. 

An ecological assessment was also prepared by Eco Logical Australia in September 2018 to ensure 

impacts to threatened species and ecological communities are considered under the BC Act and 

EPBC Act. A summary of the methodology of the ecological assessment is provided below and the 

full assessment is available in Appendix D (b). 

The ecological assessment included the following methodology: 

 Validation of the extent and quality of native vegetation 

 Identification of the presence of threatened species and populations or whether potential habitat 

for these species / populations occurs within the proposal area 

 Carrying out of a habitat assessment to determine if potential habitat for threatened fauna 

species is present, including hollow-bearing trees. 
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Figure 6-1 Location of the 21 subject trees 
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6.1.2 Existing environment 

For the purposes of the ecological assessment, the term “study area” is used to describe the area 

that was assessed. Refer to Appendix D (b) to see the extent of the study area.  

The study area is situated in a residential area of Ashfield along Milton Street and Blackwood Road, 

near the intersection of Georges River Road. The proposal area consists largely of a concrete 

footpath adjacent to a nature strip with planted street trees, no understorey and mown lawn 

groundcover. The street trees are mostly exotic species which are native to Australia but not to the 

local area.  

The study area also includes the front yard of 98 Milton Street (the land subject to the proposed 

property acquisition, refer Section 3.6) however this was not studied in detail as it is within private 

property.  

Database searches 

NSW BioNet (BC Act) 

Within a five km radius of the proposal area, the BioNet search identified the following threatened 

species records: 

 41 threatened fauna records 

 15 threatened flora records 

 The potential for 27 threatened ecological communities (TEC) to occur 

 The potential for four endangered populations to occur.  

No threatened species were recorded to occur within the proposal area. The BioNet threatened 

species records and figures depicting the location of threatened species in relation to the proposal 

area are attached in Appendix D(c).  

Protected Matters Search Tool (EPBC Act) 

The PMST search was carried out including a five km radius of the proposal area and identified the 

presence or potential for occurrence of one Wetland of International Importance, six threatened 

ecological communities, 66 threatened species and 62 migratory species. The results of the PMST 

search with a buffer of five km is summarised below in Table 6-1.  

The Wetland of International Importance was identified to be Towra Point Nature Reserve, which is 

a wetland in the south of Sydney, listed under the Ramsar Convention in 1984. The Towra Point 

Nature Reserve is over ten km south of the proposal area and not considered to be within proximity 

of the proposal area.  

As the proposal area is within a highly urbanised and modified environment, it is unlikely that 

vegetation within or in the proximity of the proposal area would constitute a TEC. The species of the 

21 trees within the subject site were identified as part of the arborist assessment in August 2018. 

The species of the trees, including threatened species are listed in Table 6-2. 

The ecological assessment, as discussed below, assessed the occurrence and likelihood for 

threatened and migratory species to occur at the proposal area. 

Table 6-1 PMST search results 

Matter of NES Number of records 

World Heritage Property 0 
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Matter of NES Number of records 

National Heritage Places 0 

Wetlands of International Importance 1 

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 1 

Commonwealth Marine Area 1 

Listed Threatened Ecological Communities 6 

Listed Threatened Species 66 

Listed Migratory Species 62 

 

Field assessments 

Arborist assessment 

As part of the arborist assessment, the species of the 21 subject trees occurring within the proposal 

area were identified. A summary of the species and threatened species listings is provided in Table 

6-2. 

Eucalyptus nicholii individuals were identified to occur within the proposal area and this species is 

listed as Vulnerable under both the BC Act and EPBC Act. E. nicholii is typically found within far 

north-east NSW and as such, the presence of E. nicholii within the proposal area is likely to be the 

result of a planting.  

A Eucalyptus scoparia individual was also recorded within the proposal area and this species is 

listed as Endangered under the BC Act and Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. E. scoparia is only 

known to occur naturally within a small distribution area in far north-east NSW. The presence of E. 

scoparia within the proposal area is also likely to be attributed to a planting.  

No other tree species were identified to be threatened species.  

Table 6-2 Tree species within the proposal area 

Botanical name BC Act listing EPBC Act listing 

Eucalyptus nicholii 
Vulnerable Vulnerable 

Eucalyptus scoparia Endangered Vulnerable 

Liquidambar styraciflua - - 

Eucalyptus saligna - - 

Corymbia citriodora - - 

Melaleuca quinquenervia - - 

Araucaria heterophylla - - 

Melaleuca armillaris - - 
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Botanical name BC Act listing EPBC Act listing 

Callistemon viminalis - - 

Corymbia maculata - - 

Lophostemon confertus - - 

 

Ecological assessment 

As Table 6-2 above identifies most of the tree species found within the study area, those not 

included in the arborist assessment but included in the ecological assessment are discussed in this 

section.  

A visual survey from the road identified the front yard of 98 Milton Street to consist of a number of 

exotic planted species including Norfolk Island Pine (Auracaria heterophylla), small Cypress pines 

(Cupressus sp.), Ochna (Ochna serrulata) and Aloe Vera.  

The car park in front of 5 Blackwood Avenue has juvenile Casuarina sp. (She-oak regrowth) 

growing through the concrete along the boundary fence and within a small garden bed on the 

southern boundary. This garden bed also contains two planted Eucalyptus seedlings. From within 

the southern boundary of 5 Blackwood Avenue, non-native species including African Olive (Oleo 

europaea) and Camphor Laurel (Cinnamomum camphora) are partly protruding onto the pedestrian 

and cycle path of Park Lane. 

To the south, the study area is bounded by Cecil Herman Park, a small open space with picnic 

tables and benches with a maintained lawn and a small number of native and exotic planted trees, 

planted mainly along the road boundary. This includes the native Spotted Gum (Corymbia 

maculate) and non-native Brush Box (Lophostemon confertus). 

Three of the trees being American Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), Sydney Blue Gum 

(Eucalyptus saligna) and Wallangara White Gum (Eucalyptus scoparia) were identified to be hollow-

bearing trees and another Eucalyptus saligna individual was identified to be a potentially hollow-

bearing tree (refer to Figure 6-2). Hollows may provide habitat for a range of species including for 

the Ring-tailed Possum (Pseudocheirus peregrinus), Common Brushtail Possum (Trichosurus 

vulpecula), a range of birds and threatened microbats.  

Additionally, there is potential habitat for threatened microbats in the form of exfoliating bark of a 

further seven trees. All native trees also provide foraging and food resources for the threatened 

Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus) as well as to common nectivorous birds. The 

study area was not observed to contain nests, possum dreys or other evidence of native fauna 

occupation. 
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Figure 6-2 Hollow bearing trees in the study area 
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6.1.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

TPZ and SRZ encroachment 

The widening of Milton Street to accommodate the dual right turn lane onto Georges River Road 

and the through lane southbound on Milton Street would require the removal of a number of trees. 

TPZ and SRZ zones of trees may also be encroached to some degree by the proposal. An 

indicative diagram of TPZ and SRZ zones is provided in Figure 6-3. 

The AIA assessed potential impacts to trees and their TPZ and SRZ zones through the following 

criteria: 

 High impact- If the proposed encroachment is greater than 20 per cent of the TPZ. The SRZ 

may also be impacted 

 Medium impact- If the proposed encroachment is between 10-20 per cent of the TPZ 

 Low impact- If the proposed encroachment is less than 10 per cent of the TPZ 

 No impact- No likely or foreseeable encroachment within the TPZ 

Refer to Figure 6-4 to see an indicative diagram of the zones of high, medium, low and no impact on 

the tree TPZ.  

A summary of the AIA results is provided in Table 6-3 and the full results are provided in Table 6-4.  

Table 6-3 Summary of the AIA results 

Impact Number of trees Retention value 

High 14 Eight trees with low retention value 
Five trees with medium retention value 
One tree with a high retention value 

Medium 1 Low 

Low 1 Low 

None 5  One tree with a low retention value 

 Three trees with medium retention value 

 One tree with a high retention value 
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Figure 6-3 Indicative diagram of TPZ and SRZ zones 

 

 

Figure 6-4 Indicative zones of impact within the TPZ 
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Table 6-4 Impact assessment of the proposal on the 21 subject trees 

Tree Botanical name Retention value Impact Tree to be 
retained? 

1 Eucalyptus nicholii Low Medium Yes 

2 Liquidambar styraciflua Medium High No 

3 Eucalyptus nicholii Low High No 

4 Eucalyptus saligna High High No 

5 Eucalyptus saligna Medium High No 

6 Eucalyptus saligna Medium High No 

7 Corymbia citriodora Medium High No 

8 Corymbia citriodora Low High No 

9 Melaleuca quinquenervia  Low Low Yes 

10 Melaleuca quinquenervia Medium High No 

11 Araucaria heterophylla Low High No 

12 Eucalyptus nicholii Low High No 

13 Eucalyptus nicholii Low High No 

14 Eucalyptus nicholii Low High No 

15 Eucalyptus scoparia Low High No 

16 Melaleuca armillaris Medium None Yes 

17 Eucalyptus nicholii Low High No 

18 Callistemon viminalis Medium None No 

19 Callistemon viminalis Low None Yes 

20 Corymbia maculata High None Yes 
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Tree Botanical name Retention value Impact Tree to be 
retained? 

21 Lophostemon confertus Medium None Yes 

 

Tree removal 

The AIA (ELA, 2018) identified that the proposed development will result in impact on 14 trees and 

further design development identified that tree number 18 is required to be removed to address line 

of sight issues. Therefore, 15 trees are proposed to be removed as part of the proposal. The 

identification number of the trees is provided in Table 6-4 and their location in the proposal area can 

be seen in Figure 6-1. Of these, three have been identified as hollow-bearing trees and one as 

potentially a hollow-bearing tree.  

No threatened fauna species or their habitat was recorded at the subject site either during the 

desktop assessment or the field assessment. Most of the threatened fauna species that have been 

recorded within the wider area are unlikely to use the subject site due to their habitat requirements 

not being met within the subject site.  

The following threatened fauna species have previously been recorded nearby or were considered 

likely to occur within the study area:  

 Eastern Bentwing-bat (Miniopterus schreibersii oceanensis), a micro-bat listed as vulnerable 

under the BC Act  

 Grey-headed Flying-fox (GHFF) (Pteropus poliocephalus), listed as vulnerable under both BC 

Act and EPBC Act  

 Scarlet Robin (Petroica boodang), listed as vulnerable under the BC Act  

 Flame Robin (Petroica phoenicea), listed as vulnerable under the BC Act  

The Flame Robin usually prefers clearings of areas with open understorey in woodlands on the 

slopes and uplands, however in winter it is seen in more open habitats in the lowlands in native 

grasslands and in pastures. The Scarlet Robin habitat usually contains abundant logs and fallen 

timber, and these are important components of its habitat. Due to the lack of habitat features in the 

study area, these species are considered unlikely to utilise the study area.  

The Eastern Bentwing-bat is considered likely to use the subject site for foraging. However, 

microbats may avoid foraging within the subject site due to artificial lighting. Urban lighting can 

discourage microbats as well as nocturnal birds due to the risk of exposure and predation (Stone et 

al. 2009; Threlfall et al. 2012). Whilst being present, microbats are more likely to commute and 

forage among the vegetated areas away from these well-lit areas of the subject site (Stone et al. 

2009). Some microbats are known to use defoliating bark as roosting habitat, but the Eastern 

Bentwing-bat primarily uses caves as roosting habitat, and to a lesser extent stormwater tunnels, 

large culvert and other man-made structures (Churchill 2008). These habitat requirements were not 

identified to occurred within the study area.  

There is however potential foraging habitat and food resources for the threatened GHFF within the 

study area. Assessments of significance under the BC Act and the EPBC Act were therefore carried 

out for this species. Both assessments of significance concluded that the impacts of the proposal 

would not result in a significant impact to the GHFF. As such, no referral to the Commonwealth 

under the EPBC Act is required and the proposal will not trigger the biodiversity offset scheme 

under the BC Act. 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

64 

Operation 

No operational impacts on biodiversity are anticipated, once landscaping and ground cover is 

established.  

Conclusion on significance of impacts 

The proposal is not likely to significantly impact threatened species or ecological communities or 

their habitats, within the meaning of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 or Fisheries 

Management Act 1994 and therefore a Species Impact Statement or Biodiversity Development 

Assessment Report is not required. 

The proposal is / is not likely to significantly impact threatened species, ecological communities or 

migratory species, within the meaning of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 1999. 

6.1.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Tree removal All tree work must be in 
accordance with Australian 
Standard AS 4373-2007, Pruning 
of Amenity Trees and the NSW 
WorkCover Code of Practice for 
the Amenity Tree Industry (1998). 

Contractor Construction 

Tree protection Tree protection fencing must be 
established around the perimeter 
of the TPZ. If the protective 
fencing requires temporary 
removal, trunk, branch and 
ground protection must be 
installed and must comply with AS 
4970-2009 - Protection of trees on 
development sites. Existing 
fencing and site hoarding may be 
used as tree protection fencing. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 

Tree protection If temporary access for machinery 
is required within the TPZ, ground 
protection measures will be 
required. The purpose of ground 
protection is to prevent root 
damage and soil compaction 
within the TPZ. Ground protection 
may include a permeable 
membrane such as geotextile 
fabric beneath a layer of mulch, 
crushed rock or rumble boards. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 

Tree protection Any additional construction 
activities within the TPZ of the 
subject trees must be assessed 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

and approved by the project 
arborist, and must comply with AS 
4970-2009 - Protection of trees on 
development sites 

Tree protection A Tree Protection Plan (TPP) will 
be prepared prior to construction 
commencement and will be 
available onsite during the entirety 
of the proposal. The TPP shall 
consist of the following schedule 
of works and commitments: 

 Pre-construction: 

 Prior to demolition and 
site establishment 
indicate clearly trees 
marked for removal 
only. 

 Tree protection (for 
trees that will be 
retained) shall be 
installed prior to 
demolition and site 
establishment, this will 
include mulching of 
areas within the TPZ 

 During construction: 

 Inspection of trees by 
project arborist after all 
major construction has 
ceased, following the 
removal of tree 
protection measures. 

 Post construction: 

 Should trees require 
removal, replacement 
should be conducted in 
a 1:2 ratio and have a 
minimum container 
size of 200 litres 

 Final inspection of trees 
by project arborist. 

 

An AQF Level 5 
arborist  

Pre-construction 

Biodiversity Measures to further avoid and 
minimise the construction footprint 
and native vegetation or habitat 
removal will be investigated 
during detailed design and 
implemented where practicable 
and feasible. 

Contactor Detailed design / 
pre-construction 
 

Biodiversity If unexpected threatened fauna or Contractor Pre-construction / 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

flora species are discovered, stop 
works immediately and follow the 
Roads and Maritime Services 
Unexpected Threatened Species 
Find Procedure in the Roads and 
Maritime Services Biodiversity 
Guidelines 2011 – Guide 1 (Pre-
clearing process). 

construction  

Biodiversity Works impacting on hollow-
bearing trees will be supervised 
by a qualified ecologist to enable 
any fauna to be captured and 
relocated into suitable habitat 
nearby. 

Contractor Construction 
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6.2 Surface water, hydrology and flooding 

6.2.1 Methodology 

The assessment of water quality and hydrology is based on the analysis of the surrounding 

catchment area, existing waterbodies, database searches and historical records. The following 

databases were searched: 

 Water NSW All Groundwater Map 

 The following flood study was used to inform the flooding characteristics of the area: 

 Dobroyd Canal Flood Study- Final Draft Report (WMA Water, 2013) 

6.2.2 Existing environment 

Surface Water and stormwater drainage 

The local stormwater drainage network captures surface water runoff from the road network. The 

existing drainage in the proposal area consists of pits, pipes, kerbs and gutters, just south of the 

intersection (refer to Section 2.2) 

Approximately 600 m to the north of the proposal area near Norton Street, Ashfield is Iron Cove 

Creek (alternatively known as Dobroyd Canal), a concrete lined trapezoidal channel, which is 

approximately 4.8 m wide and 1.4 m deep. Iron Cove Creek travels north for a distance of 

approximately 2.5 km before discharging to the Parramatta River.  

The Cooks River is located approximately 1.2 km to the south west of the proposal area and flows 

into Botany Bay, just south of Sydney Airport. The Cooks River intercepts the Georges River Road / 

Punchbowl Road corridor approximately 2.6 km west of the proposal area via an under road 

concrete lined trapezoidal channel. 

Hawthorne Canal, another concrete lined trapezoidal channel is situated approximately 2.7 km to 

the north east of the proposal area. Similarly to Iron Cove Creek, Hawthorne Canal travels a 

distance of approximately 1.5 km before discharging into the Parramatta River.  

Flooding 

No flood planning maps are available under the Ashfield LEP 2013. However, the Dobroyd Canal 

Flood Study (WMA Water, 2013) was prepared in 2013 for Ashfield Council, Burwood Council and 

Sydney Water Corporation by WMA Water. This study investigated the existing flood liability of the 

Dobroyd Canal catchment. The intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street was not 

identified to be a flooding “hotspot” or an area that would experience significant flood depths from 

the overflow of the Dobroyd Canal.  

Groundwater 

The search of the Water NSW All Groundwater Map on the 7 September 2018 identified that no 

registered groundwater bores exist within 500 m of the proposal area. The closest groundwater 

bores are located approximately 600 m away adjacent to the Hume Highway, near automotive 

commercial businesses. These are private bores and no information is available as to groundwater 

depths in the area.  



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

68 

6.2.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Surface water and stormwater drainage 

Potential impacts to surface water would be the erosion and movement of sediments offsite from 

exposed surfaces at the proposal area or the proposed site compound. An increased sediment load 

entering the stormwater channel network of Iron Cover Creek, Cooks Creek and Hawthorne Canal 

has the potential to affect turbidity levels within these systems and their end points, Parramatta 

River and Botany Bay.  

Standard soil management safeguards as identified in Section 6.3 would be used to prevent 

sediments leaving the site. With these safeguards in place, the risk of impacts to surrounding 

surface waters during the construction phase is considered to be low.  

There is a risk that accidental spills could release potentially hazardous chemicals or contaminants 

into the receiving environment. This could negatively impact upon the condition of aquatic 

ecosystems and water quality. However, as the nearest waterway is over 50 m away, the potential 

consequence of this is minor. The storage of chemicals and hazardous materials would be 

conducted in accordance with the relevant Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) and in accordance 

with requirements of the Environmentally Hazardous Chemicals Act 1985. An emergency spill kit 

would be made available at all times during construction, to quickly and appropriately contain and 

remove any accidental spills, as outlined in the safeguards of Section 6.3. 

Flooding 

The proposal area is located within the Dobroyd Canal catchment area which has anecdotally been 

subject to flooding events in the past. Localised flooding during the construction of the proposal has 

the potential to result in erosion and water quality impacts due to the migration of construction 

materials and wastes. A flooding event has the potential to mobilise the following materials from the 

proposal area into the surrounding stormwater network: 

 Construction chemicals and hydrocarbons 

 Soils and sediment 

 Construction material such as concrete  

 Gross pollutants and construction wastes. 

Construction activities at both the proposal area and the proposed compound site would not be 

expected to exacerbate or impact upon flooding behaviour in the area, given that they would not 

form a significant barrier to water movement or decrease the storage capacity of the area. Weather 

forecasts would be monitored to ensure that the construction work is scheduled appropriately and 

that mobile materials would be stabilised or protected if a large rainfall event was predicted.  

Groundwater 

Earthworks on the eastern side of Milton Street are required to accommodate the widening of the 

proposed dual right turn lane  from Milton Street onto Georges River Road and the single through 

lane southbound on Milton Street (refer to Section 3.3.4) as well as for the decommissioning and 

relocation of existing utilities (refer to Section 3.5). Excavation may be required to a depth of two 

metres below the ground surface for drainage installation and utility work. It is unlikely that 

groundwater would be encountered at this shallow depth. There are no negative impacts to 

groundwater expected to occur during the construction of the proposal. 
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Operation 

Surface water and stormwater drainage 

The proposal would require the removal of a four metre section of the existing road reserve, some 

hardstand area and some private property frontage on the eastern side of Milton Street to allow for 

the proposed dual right turn lane and single through lane southbound on Milton Street. This would 

result in a small net increase of the total hardstand area in the proposal area due to the removal of 

Roads and Maritime-owned grass verge and privately-owned lawn area. Existing road levels would 

remain relatively consistent with the existing road configuration.  

The removal of a small amount of permeable, non-hard stand area has the potential to increase the 

volumes of surface water run-off, during rain events. Surface water run-off would be captured by the 

drainage system consisting of pits, pipes, kerbs and gutters which would be reinstated during the 

construction work. The potential increase in storm water volume would be minor and would not be 

anticipated to strain the capacity of the surrounding stormwater network.  

Flooding 

The design of the proposal, including the proposed road level would be largely consistent with the 

existing configuration of the Georges River Road and Milton Street intersection. As mentioned 

above, the stormwater drainage would be reinstated during the construction period, no substantially 

different road gradients would be introduced and there would be no additional barriers to the 

movement of water, as part of the proposal. Therefore, the operation of the proposal would not 

result in any changes to flooding behaviour.  

Groundwater 

The operation of the proposal would not impact upon groundwater.  

6.2.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental 
safeguards 

Responsibility Timing 

Soil and water Water quality control 
measures are to be used 
to prevent any materials 
(eg. concrete, grout, 
sediment etc) entering 
drain inlets or waterways. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 

Chemical handling The storage of chemicals 
and hazardous materials 
would be conducted in 
accordance with the 
relevant Material Safety 
Data Sheets (MSDS) and 
in accordance with 
requirements of the 
Environmentally 
Hazardous Chemicals 
Act 1985. 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental 
safeguards 

Responsibility Timing 

Accidental spill A site specific 
emergency spill plan will 
be developed, and 
include spill management 
measures in accordance 
with the Roads and 
Maritime Code of 
Practice for Water 
Management (RTA, 
1999) and relevant EPA 
guidelines. The plan will 
address measures to be 
implemented in the event 
of a spill, including initial 
response and 
containment, notification 
of emergency services 
and relevant authorities 
(including Roads and 
Maritime and EPA 
officers). 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 

Soil and water Measures to control 
pollutants from 
stormwater and spills 
would be investigated 
and incorporated in the 
pavement drainage 
system at locations 
where it discharges to 
the receiving drainage 
lines. Measures aimed at 
reducing flow rates 
during rain events and 
potential scour would 
also be incorporated in 
the design of the 
pavement drainage 
system. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre- 
construction 

 

  



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

71 

6.3 Soils 

6.3.1 Methodology 

A desktop investigation of relevant topographic maps and databases was carried out to inform the 

assessment on soils and geology. The database searches used include: 

 Ashfield LEP 2013 

 NSW Environment Protection Agency (NSW EPA) contaminated lands register and the list of 

NSW contaminated sites notified to the EPA 

 Soil Landscapes of the Sydney 1:100,000 Sheet (Chapman et al. 2009) 

 Australian Soil Resource Information System (CSIRO, 2014). 

6.3.2 Existing environment 

Topography 

The proposal is situated within a highly urbanised environment and existing road corridor. Elevation 

in the area surrounding the proposal gently undulates and the proposal is situated a high point on 

Georges River Road at approximately 28 m Above Height Datum (AHD).  

Soil landscapes 

The proposal area is located within the Blacktown soil landscape, which occurs on the Cumberland 

Lowlands between the Georges and Parramatta Rivers in south-west Sydney. The proposal area is 

underlain by geology of the Wianamatta Group – Ashfield Shale which comprises of laminate and 

dark grey siltstone and Bringelly Shale which consists of shale, with occasional calcareous 

claystone, laminate and coal.  

The soils of this landscape are characterised by shallow to moderately deep red and brown podzolic 

soils on elevated and well-drained areas and deep yellow podzolic soils and soloths on lower slopes 

and areas of poor drainage. Limitations of these soil types are considered to be the moderately 

reactive highly plastic nature of the subsoil, low soil fertility and poor soil drainage.  

Acid sulphate soils 

Acid sulphate soils are soils and sediments containing iron sulfides that, when disturbed and 

exposed to oxygen, generate sulfuric acid and toxic quantities of aluminium and other heavy metals. 

Acid sulphate soils maps are not available in the Ashfield LEP 2013. A search of the Australian Soil 

Resource Information System (ASRIS) was carried out on 6 September 2018 to identify the 

potential for acid sulphate soils to occur at or near the proposal area. The results concluded that 

there is an extremely low probability of occurrence of acid sulphate soils at the proposal site and in 

the surrounding area. This extremely low probability of occurrence is generally due to the 

topography of the area and distance from the coastline.  

Contamination 

The search of the NSW EPA Contaminated Lands Register on the 6 September 2018 identified only 

one record within the Ashfield LGA. This site is located at 25-35 Parramatta Road, Haberfield and is 

over two km away from the proposal area and 900 m from the proposed compound site. 
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The list of NSW contaminated sites notified to EPA was also searched to determine if any sites 

occur near or at the proposal area. No sites occur within the proposal area or in the immediate 

vicinity of the proposal area.  

6.3.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Construction of the proposal would involve the removal of vegetation and disturbance of the ground 

surface through the road widening on the eastern side of Milton Street. The proposal would also 

require earthworks during construction to obtain appropriate road levels and for utility relocation. 

Construction activities such as vegetation removal and ground surface disturbance have the 

potential to result in erosion and sedimentation. Without management measures in place, erosion 

and sedimentation could potentially impact on downstream water quality, via entering the 

stormwater network or onsite runoff.  

During construction, the following work elements have the potential to expose soils, which can lead 

to erosion and sedimentation: 

 Earthworks within the construction impact area 

 Drainage works 

 Utility trenching, removal and relocation 

 Vehicle movements 

 Removal and installation of general fill material 

 Stockpiling 

 Vegetation removal. 

The identified areas of risk for erosion and sedimentation resulting from earthworks are as follows: 

 Road widening: 

 Road widening on the eastern verge of Milton Street to allow for dual right turn lanes on 

Georges River Road and one through lane southbound on Milton Street (currently one 

through lane southbound on Milton Street and one dedicated right turn lane on Georges 

River Road) 

 Removal of 15 trees which includes 14 on the eastern verge of Milton Street and one on 

the western verge to accommodate the road widening 

 Removal of existing hard stand areas on Milton Street including the shared user path and 

car park area in front of 5 Blackwood Avenue. 

 Trenching for utilities: 

Excavation for trenching is required to accommodate the relocation of existing utilities and 

installation of new services and would involve the removal and placement of fill material using 

earthmoving equipment. 

As mentioned in Section 6.2, the closest waterbodies are Iron Cove Creek, Cooks River and 

Hawthorne Canal which are 590 m, 1500 m and 2300 m away from the proposal area, respectively. 

The potential site compounds at Bruce Street and Liverpool Street, Ashfield are approximately 1500 

m and 1100 m from both Iron Cove Creek and Hawthorne Canal. As the location of the proposal is 

at a large distance away from the nearest waterbodies and the topography of the area is fairly 

uniform, the risk of erosion and sedimentation during construction is considered to be minor. 
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Further, standard construction site management measures as outlined in Section 6.3.4 would be 

employed to mitigate any potential erosion and sedimentation risks. 

It is unlikely that the contamination would be encountered during the construction of the proposal. If 

construction was encountered, an unexpected finds procedure would be employed to appropriately 

contain, handle and dispose of contaminated material.  

Operation 

The kerbs and gutters and storm water drainage system would be reinstated as part of construction 

works, which would ensure the system functions appropriately. Once the works have been 

completed, the soils would be stabilised. Erosion and sedimentation controls would not be removed 

until the disturbed areas are stabilised.  

6.3.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Soil and water 
quality 

A site specific Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (ESCP) will be prepared 
and implemented as part of the 
Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP), for both the 
works area and the site compound. The 
ESCP is to be prepared in accordance 
with the Blue Book principles including:  

 Identify site catchment and sub-
catchments, high risk areas and 
sensitive areas 

 Sizing of each of the above areas 
and catchments 

 The likely run-off from each sub-
catchment 

 Separation of on-site and off-site 
water 

 The direction of run-off and 
drainage points during each stage 
of construction 

 Direction of flow of on-site and off-
site water 

 The locations and sizing of 
sediment basins or sumps and 
associated catch drains and/or 
bunds 

 The locations of other erosion and 
sediment control measures (eg rock 
check dams, swales and sediment 
fences) 

 Controls/measures to be 
implemented on wet weather 

Contractor Detailed design / 
Pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

events 

 A mapped plan identifying the 
above 

 A dewatering procedure for onsite 
water and basins 

 A process for reviewing and 
updating the plan on a fortnightly 
basis and/or when works alter. 

Contaminated 
land 

If unexpected contaminated areas are 
encountered during construction, all 
other works in or that may impact on 
the contaminated area will cease until 
the nature and extent of the 
contamination has been confirmed and 
any necessary site-specific controls or 
further actions have been identified. 
This would be done in consultation with 
the Roads and Maritime Environment 
Manager and/or EPA. 

Contractor Detailed design / 
Pre-construction 

Accidental spill A site specific emergency spill plan will 
be developed, and include spill 
management measures in accordance 
with the Roads and Maritime Code of 
Practice for Water Management (RTA, 
1999) and relevant EPA guidelines. 
The plan will address measures to be 
implemented in the event of a spill, 
including initial response and 
containment, notification of emergency 
services and relevant authorities 
(including Roads and Maritime and 
EPA officers). 

Contractor Detailed design / 
Pre-construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Erosion and sedimentation controls are 
to be checked and maintained on a 
regular basis (including clearing of 
sediment from behind barriers) and 
records kept and provided on request. 

Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Erosion and sediment control 
measures are not to be removed until 
the works are complete and areas are 
stabilised. 

Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Work areas are to be stabilised 
progressively during the works. 

Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

The maintenance of established 
stockpile sites is to be in accordance 
with the Roads and Maritime Services 
Stockpile Site Management Guideline 

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

(EMS-TG-10). 

 

6.4 Traffic and transport 

6.4.1 Methodology 

Existing intersection performance 

To assist in the assessment of the intersection performance, traffic modelling for the existing year 

(2015) was carried out as part of the concept design development. Traffic models are used to 

estimate the number of trips that would be made on a transportation system as a result of change in 

the road network (for example, the introduction of a new or upgraded road) or a change in travel 

demand (for example, the impact of a local development).  

A traffic survey was completed at the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street on 10 

November 2015. The survey was completed between 7:00 am to 9:00 am and between 4:00 pm to 

6:00 pm.  

Overall intersection performance is reported as an estimate of the average delay that all vehicles 

encounter at a particular intersection and the Degree of Saturation; the detailed measure is 

commonly expressed qualitatively as Level of Service (Los) which categorises the average delay 

into bands A to F, with LoS A representing the best operation and LoS F representing the worst 

operation. The banded categories are defined further in Table 6-5.  

Following a review of the existing year (2015) traffic modelling results, Roads and Maritime carried 

out future year (2026) traffic modelling assessment. Traffic modelling of the existing layout and the 

preferred option, Option 80 m was carried out to determine how each scenario perform against each 

other, in terms of LoS, delay of vehicle per second and Degree of Saturation. The performance 

assessment of the intersection was conducted using SIDRA software version 7.0. 

The full results of the modelling can be seen in the Traffic Memo in Appendix E(a). 

Table 6-5 Level of Service – average delay per vehicle in seconds 

Level of 
service 
(LoS) 

Operation Average delay per 
vehicle in seconds 

Degree of Saturation 
(DoS) 

Signalised Movements 

A 
Good operation 

< 14.5 < 0.80 
 B 14.5 to 28.5 

C Satisfactory 28.5 to 42.5 0.80 to 0.85 

D Poor but manageable 42.5 to 56.5 0.85 to 0.90 

E At capacity 56.5 to 70.5 0.90 to 1.0 

F Unsatisfactory, extra 
capacity required 

< 70.5 Over 1.0 
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Parking study  

Independent parking surveys including an inventory of parking supply along the proposal corridor, 

current usage of existing parking and identification of alternative parking was carried out by 

TransPeople in late 2016. This report considered a larger corridor of roads between Ashfield and 

Rozelle, including Milton Street, however only results relevant to Milton Street have been included in 

this REF. Refer to Appendix E(b) to see the full Parking Data Report.  

The methodology used by TransPeople for the parking inventory and usage of existing parking is 

outlined below. 

Parking inventory 

In July 2016, an inventory of the parking supply along the proposed clearway corridor was recorded 

by PeopleTrans.  

Where, on occasion, signs were missing or inconsistent with the Australian Standards, the intended 

parking restriction was recorded. That is, for example, where a “No Stopping” sign was missing but 

the section of road was intended to be “No Stopping”, that restriction was adopted.  

The methodology and assumptions used in calculating the parking supply for the proposed corridor 

was as follows:  

 PeopleTrans walked the entire length of the route (two-way) and measured the available parking 

spaces 

 Where cars were parked, these were also used as the basis for calculating the car parking 

supply 

 Where no cars were parked, the car parking supply was calculated using on-site measurements 

with reference to the Australian and NSW Road Rules and AS2890.5-1993 On-street parking as 

follows: 

 10 m No Stopping restrictions at uncontrolled side street intersections 

 20 m No Stopping restrictions on the approach and exit to traffic signals 

 30 m Bus Zones 

 Assumed car parking space lengths of 5.4 m for end spaces and 6.5 m for midblock spaces 

 Indented parking or parking that would not be affected by the extension of the clearways was 

not included in the inventory or was identified separately 

Parking demand 

Parking demand and duration of stay surveys were carried out over a nine day period (including two 

weekends) as shown in Table 6-6.  

Parking survey analysis was conducted by reviewing video footage covering all nine survey days. 

Parking demand and the offset required was determined by duration of stay and occupancy studies. 

Spaces were surveyed by driving along the entire corridor at hourly intervals and recording cars 

parked on an in-car video camera. The footage was reviewed by PeopleTrans to identify the 

location, demand and duration of stay of cars parked at hourly intervals. 

Table 6-6 Daily survey times 

Date Survey time 

Saturday 3/9/16 8:00 am to 7:00 pm 

Sunday 4/9/16 8:00 am to 7:00 pm 
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Date Survey time 

Monday 5/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Tuesday 6/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Wednesday 7/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Thursday 8/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Friday 8/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Saturday 9/9/16 6:00 am to 6:00 pm 

Sunday 10/9/16 8:00 am to 7:00 pm 

Sunday 11/9/16 8:00 am to 7:00 pm 

 

Alternative parking 

There are a number of factors affecting what is considered an ‘appropriate’ distance to walk to a 

destination from a car parking space. These include the footpath environment, weather, roads to 

cross or other delays, and even whether the destination can be seen. 

Walking LoS conditions based on the study, How Far Should Parkers Walk? (Smith and Butcher, 

1994) are provided in Table 6-7 below.  

Table 6-7 Walking Level of Service Conditions (adapted from Smith and Butcher, 1984) 

Level of Service 
Conditions 

A B C D 

Climate controlled 300 m 730 m 1,150 m 1,575 m 

Outdoor / covered 150 m 300 m 450 m 600 m 

Outdoor / 
uncovered 

120 m 240 m 360 m 480 m 

Through surface 
car park 

100 m 210 m 320 m 420 m 

Inside parking 
facility 

90 m 180 m 270 m 360 m 

 

With regard to appropriate walking distance as a replacement for parking spaces, consideration 

needs to be given to the intended purpose of people currently parking. The appropriate walking 

distance LoS for the adjacent land uses being residential, hospital and medical consulting rooms on 

Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street is LoS C to D.  

Alternative route analysis 

To determine if the alternative route would result in increased travel times for vehicles utilising the 

alternative routes to access Blackwood Avenue, Google Maps was used to determine the time and 

distance taken to traverse the identified alternative options.  
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This service calculates travel times based on a variety of factors; ranging from posted speed limit, 

likely speed derived from road types and historical average speed. The travel times estimated also 

take into account traffic conditions or delays at intersections. As travel times are approximate, they 

have been given to within a minute’s accuracy. Distance is given to within an accuracy of 50 m. 

The AM and PM peak hours of the intersection, derived from traffic surveys, are between 7:45 – 

8.45 am and between 5:15 – 6:15 pm. Hence, the comparison was assessed at 8.00 am and 5:30 

pm. The alternative routes were assessed in terms of time and distance based on fixed points 

located in both the north and south of the junction. 

6.4.2 Existing environment 

Existing intersection performance 

Traffic volumes were obtained via traffic surveys conducted on 10th November 2015. The traffic 

counts (measured in vehicles per hour (vph)) for the AM peak are provided in Figure 6-5 the PM 

peak is provided in Figure 6-6 below. A summary of the intersection performance parameters for 

both the existing layout and preferred option are shown for both the AM and PM peaks in Table 6-8. 

The traffic modelling indicated that during the AM peak, the existing intersection performs at LoS D 

which is considered to be poor, but manageable. During the PM peak, the existing intersection 

performs at LoS E, indicating that the intersection is at capacity.  
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Figure 6-5 AM peak traffic volume in vehicles per hour (vph) (from 2015) 
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Figure 6-6 PM peak traffic volume in vehicles per hour (vph) (from 2015) 

AM peak (7:30 am to 8:30 am) 

 During the AM peak, the intersection performed at LoS D with a delay of 47.1 seconds per 

vehicle 

 The DoS was 1.04, indicating that the intersection is currently at capacity 

 The longest queue length was 425 m and experienced on the western approach on Georges 

River Road. 

PM peak (4:30 pm to 5:30 pm) 

 During the PM peak, the intersection performed at LoS E with an average delay of 60.5 seconds 

per vehicle.  

 The DoS was 1.03, indicating that the intersection is currently at capacity 

 The longest queue length was 519 m and experienced on the northern approach of Milton 

Street. 

 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

81 

Table 6-8 Current intersection performance vs intersection performance of Option 80 m 

Scenario Period Overall intersection 

Delay (s) DoS LoS 

Existing layout AM 47.1 1.038 D 

PM 60.2 1.033 E 

Option 80 m 
(preferred 
option) 

AM 33.7 0.883 C 

PM 33.6 0.955 C 

 

Public transport 

Multiple bus routes travel through the proposal area and there are two bus stops within the proposal 

area and two bus stops close to the proposal area (refer to Figure 2-3). Within the proposal area, 

the two bus stops are located at: 

Milton Street, approximately 50 m north of the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street 

Georges River Road, approximately 55 m west of the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton 

Street. 

The other two bus stops near the proposal area are located on opposite sides of the road on 

Georges River Road, approximately 350 m west of the proposal area. 

Bus routes that use these stops include: 

 Route 464 – Ashfield Station to Mortlake 

 Route 466 – Ashfield Station to Cabarita 

 Route 490 – Drummoyne to Hurstville 

 Route 492 – Drummoyne to Rockdale. 

The Ashfield train station is located about one km away from the proposal area. This train station 

services the T1 – North Shore line, T2 – Inner West and Leppington line and T3 – Bankstown line.  

Parking 

On Georges River Road, existing clearway hours of operation in the eastbound direction are 

between 6am to 10am Monday to Friday and “No Parking” restrictions operate at all times outside of 

clearway hours. In the westbound direction, the existing clearway hours of operation are between 

3pm to 7pm Monday to Friday and there is some parking, a “Bus Zone” and “No Stopping” near 

intersections applicable outside of clearway hours. 

On Milton Street, existing clearway hours of operation in the northbound direction are between 6am 

to 10am Monday to Friday; there are bus zones, however street parking is available outside of 

clearway hours. In the southbound direction, the existing clearway hours of operation are between 

3pm to 7pm Monday to Friday; there are bus zones, however street parking is available outside of 

clearway hours 

There are no sign posted parking restrictions on Blackwood Avenue. 

The Parking Data Report (PeopleTrans, 2016) indicated that all properties on Milton Street between 

Georges River Road and Arthur Street were residential, with the exception of the Wesley Mission 

Hospital, Ashfield.  
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The Wesley Mission Hospital, Ashfield and adjacent consulting rooms are located on the western 

side of Milton Street. A car park is provided on-site and a sign at the front of the hospital directs 

visitors to park in Arthur Street. Unrestricted parking is permitted adjacent to the site in a northbound 

direction. Although unrestricted parking is permitted in a southbound direction in the vicinity of the 

property, it is adjacent to a dedicated right turn lane and no vehicles were observed parked in this 

location for the entire survey period. 

Parking inventory  

The parking survey found on Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street, there 

are about 22 existing on-street parking spaces available on Milton Street (in both directions). Refer 

to Figure 6-7 to see where the parking spaces are available. The existing on-street parking spaces 

consist of the following: 

 Nine unrestricted parking spaces in the northbound direction on Milton Street 

 13 unrestricted parking spaces in the southbound direction on Milton Street.  

 



 

83 

 

Figure 6-7 Existing on-street car parking spaces on Milton Street
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Parking survey results 

The major parking type along Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street is 

unrestricted parking and approximately half the vehicles observed were assumed to be associated 

with the Wesley Mission Hospital or consulting rooms.  

A summary of the parking demand on Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street 

is provided below in Table 6-9.  

Table 6-9 Summary of parking demand on Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street 

Weekday 
average 

Maximum 
weekday 
demand 

Maximum 
Saturday 
demand (1st 
Saturday / 2nd 
Saturday) 

Maximum Sunday demand (1st Sunday / 2nd 
Sunday) 

2 6 0/2 0/0 

 

State Road Parking Duration of Stay 

Weekday 

Figure 6-8 indicates that 70 per cent of observed vehicles stayed for less than one hour and 85 per 

cent of observed vehicles stayed no longer than two hours.  

 

Figure 6-8 Weekday duration of stay on Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street 

Weekend 

Figure 6-9 indicates that 34 per cent of observed vehicles stayed for less than one hour and 67 per 

cent of the observed vehicles stayed for no longer than two hours. A total of three vehicles were 

observed parking in this area on weekends (all on the second Saturday). 
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Figure 6-9 Weekend duration of stay on Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street 

Pedestrian access 

Kerbside footpaths are provided on Georges River Road, Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue. A 

shared user path is also available on the eastern side of Milton Street for both pedestrian and cyclist 

use. There are no dedicated cyclist facilities within the road corridor on either Georges River Road, 

Milton Street or Blackwood Avenue.  

A signalised pedestrian crossing facility is available for pedestrians crossing west-east on Milton 

Street and north-south on Georges River Road at the intersection of Georges River Road and 

Milton Street.  

Crash history 

Currently, vehicles can turn right out of Blackwood Avenue across two lanes of southbound traffic to 

enter the northbound lanes on Milton Street. Vehicles can also perform a left hand turn movement 

out of Blackwood Avenue to join southbound traffic on Milton Street. Conversely, vehicles can also 

currently turn right from the Milton Street northbound lane, across the two lanes of southbound 

traffic to enter Blackwood Avenue and left from the southbound lane.   

During the five year period of 1 July 2012 to 30 June 2017, there were 22 reported crashes at the 

intersection and surrounding streets, including two crashes resulting in serious injuries. 32 per cent 

of these crashes occurred at the intersection of Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue and involved 

right turn movements into or out of Blackwood Avenue.  

6.4.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Road performance 

Some impacts on traffic flow may occur during the construction phase of the works. Construction is 

planned to occur over a 12 month period from early 2022. During construction, it is anticipated that 

roads are to remain open during the construction period, however some lane closures may occur. 

Construction speed limits would be in place during construction, and stop/ slow signage and 

controls would be used during construction to ensure the safety of construction personnel.  
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Speed controls would temporarily impact travel times along roads in the proposal area, however 

these are only anticipated to be minor and would only be short-lived. The construction of the 

proposal is expected to result in improved traffic efficiency during operation and as such, the 

potential minor impacts to travel times during the construction period are considered justified.  

In addition, a small increase in traffic along the Georges River Road and Milton Street may be 

experienced as a result of construction vehicles and contractors utilising the road. Due to the limited 

amount of parking in Blackwood Avenue, parking of construction vehicles and plant would be 

avoided in this street to minimise impacts to residential parking. The compound site would also 

result in an increase of vehicle movements on Liverpool Road during the construction period. This 

would be primarily limited to staff movements and deliveries as equipment and plant could be left 

onsite between shifts. However, any increase in traffic from the construction vehicles is expected to 

result in a minor impact on traffic relative to the existing traffic volumes on Liverpool Road, Georges 

River Road and Milton Street and would not strain the capacity of these networks. 

Pedestrians and cyclists 

As part of the preliminary construction staging plans, the existing pedestrian footpaths and the 

shared user paths on the eastern side of Milton Street would be unavailable for pedestrian 

thoroughfare and cyclist use during construction as it is proposed to be removed to accommodate 

road widening into the road verge. Wayfinding signage would be used to direct pedestrians and 

cyclists to the footpath on the western side of Milton Street using the existing at grade signalised 

pedestrian crossing at the Milton Street and Arthur Street intersection.   

All footpaths and the shared user path would be reinstated during the construction works.  

Access 

Construction work is adjacent to multiple properties, particularly on the eastern side of Milton Street 

where the existing road would be widened eastward by four metres. These properties include: 

 5 Blackwood Avenue 

 1 Blackwood Avenue 

 98 Milton Street 

 92 Milton Street 

 90 Milton Street. 

All access to properties would be maintained throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Construction traffic personnel would control vehicle movements of residents in and out of drive ways 

on Milton Street during the construction period. Residents would be notified of any specific impacts 

to property access at least seven calendar days in advance and temporary access arrangements 

would be provided following consultation. 

Access to Blackwood Avenue for residents would be maintained during the course of the works.  

Traffic and transport 

The bus stop on Milton Street is on the opposite side of the road to where the road widening would 

be carried out. This bus stop and the other three as identified in Section 2.2 and shown in Figure 

2-3 would not be impacted as they are either on the opposite side of the road from the works or 

outside of the proposal area.  

All bus routes and bus stops would remain in operation.  
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Operation 

Road performance 

In the inputs to the 2026 model, growth factors were applied to account for the changes in traffic 

volumes. These growth factors were derived from the Roads and Maritime Strategic Traffic 

Forecasting Model (STM) and are shown in Table 6-10 below. Minor changes were also made to 

the phasing for some 2026 scenarios in order to justify differential growth from the approaches.  

Table 6-10 Growth factors from EMME model 

Approach AM Growth Rate (per cent) PM Growth Rate (per cent) 

West: Georges River Road 1.1 1.4 

North: Milton Street 0.9 1.7 

South: Milton Street 1.7 2.8 

 

Table 6-11 provides a comparison between the do nothing option and the preferred option, in terms 

of the operation of the intersection. In summary, by proceeding with Option 5C (preferred option), 

the intersection would improve in LoS, experience less delay and less congestion / saturation.  

Table 6-11 Traffic modelling results comparison for 2026 

Overall intersection 
performance 

Scenario 

Existing layout (do nothing 
option) 

Option 80 m (preferred option) 

                                                         AM Period 

Delay (s) 78.5 54.0 

DoS 1.15 0.980 

LoS F D 

                                                        PM Period 

Delay (s) 129.7 60.0 

DoS 1.21 1.204 

LoS F E 

 

Parking 

On-street car parking 

Outside of clearway hours of operation, some on-street car parking is available on Milton Street, 

subject to other existing parking restrictions as shown in Figure 6-7. To improve flow in the 

southbound kerbside through lane, 13 on-street car parking spaces would be removed on Milton 

Street. This would result in the loss of some on-street car parking for residents on Milton Street. 

Refer to Figure 6-10 for a depiction of parking loss locations.  
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The Traffic Data Report (TransPeople, 2016) confirmed that there would be sufficient unrestricted 

car parking spaces in nearby side streets being Arthur Street and Cromwell Street to provide 

alternative parking for the existing observed demand on Milton Street. As the parking on Milton 

Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street is a combination of residential and visitor 

purposes, these side streets offer suitable alternatives within appropriate walking distance. 

On Blackwood Avenue, one existing on-street car parking space would be lost due to the proposed 

road widening. However, one on-street car parking space would be gained due to the removal of the 

entry to the car parking area at 5 Blackwood Avenue (as the whole car park would be removed for 

the proposed road widening on the eastern side of Milton Street). As such, there would be no 

overall impact on parking in Blackwood Avenue. 

  

Figure 6-10 Affected car parking spaces  

 

Crash history 

It is proposed to ban right turn movements out of Blackwood Avenue onto Milton Street and right 

turn movements into Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street to improve road safety. A visualisation of 

these right turn movements is provided in Figure 6-11 below. Under these restrictions, vehicles 

would only be permitted to enter Blackwood Avenue by turning left from Milton Street southbound 

and exit by turning left back onto Milton Street, southbound.  
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Figure 6-11 Right turn movements in and out of Blackwood Avenue proposed to be banned 

Alternative route assessment 

An alternative route assessment was carried out to assess the impact of the right turn bans on 

vehicles wishing to access Blackwood Avenue. This was done by assessing common origins and 

destinations of trips to and from Blackwood Avenue. Table 6-12 below shows the vehicle counts 

turning right into and out of Blackwood Avenue in both AM and PM periods and AM and PM peak 

hour.  

Table 6-12 Vehicle counts of right turning traffic into and out of Blackwood Avenue 

Period Right turning traffic into 
Blackwood Avenue 

Right turning traffic out of 
Blackwood Avenue 

AM peak hour (7:45 am - 8:45 am) 2 1 

PM peak hour (5:15 pm - 6:15 pm) 1 1 

AM period (6:00 am – 10:00 am) 3 8 

PM period (3:00 pm – 7:00 pm) 8 5 
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The local origin was determined by examining the area south of the junction, while the local 

destination was determined by examining the area north of the junction, as only traffic in these 

areas are affected by the proposed restrictions. 

 

Figure 6-12 Origin and destination locations 

With the proposed right turn restriction into Blackwood Avenue, it is anticipated that vehicles 

generated from the origin will continue to travel northbound along Milton Street, turn right into Arthur 

Street and left into Hampden Street, from where they make left turns into Norton Street and Milton 

Street southbound before making a left turn into Blackwood Avenue. 

With the proposed right turn restriction from Blackwood Avenue, it is anticipated that vehicles 

originating from Blackwood Avenue would travel on Milton Street southbound and perform a U-turn 
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at the roundabout of Milton Street and Trevenar Street, continuing onto Milton Street and the 

identified destination. Refer to Figure 6-13 to see the alternative routes into and out of Blackwood 

Avenue.  

 

Figure 6-13 Alternative routes for access into and out of Blackwood Avenue 

The time and distance information of the alternative routes is outlined inTable 6-13. 

The results suggest that vehicles that make a right turn into and out of Blackwood Avenue would 

travel an additional distance of 1 km and 1.5 km respectively. As a result, it has been forecasted 

that the travel time of the two routes is expected to increase by up to six minutes in either the AM or 

PM peak hours. As the redistributed traffic volume to other streets is small, their redistribution is 

expected to have minimal impacts on the surrounding area.  

Table 6-13 Time and distance comparison between existing and alternative routes 

Route Peak Distance increase 
(km) 

Travel time increase 
(mins) 

Restrict right turn into Blackwood Avenue AM 1.0 4 
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Route Peak Distance increase 
(km) 

Travel time increase 
(mins) 

PM 3 - 6 

Restrict right turn out of Blackwood Avenue AM 1.5 3 - 6 

PM 3 - 6 

 

It is concluded that the proposed right turn restrictions into and out of Blackwood Avenue is 

expected to result in road users travelling up to an additional 1.5 km and experience additional 

travel times of up to six minutes.  

The right turn restrictions in and out of Blackwood Avenue are expected to assist in improving road 

safety by prohibiting turning movements across multiple through lanes, on a road that experiences 

high volumes of traffic. 

6.4.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Traffic and 
transport 

A Traffic Management Plan 
(TMP) will be prepared and 
implemented as part of the 
CEMP. The TMP will be 
prepared in accordance with 
the Roads and Maritime Traffic 
Control at Work Sites Manual 
(RTA, 2010) and QA 
Specification G10 Control of 
Traffic (Roads and Maritime, 
2008). The TMP will include: 

 confirmation of haulage 
routes 

 measures to maintain 
access to local roads 
and properties 

 site specific traffic 
control measures 
(including signage) to 
manage and regulate 
traffic movement 

 measures to maintain 
pedestrian and cyclist 
access 

 requirements and 
methods to consult and 
inform the local 
community of impacts 
on the local road 

Contractor Detailed design / 
Pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

network 

 access to construction 
sites including entry and 
exit locations and 
measures to prevent 
construction vehicles 
queuing on public 
roads. 

 a response plan for any 
construction traffic 
incident 

 consideration of other 
developments that may 
be under construction to 
minimise traffic conflict 
and  congestion that 
may occur due to the 
cumulative increase in 
construction vehicle 
traffic 

 monitoring, review and 
amendment 
mechanisms. 

Traffic and 
transport 

 Where possible, current 
traffic movements and 
property accesses will be 
maintained during the 
works. Any disturbance will 
be minimised to prevent 
unnecessary traffic delays. 

Contractor Construction 

Access  Access to businesses and 
residences must be 
maintained 

 If temporary access is 
restricted then residents 
would be notified of any 
specific impacts to property 
access at least seven 
calendar days in advance 
and temporary access 
arrangements would be 
provided following 
consultation 

 Safe pedestrian access 
around the work site would 
be provided by the 
construction contractor and 
captured within the traffic 
management plan.  

Contractor Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

 Signage outlining 
pedestrian and cyclist 
diversion routes would be 
displayed during 
construction (where 
required).  

 The parking of light 
construction vehicles (eg 
staff vehicles) would be 
restricted to designated 
areas 
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6.5 Noise and vibration 

6.5.1 Methodology 

Construction assessment 

Proposal area and compound sites 

The proposal has the potential to affect the community due to noise and vibration during 

construction. The following methodology has been implemented to assess the impacts. For 

construction noise impacts from the proposed activity, the Roads and Maritime construction noise 

estimator tool was used. The following key tasks were completed during assessment: 

 Identification of appropriate background noise levels  

 Identification of the noise management level (NML) 

 Identification of type of sensitive receivers 

 Identification of the noise and vibration impacts 

 Identification of feasible and reasonable additional mitigation measures 

The construction noise estimator was used to identify an appropriate background noise level and 

NML for each time period of proposed works. Common receivers were grouped into noise 

catchment areas (NCA) for construction noise assessment. NCA combines the receivers affected by 

the same works to assist with assessment, consultation or notification. NCAs are the areas that are 

affected by the same works and located at similar distances from the noise generating activity.  The 

output of the assessment can be found in sections below and Appendix F(a).  

For location of the proposed compound sites refer to Figure 3-9 and Figure 3-10. The compound 

site is proposed to be located in an area surrounded by low to medium density residential properties 

and commercial developments predominantly located on Liverpool Street. The distance based 

assessment (scenario) was selected for assessment as it considers a number of plants operating 

together during a certain construction activity. ‘Operation of compound site’ was used as to identify 

the extent of noise impact. Operation of compound sites includes, but not limited to: deliveries of 

materials, operation of construction plants and equipment, office and storage areas.  

Based on the selected noise area category, construction noise estimator tool produced 

representative background noise levels (L90) together with the noise management levels (NML).  

These values are recorded in the section above (or Table 6-14). 

The noise assessment considers only the impacts during the night-time period as this is the period 

when receivers are considered most sensitive to noise and hence has the risk of highest impact. 

This assessment conservatively considers the worst-case scenario in order to capture all 

appropriate mitigation measures necessary to manage risk of impact. However, in the review of the 

mitigation measures recommended by the assessment, the application of the measures to mitigate 

day and evening impacts was also considered. 
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Operational assessment 

As the new alignment of Milton Street would be closer to residents under the proposed design, an 

operational noise assessment was prepared by consultants Wilkinson Murray in February 2018. 

Environmental noise monitoring was conducted to determine existing noise levels using an ARL 215 

environmental noise logger.  

The logger was installed at 5 Blackwood Avenue, Ashfield at 1:30 pm on Monday the 30 January 

2018 and continued to log until 5:30 pm on Sunday the 12 February 2018. The logger was 

positioned on the front facing balcony of the property, against the railings. The microphone had 

direct line of sight to Milton Street and most of the Georges River Road intersection. Figure 6-14 

illustrates the location of the logger. 

The results of noise measurements were processed in accordance with the procedures of the NSW 

EPA’s Industrial Noise Policy (INP) and Road Noise Policy (RNP) guideline documents. 

Traffic noise levels were predicted using the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CoRTN) model 

developed by the Welsh Office of the UK Department of Transport, 1988. The CoRTN method 

calculates the LA10,18hr noise level using many different factors. This procedure has been modified 

to determine a noise level difference based on the change in distance from receivers to the road. 

The full operational noise assessment is provided in Appendix F(b).  
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Figure 6-14 Location of the noise logger monitoring location 

6.5.2 Existing environment 

The proposal area is largely surrounded by residential dwellings, with a few commercial businesses, 

a public reserve and a child care centre. The land surrounding the proposal is zoned as R2 Low 

Density Residential and R3 Medium Density Residential, RE1 Public Recreation and 

B1Neighbourhood Centre. Refer to Figure 6-15 to see land uses surrounding the proposal area. 

The proposed compound site is a mostly residential area with a hotel directly adjacent on the 

eastern side and multiple commercial business and schools on the southern side of the rail line that 

provides for T1, T2 and T3 services. See Figure 6-16 for the land uses surrounding the proposed 

compound site.  

Sensitive receivers surrounding the proposal area include residential housing and apartments on 

Milton Street, Blackwood Avenue and Georges River Road as well as Woodstock Childcare Centre. 
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Sensitive receivers surrounding the proposed compound sites include, residential housing and 

apartments on Bruce Street, Westside Motor Inn and Ashfield manor. 

The existing noise environment in the proposal area is dominated by traffic noise from Georges 

River Road and Milton Street while. Traffic noise from the Hume Highway is the main source of 

existing noise emissions at the proposed compound site. There are no industrial noise sources 

within the study area. 

Background level (LA90) was recorded from the noise estimator tool, based on the noise area 

category. R3 was selected as based on traffic volumes and the surrounding land uses. The 2018 

Roads and Maritime vehicle count on Georges River Road, about 550 m west of the proposal area 

recorded 26, 538 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT). The 2018 Roads and Maritime vehicle count 

on Liverpool Road, about 30 m west of the proposed compound site was also recorded to 

experience 24, 165 AADT. Refer to Table 6-14 below for existing noise level and construction noise 

management levels. 

Table 6-14 Background noise level and noise management level for the proposal 

Noise area category R3 

RBL or LA90 Background level (dB(A)) Day 50 

Evening 45 

Night 40 

LAeq (15 minutes) Noise Management Level 
(dB(A)) 

Day 60 

Day (OOHW) 55 

Evening 50 

Night 45 
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Figure 6-15 Land uses surrounding the proposal area 
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Figure 6-16 Land uses surrounding the compound site 
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6.5.3 Criteria 

Construction 

Noise criteria 

During construction, the NML are set as per RMS CNVG (August 2016) to be 10 dB(A) above the 

background levels during standard hours and 5 dB(A) above the background level for out of hours.  

As such based on the existing background noise levels provided in Section 6.5.2, the following 

NMLs would apply to the proposal:  

 Day (standard hours): 50 + 10 = 60 dB(A) 

 Day (outside standard hours): 50 + 5 = 55 dB(A) 

 Evening (outside standard hours): 45 + 5 = 50 dB(A) 

 Night (outside standard hours): 40 + 5 = 45 dB(A) 

Given there will be work carried out during the night, sleep disturbance levels were estimated to be 

55 dB(A) and awakening reaction level is to be 65dB(A).  

Vibration criteria 

The vibration criteria are defined as a single weighted root mean square (rms) acceleration source 

level in each orthogonal axis. Vibration may enter the body along different orthogonal axes and 

affect it in different ways. Currently there is no existing Australian Standard for assessment of 

structural building damage caused by vibration energy. 

The minimum working distances from sensitive receivers for typical items of vibration intensive plant 

are called “cosmetic” damage. The minimum working distances for cosmetic damage must be 

complied with at all times, unless otherwise approved by Roads and Maritime or under the 

environmental license as relevant. For a handheld jackhammer, that is proposed to be used during 

construction, cosmetic damage distance from the sensitive receiver is 1 m and human response 

distance is 2 m (refer to Table 2 of CNVG). Cosmetic damage distance applies to cosmetic damage 

of typical buildings under typical geotechnical conditions.  

In relation to human comfort (response), the minimum working distance of 2m relates to continuous 

vibration. For most construction activities, vibration emissions are intermittent in nature and for this 

reason, higher vibration levels, occurring over shorter periods are allowed. If there is any risk of 

exceedance of the cosmetic damage distance, a permanent vibration monitoring system should be 

installed, to warn plant operators (via flashing light, audible alarm, SMS, etc) when vibration levels 

are approaching the cosmetic damage objective. 

Operation 

Noise criteria 

Where a proposal has the potential to generate a new source of noise for residential receivers, 

either through changes in road alignment or a change to the volume or mix of vehicles, an 

operational traffic noise assessment would be required in accordance with the RNP (DECC, 2011). 

Where the changes of an existing road alignment are only minor, a less detailed assessment of 

traffic noise impacts is required. The operational noise criteria considered for this assessment is 
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whether the proposal would result in a traffic noise increase of more than 2 dB(A) at any nearby 

receiver. 

6.5.4 Potential impacts 

Construction 

Proposal area 

The assessment of construction noise impacts is based on the following construction activities 

identified as the noisiest: 

 Paving / asphalting 

 Use of chainsaw during vegetation clearing 
 
Noise emissions were predicted for each scenario and the relevant noise levels for each NCA were 

determined using the estimator tool. The results of the construction noise assessment are 

summarised in Table 6-15 and Table 6-16 below and shown in Figure 6-17 and Figure 6-18. NCA1 

are residences located directly in line of sight from the proposal. NCA2, NCA3 and NCA4 are the 

receivers located behind the rows of other buildings. It is seen from the table that NCA1 to NCA3 

would have noise levels exceeding NML. Hence a number of additional safeguards would be 

applied to mitigate the impacts. 

Based on the these predicted construction noise levels, the night time construction noise 

management levels would be exceeded at sensitive receivers in line of sight of the proposal during 

both paving / asphalting and chainsaw activities. These receivers include residential buildings, the 

Wesley Mission hospital, a child care centre and two small businesses. Refer to Figure 6-15 for the 

locations of the Wesley Mission hospital, child care centre and commercial area.  

As seen in Table 6-15, the estimated noise emissions from the paving / asphalting activity may 

exceed the 45 dB(A) noise criteria up to 280 m from the proposal area. The estimated noise 

emissions from the use of a chainsaw have the potential to exceed the 45 dB(A) noise criteria up to 

200 m from the proposal area.  

Figure 6-17 depicts the area that would be impacted by construction noise from the paving / 

asphalting and Figure 6-18 depicts the area that would be impacted by construction noise from the 

use of a chainsaw.  

 

Table 6-15 Predicted construction noise levels at the proposal area under the paving/asphalting scenario 

Noise Catchment 
Area 

NML at night 
dB(A) 

Paving / asphalting predicted 
noise level  

Mitigation measures 
for paving/ 
asphalting 

NCA 1 45 70 dB(A) in line of sight 70 m N, DR 

NCA 2 45 60 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 70 m 

N, DR 
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Noise Catchment 
Area 

NML at night 
dB(A) 

Paving / asphalting predicted 
noise level  

Mitigation measures 
for paving/ 
asphalting 

NCA 3 45 50 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 180 m 

N, DR 

NCA 4 45 45 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 280 m 

N 

 

Table 6-16 Predicted construction noise levels at the proposal area under the chainsaw use scenario 

Noise Catchment 
Area 

NML at night 
dB(A) 

Chainsaw use predicated 
noise level 

Mitigation measures 
for chainsaw use 

NCA 1 45 70 dB(A) in line of sight 50 m N, DR 

NCA 2 45 60 dB(A) in line of sight at 135 m N, DR 

NCA 3 45 60 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 50 m 

N, DR 

NCA 4 45 50 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 135 m 

N, DR 

NCA 5 45 45 dB(A) behind the rows of 
buildings at 200 m 

N 
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Figure 6-17 Noise catchment areas (paving/ asphalting scenario)  
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Figure 6-18 Noise catchment areas (Noisiest plant: chainsaw) 
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Proposed compound site 

The noise estimator tool produced predicted noise levels at different locations for the residential 

receivers in the vicinity. The results of the construction noise assessment are summarised in Table 

6-17 below and shown in Figure 6-19. NCA1 are residences located directly in line of sight from the 

proposal. NCA2, NCA3 and NCA4 are the receivers located behind the rows of other buildings. It is 

seen from the table that NCA1 to NCA3 would have noise levels exceeding NML. Hence a number 

of additional safeguards would be applied to mitigate the impacts. 

Table 6-17 Predicted noise levels during the operation of the proposed compound site 

Noise Catchment Area NML dB(A) Predicted noise levels, 
dB(A) 

Recommended 
additional mitigation 
measures 

NCA 1  
(40 m) – in line of 
sight 

45 70 N, DR 

NCA 2  
(40 m) – No line of 
sight – behind the 
rows of buildings 

45 60 N, DR 

NCA 3  
(125 m) – No line of 
sight – behind the 
rows of buildings 

45 50 N, DR 

NCA 4  
(200 m) – No line of 
sight – behind the 
rows of buildings 

45 40 N 

 

Additional mitigation measures 

Table 6-15 and Table 6-17 list additional mitigation measures that are reasonable and feasible to 

apply. The measures are described in further detail below. 

1. Notification (N) in the form of a letterbox drop to receivers within a 280 m radius of the proposal 

area and a 200 m radius of the compound site. Notification will be sent to the community no later 

than seven calendar days ahead of construction activities. Notification will have information 

detailing work activities, dates and hours of proposed works, impacts and mitigation measures, 

indication of work schedule over the night time period, as well as any operational noise benefits 

from the works and contact information.  

 

2. Duration Respite (DR) proposes to increase the overall work duration, number of evenings and 

nights worked through so that the project can be completed more quickly. It is anticipated that the 

proposal will not be able to comply with R2 mitigation measure. Therefore DR is proposed. 

Advanced information notification will be sent out to the community regarding construction 

schedule detailing the mitigation measures proposed to be implemented to minimise the potential 

impacts. 
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Figure 6-19 Noise catchment areas (compound operation scenario) 
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Operation 

Following the completion of the works, road traffic would be brought approximately four metres 

closer to residences on the eastern side of Milton Street, where the road was widened to 

accommodate the dual right turn lane onto Georges River Road and the single through lane 

southbound on Milton Street.  

Noise impacts were predicted for the closest receiver, where the proposal would result in the traffic 

moving closer to this receiver. The predicted noise levels during operation of the proposal are 

presented in Table 6-18 below.  

Table 6-18 Summary of measured noise levels 

 
Day Evening Night 

AM 
Shoulder 

PM 
Shoulder 

15 hr 9 hr 

LAeq 66 65 63 67 63 66 63 

RBL 57 55 42 50 51 - - 

Note: AM Shoulder period is between 5:00 am and 7:00 am and PM Shoulder period is between 10:00 pm and 12:00 am 

Based on the proposed traffic realignment at the Milton Street and Georges River Road intersection 

a noise increase of approximately 0.4 dB would occur at the nearest receiver. Given these findings 

it was concluded that the proposal was unlikely to result in road noise levels increasing by more 

than 2 dB(A) relative to existing road operations at surrounding receivers and that no specific 

operational mitigation measures would be necessary.  
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6.5.5 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Noise and 
vibration 

A Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan (NVMP) will 
be prepared and implemented 
as part of the CEMP. The 
NVMP will generally follow the 
approach in the Interim 
Construction Noise Guideline 
(ICNG) (DECC, 2009) and 
identify: 

 all potential significant 
noise and vibration 
generating activities 
associated with the 
activity 

 feasible and reasonable 
mitigation measures to 
be implemented, taking 
into account Beyond the 
Pavement: urban design 
policy, process and 
principles (Roads and 
Maritime, 2014). 

 a monitoring program to 
assess performance 
against relevant noise 
and vibration criteria  

 arrangements for 
engagement with 
affected neighbours and 
sensitive receivers, 
including notification and 
complaint handling 
procedures 

 contingency measures 
to be implemented in the 
event of non-compliance 
with noise and vibration 
criteria. 

Contactor Detailed design / 
pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Noise   Letterbox drop (N = 
notification) for receivers 
within 280m radius. 
Notifications should be 
detailing work activities, 
dates and hours, 
impacts and mitigation 
measures, indication of 
work schedule over the 
night time period, any 
operational noise 
benefits from the works 
(where applicable) and 
contact telephone 
number. Notification will 
be sent a minimum of 7 
calendar days prior to 
the start of works. 

Contactor Pre-construction 

Noise  Duration Respite (DR). 
Duration respite means 
increasing the number 
of working nights per 
week to five during 
construction in order to 
reduce the impact by 
completing the work 
more quickly. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction  
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6.6 Aboriginal heritage 

6.6.1 Methodology 

This Aboriginal heritage assessment was carried out in accordance with the Procedure for 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation and Investigation (PACHCI) (Roads and Maritime, 2011). 

This approach comprised of a desktop assessment to determine whether the proposal is likely to 

harm Aboriginal cultural heritage and whether further assessment is required.   

6.6.2 Existing environment 

A search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) was carried out on 6 

September 2018 for the proposal area and for the two potential compound sites, all with a 50 m 

buffer. There were no registered Aboriginal heritage sites or places within the search area.  

The physical environment has been modified in, and surrounding the proposal area. The landform 

has been modified to allow for housing developments, road formation, drainage works, car parking 

and sports fields. Remnant vegetation has generally been cleared to allow for urban development 

and converted to open lawn and recreational areas.  

A Stage 1 PACHCI clearance letter is available in Appendix G.  

6.6.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

As described above in Section 6.6.2, the proposal area is highly disturbed due to previous 

construction works and current land uses. The proposed compound site has also been extensively 

disturbed and the lawn is regularly maintained. All excavation work would occur in areas that have 

been subject to previous disturbance or earthworks.  

The potential for the proposal to impact upon Aboriginal heritage is low. 

Operation 

The proposal is not expected to impact on any items of Aboriginal heritage or cultural values. 

6.6.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Aboriginal 
heritage 

 The Standard Management Procedure 
- Unexpected Heritage Items (Roads 
and Maritime, 2015) will be followed in 
the event that an unknown or potential 
Aboriginal object/s, including skeletal 
remains, is found during construction. 
This applies where Roads and 

Contactor Detailed design / 
pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Maritime does not have approval to 
disturb the object/s or where a specific 
safeguard for managing the 
disturbance (apart from the 
Procedure) is not in place.  

 Work will only re-commence once the 
requirements of that Procedure have 
been satisfied. 
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6.7 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

6.7.1 Methodology 

Non-Aboriginal heritage items in the vicinity of the proposal were identified by conducting searches 

of the following databases on 6 September 2018: 

 Ashfield LEP 2013 

 NSW State Heritage Register 

 Roads and Maritime s170 Heritage Register 

 Australian Heritage database. 

A summary of the search results is provided in Appendix H(a). 

A Statement of Heritage Impact (SoHI) was prepared by consultants Biosis in 2017 to assess the 

significance of the sandstone kerb and the potential heritage impacts as a result of the proposal. 

The SoHI was prepared as part of the previous REF that accompanied the VBAJ concept design. 

The main features of the concept design subject to this REF are relatively consistent with that of the 

VBAJ design that was used in the preparation of the SoHI. As such, the findings of the SoHI are 

used within this REF to inform the assessment of the sandstone kerb.  

The SoHI is attached in Appendix H(b).  

6.7.2 Existing environment 

Proposal area 

The results of the database searches indicate that there are non-Aboriginal heritage items adjacent 

to and within the vicinity of the proposal area.  

A sandstone kerb which is listed under the Roads and Maritime s170 Heritage and Conservation 

Register is located on the eastern side of Milton Street as seen in Figure 6-20. The length of the 

existing sandstone kerb within the proposal area is about 82 m. The significance of this item is held 

in its contribution to the amenity and character of the area. This item is within the alignment of the 

proposal area, where the road widening is proposed to occur.  

The Boarding House, an item of local significance listed under the Ashfield LEP 2013 is located 

about 14 m to the east of the proposal area at 4 Blackwood Avenue (refer to Figure 6-20). This item 

is significant due to its historical use as a guest house. The proposed work would not enter the 

bounds of this item and is shielded by the apartment building at 5 Blackwood Avenue 

The road corridor and associated road infrastructure included within the proposal area on Georges 

River Road and Blackwood Avenue are deemed to be of limited archaeological significance and 

unlikely to constitute any potential non-Aboriginal heritage items.  

Proposed compound site 

The proposed compound site at 89 Liverpool Street is not of heritage significance, however the 

north and north western portion of Bruce Street is identified to form the locally listed Federation 

Style Conservation Area under the Ashfield LEP 2013. On the western side of Bruce Street, directly 

opposite the proposed compound site is a locally listed house under the Ashfield LEP 2013, at 11 
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Bruce Street. The proposed compound site at 89 Liverpool Street is not within the curtilage of either 

of these heritage items.  

The proposed compound site at 89 Liverpool Street is considered to be of low archaeological value 

given that it is a secured, maintained grass area and that the significance of the surrounding 

heritage items relates to the character and history of the federation style houses instead of 

archaeological potential.  
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Figure 6-20 Non-Aboriginal heritage near the proposal area
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6.7.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

The proposal would move the road on the eastern side of Milton Street approximately four metres 

east from the current line of kerbing for a length of approximately 150 m. This is required to 

accommodate the dual right turn lane from Milton Street onto Georges River Road and the through 

lane southbound onto Milton Street. Excavation works would not enter the curtilage of any heritage 

items. 

The design would require the removal of about 82 m of the existing sandstone kerbing on the 

eastern side of Milton Street which is listed on the Roads and Maritime s170 heritage register (refer 

to Figure 6-21). The removal of the sandstone kerbing would also include any associated sandstone 

guttering underlying the bitumen. The sandstone kerb holds local significance and other similar 

sandstone kerbs are located within the general area such as in Frederick Street, Ashfield, Burwood 

Road, Concord and on the north end of Great North Road, Abbotsford. The removal of the 

sandstone kerb is considered to be unavoidable and changes in design to minimise impacts is not 

considered feasible.  

The SoHI identified that the main impact to the sandstone kerb as a result of the proposal would be 

the significant reduction of its material on Milton Street, therefore reducing its aesthetic, social 

significance and its contribution to the amenity and character or the area.  

Fifty-eight metres of the existing sandstone kerbing is expected to be able to be relocated into the 

new kerb alignment on Milton Street, following the proposed road widening by four metres. 24 m of 

the existing sandstone kerb is not anticipated to be successfully retained and relocated due to its 

existing degraded condition. Therefore, the proposal would result in a loss of about 24 m of the 

existing sandstone kerb. 

To reduce potential impacts to the sandstone kerb that would be relocated, a stonemason would be 

engaged to carry out the removal and relocation of the existing sandstone kerb. The re-instated 

sandstone would be installed in consistent lengths such that the replacement concrete kerbing 

would not separate the re-instated sandstone. Nearby local councils would also be contacted to 

identify if there is any sandstone kept within council depots of a similar era that could be used to 

replace the 24 m of sandstone that would be lost as part of the proposal.  

The SoHI concluded that a suitable mitigation measure would be to carry out an archival recording 

of the item at the time of works. An archival recording would also be able to capture imagery of any 

sandstone guttering associated with the sandstone kerb that may be encountered during the works. 

Where the sandstone kerb is in a condition suitable for ongoing use in the road corridor as per 

Roads and Maritime standards, the sandstone kerb would be removed and retained for 

reinstatement in the formation of new kerb as part of the road widening.  

Although the proposal would have the potential to negatively impact the heritage significance of the 

sandstone kerb, an archival recording of the item during construction prior to its removal would 

ensure the significance of the item is documented and the sandstone kerb would be reused in the 

new kerb on the eastern side of Milton Street, where possible. Negative impacts to the sandstone 

kerb are considered to be outweighed by the positive impacts the operation of the proposal would 

have, such as improved traffic efficiency and road safety.  
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The proposed work is unlikely to unearth potential archaeological relics given that the road corridor 

has been previously disturbed during the construction of the existing road. If in the unlikely chance 

that a potential archaeological relic is identified during construction, the Roads and Maritime 

Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected Heritage Items would be followed.  

There is not anticipated to be any impacts to heritage items through the use of the proposed 

compound site at 89 Liverpool Street.  
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Figure 6-21 Existing sandstone kerb that would be impacted by the proposal
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Operation 

There is not anticipated to be any operational impacts on items of non-Aboriginal heritage.  

6.7.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 The Standard 
Management 
Procedure - 
Unexpected Heritage 
Items (Roads and 
Maritime, 2015) will be 
followed in the event 
that any unexpected 
heritage items, 
archaeological 
remains or potential 
relics of Non-
Aboriginal origin are 
encountered.  

 Work will only re-
commence once the 
requirements of that 
Procedure have been 
satisfied. 

Contactor Detailed design / 
pre-construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 Ensure that an 
archival record is 
prepared in 
accordance with the 
Heritage Branch 
guidelines How to 
Prepare Archival 
Records for Heritage 
Items and 
Photographic 
Recording of Heritage 
Items Using Film or 
Digital Capture 
(Heritage Office 2001, 
revised 2004, 2006). 

Roads and 
Maritime 

Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 A suitably qualified 
stonemason must be 
engaged to carry out 
the removal and 
relocation of the 
existing sandstone 
kerb listed under the 
Roads and Maritime 
s170 Heritage 
Register 

 Nearby local councils 
are to be contacted to 
see if any existing 
sandstone can be 
obtained to replace 
the 24 m of sandstone 
that would be lost  

 The re-instated 
sandstone must be 
installed in consistent 
lengths  

Contractor Construction 
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6.8 Landscape character and visual impacts 

6.8.1 Methodology 

The assessment was carried out in accordance with the Guideline for Landscape Character and 

Visual Impact Assessment (Roads and Maritime, 2013).  

The method to measure landscape character and visual impact is based on the combination of the 

sensitivity of the existing area or view to change and the magnitude (scale, character, distance) of 

the proposal on that area or view.  

Sensitivity refers to the qualities of an area, the number and type of receivers and how sensitive the 

existing character of the setting is to the proposed change. For example, a pristine natural 

environment will be more sensitive to change than a built up industrial area.  

Magnitude refers to the nature of the project. For example, a large interchange would have a very 

different impact on landscape character than a localised road widening in the same area.  

The combination of sensitivity and magnitude will provide the visual impact for viewpoints (refer to 

Table 6-19 for grading values). 

Table 6-19 Impact grading matrix (Roads and Maritime 2013) 

 Magnitude 

Sensitivity  High Moderate Low  Negligible 

High High Impact High – 
moderate 

Moderate Negligible 

Moderate High – 
Moderate 

Moderate Moderate – 
Low 

Negligible 

Low Moderate Moderate – 
Low 

Low Negligible 

Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible  

 

6.8.2 Existing environment 

Visual environment 

The landscape character assessment was based on a desktop assessment. 

The proposal area is situated in a developed, built-up area. The predominant landscape within the 

proposal area includes road infrastructure (arterial and local roads), a few commercial business 

properties and is mainly residential housing (low and medium density). The vegetation in the 

proposal area is limited due to clearing for urban development. It is unlikely that the vegetation is 

remnant and it resembles planted tree species of which some are not indigenous to the area and 

maintained lawn. The proposal is situated at a higher point in the landscape as west of the proposal 

area, the gradient of Georges River Road gently declines. However, the proposal area itself is 

generally flat and does not experience any large changes in elevation. 

The proposed compound site is also located within a developed, built-up area, immediately adjacent 

to the Hume Highway and local roads, as well as an active rail line. A large chain-wire security fence 

has been constructed around the perimeter of the proposed compound site.  
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Bruce Street Reserve sits immediately to the west of the proposed compound site and generally 

consists of maintained lawn and exotic tree species. Directly to the east of the proposed compound 

site is the Westside Motor Inn which has some capacity to view the proposed compound site from 

the windows of the building near the perimeter fence.  

The Georges River Road/ Punchbowl Road Corridor Strategy applies to the proposal. This 

document describes the existing conditions of this arterial road including road safety, traffic, asset 

management, land use, environment, planning and development.  

Visibility of the proposal 

Proposal area 

The key existing viewpoints in the area would be from commercial businesses, residential properties 

and road users (pedestrian and vehicles). The visual catchment of the proposal area is shown in 

Figure 6-22. 

Five key viewpoints were used to assess the potential visual impact of the proposal and are defined 

in Table 6-20 and shown in Figure 6-22. 
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Figure 6-22 Visibility of the proposal area 
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Table 6-20 Key view points of the proposal area 

View point Description Sensitivity 

VP1 Looking south on Milton Street towards the intersection of Georges 
River Road and Milton Street (refer Figure 6-23) 

Moderate 

VP2 Looking east on Georges River Road towards the intersection of 
Georges River Road and Milton Street (refer Figure 6-24) 

Moderate 

VP3 Looking north on Milton Street towards the intersection of Georges River 
Road and Milton Street (refer Figure 6-25) 

Low 

VP4 Looking north on Milton Street, at the intersection of Georges River 
Road and Milton Street (refer Figure 6-26) 

Moderate 

VP5 Looking west on Blackwood Avenue towards Milton Street (refer Figure 
6-27) 

Moderate 

 

Viewpoint 1 

 

Figure 6-23 VP1- looking south on Milton Street (source: Google maps) 

Viewpoint 2 

 

Figure 6-24 VP2- looking east on Georges River Road (source: Google maps) 
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Viewpoint 3 

 

Figure 6-25 VP3 – Looking north on Milton Street (source: Google maps) 

Viewpoint 4 

 

Figure 6-26 VP4 – Looking north on Milton Street, at the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street (source: 
Google maps) 

Viewpoint 5 

 

Figure 6-27 VP5 – Looking west on Blackwood Avenue (source: Google maps) 

Compound site 

Five key viewpoints were used to assess the potential visual impact of the proposed compound site 

and are defined in Table 6-21 and Figure 6-28.  
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Figure 6-28 Visibility of the compound site 
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Table 6-21 View point of the proposed compound site 

View 
point 

Description Sensitivity 

VP1 Looking south on Bruce Street, with the proposed compound site on the left 
hand side of the road (refer Figure 6-29) 

Moderate 

VP2 Looking south – west on Liverpool Road, with the proposed compound site 
on the right hand side of the road (refer Figure 6-30) 

Moderate 

VP3 Looking west on Grosvenor Crescent with the proposed compound site to 
the north-east (refer Figure 6-31) 

Moderate 

VP4 Looking north – east on Liverpool Road with the proposed compound site 
on the left hand side of the road (refer Figure 6-32) 

Low 

VP5 Looking north-east from Elizabeth Street with the proposed compound site 
with a view of the proposed compound site behind Bruce Street Reserve 
(refer Figure 6-33) 

Low 

 

Viewpoint 1 

 

Figure 6-29 VP1 - Looking south on Bruce Street (source: Google Maps) 

Viewpoint 2 

 

Figure 6-30 VP2 - Looking south - west on Liverpool Road (source: Google Maps) 
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Viewpoint 3 

 

Figure 6-31 VP3 - Looking west on Grosvenor Crescent (source: Google Maps) 

Viewpoint 4 

 

Figure 6-32 VP4 - Looking north – east on Liverpool Road (source Google Maps) 

Viewpoint 5 

 

Figure 6-33 VP5 - Looking north-east from Elizabeth Street (source: Google Maps) 
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6.8.3 Potential impacts 

Visibility of the proposal area 

The potential visual impacts during both the construction and operational phase surrounding the proposal area are assessed below in Table 6-22. 

Table 6-22 Potential visual impacts of the proposal area on sensitive receivers from the key viewpoints 

View Description of setting Phase Element of 
proposal visible 
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Comment 

VP1 Looking south on 
Milton Street towards 
the intersection of 
Georges River Road 
and Milton Street (refer 
Figure 6-23) 

Construction Traffic bollards, tree 
removal and 
construction zone 
including associated 
construction plant 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Construction work would be staged as 
outlined in Section 3.3.1 and would 
progressively move from the northern side of 
the proposal area to the southern side.  
Construction works are unlikely to adversely 
affect any one receiver for the entire duration 
of the work.  
All temporary construction plant and bollards 
would be removed upon completion of the 
works, which restore the general visual 
amenity of the area.  

Operation Widened road on 
eastern side of 
Milton Street and 
new mast arm 

Low Moderate – 
Low 

The existing road alignment on Milton Street 
would be extended by four metres in an 
easterly direction upon completion of the 
works and the shared user path would be 
reinstated.  
The new mast arm would be installed on the 
eastern side of Milton Street. 
Although the eastern side of Milton Street 
would be extended and there would be new 
road furniture in the form of the mast arm, the 
visual amenity of the area would generally still 
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be in keeping with that of the existing view 
and also that of an operating, arterial road 
intersection.  

VP2 Looking east on 
Georges River Road 
towards the 
intersection of Georges 
River Road and Milton 
Street (refer Figure 
6-24) 

Construction Traffic bollards and 
construction zone 
and associated 
construction plant 

Moderate Low Moderate  - 
Low 

A small area of the construction zone would 
be visible on the approach to the intersection 
of Georges River Road and Milton Street, 
from Georges River Road. However, this 
would not be visible at all times as the work 
would be staged (as discussed in Section 
3.3.1). Construction visual impacts at this 
viewpoint are considered to be temporary and 
low.  

Operation Widened road on 
eastern side of 
Milton Street and 
new mast arm 

Low Moderate - 
Low 

From this view point, the visual characteristic 
of the intersection would generally be very 
similar to the existing. The only exception 
would be that the additional dedicated right 
turn lane from Milton Street to Georges River 
Road would extend the road formation four 
metres into the road reserve and the mast 
arm would be visible.  
However, this view would generally be similar 
to what is currently experienced.  

VP3 Looking north on Milton 
Street towards the 
intersection of Georges 
River Road and Milton 
Street (refer Figure 
6-25) 

Construction A partially blocked 
view of the 
construction zone, 
associated 
construction plant 
and temporary 
footpath and traffic 
bollards.  

Low Low Low The views of the construction zone are largely 
blocked by the retaining wall and grassed 
area of the public reserve adjacent to the 
intersection of Georges River Road and 
Milton Street.  
The temporary and partially impeded view of 
the construction zone is considered to be a 
low visual impact at this view point.  

Operation New mast arm, new 
signalised 
pedestrian crossing 
facility and 
relocated shared 

Low Low The mast arm and signalised pedestrian 
crossing would be the only new features 
within this view point and they would remain 
in keeping with the visual characteristic of the 
road environment. 
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user path.  The shared user path would be reinstated and 
the new road formation following widening of 
four metres would still generally resemble the 
existing visual amenity of the area.  

VP4 Looking north on Milton 
Street, at the 
intersection of Georges 
River Road and Milton 
Street (refer Figure 
6-26) 

Construction Traffic bollards, tree 
removal, 
construction zone 
and associated 
construction plant  

Moderate Moderate Moderate The construction zone and associated plant 
and traffic bollards would be visible from this 
view point. There is also likely to be a view of 
the tree removal.  

Operation Widened road on 
eastern side of 
Milton Street, new 
mast arm, new 
shared user path, 
new signalised 
pedestrian crossing 
facility 

Moderate Moderate From this view point, the removal of the 
existing streetscape trees would be visible, 
however these would be replaced and 
therefore the change is not expected to 
substantially alter the visual characteristic of 
the area. 
The mast arm and signalised pedestrian 
crossing would be the only new features 
within this view point and they would remain 
in keeping with the visual characteristic of the 
road environment. 
The shared user path would be reinstated and 
the new road formation following widening of 
four metres would still generally resemble the 
existing visual amenity of the area.  

VP5 Looking west on 
Blackwood Avenue 
towards Milton Street 
(refer Figure 6-27) 

Construction Traffic bollards, tree 
removal, 
construction zone 
and associated 
construction plant 

Moderate Moderate Moderate The construction zone and associated plant 
and traffic bollards would be visible from this 
view point. There is also likely to be a view of 
the tree removal. 

Operation  Moderate Moderate From this view point, the removal of the 
existing streetscape trees would be visible, 
however these would be replaced and 
therefore the change is not expected to 
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Visibility of the proposed compound site 

The potential visual impacts as a result of the use of the proposed compound site during the construction period are assessed below in Table 6-23. 

Following the completion of the works, the proposed compound site would be decommissioned and therefore, operational visual impacts of the 

proposed compound site are not assessed.  

Table 6-23 Potential visual impacts of the proposed compound site on sensitive receivers from the key viewpoints 

substantially alter the visual characteristic of 
the area. 
The removal of the existing car parking area 
at the front of 5 Blackwood Avenue would be 
noticeable, as well as the road and shared 
user path being brought four metres closer to 
Blackwood Avenue.  
However, these visual impacts are considered 
to be moderate as they are generally in 
keeping with the existing perception of the 
road environment.   

View Description of setting Phase Element of proposal visible 
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VP1 Looking south on 
Bruce Street, with the 
proposed compound 
site on the left hand 
side of the road (refer 
Figure 6-29) 

Construction Views of the proposed 
compound site on the eastern 
side of Bruce Street. This 
would include the security 
fencing and construction 
vehicles entering in and out of 
the site.  

Moderate Low Moderate - 
Low 

Some existing trees and houses on Bruce 
Street partially impede views into the 
proposed site compound.  
Temporary fencing placed around the 
perimeter of the proposed compound site 
would provide partial visual block- out of 
views into the site.  
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VP2 Looking south – west 
on Liverpool Road, with 
the proposed 
compound site on the 
right hand side of the 
road (refer Figure 6-30) 

Construction Views of the proposed 
compound site on the 
northern side of Liverpool 
Road.  

Moderate Low Moderate - 
Low 

The temporary accommodation directly 
adjacent to the proposed compound site 
disrupts some views into the site. 
Temporary fencing placed around the 
perimeter of the proposed compound site 
would provide partial visual block- out of 
views into the site. 

VP3 Looking west on 
Grosvenor Crescent 
with the proposed 
compound site to the 
north-east (refer Figure 
6-31) 

Construction Views of the proposed 
compound site on the 
northern side of Liverpool 
Road.  

Moderate Low Moderate - 
Low 

The building at 88 Liverpool Road 
provides some visual block out of views 
into the proposed compound site at this 
view point.  
Temporary fencing placed around the 
perimeter of the proposed compound site 
would provide partial visual block- out of 
views into the site. 

VP4 Looking north – east on 
Liverpool Road with the 
proposed compound 
site on the left hand 
side of the road (refer 
Figure 6-32) 

Construction Widened road on eastern side 
of Milton Street, new mast 
arm, new shared user path, 
new signalised pedestrian 
crossing facility  

Low Low Low On the eastbound approach to the 
intersection of Liverpool Road, Elizabeth 
Street and Grosvenor Crescent, the views 
of the proposed compound site are 
mostly blocked from the pedestrian 
barriers as the Liverpool Road 
overpasses the rail line below.  
Temporary fencing placed around the 
perimeter of the proposed compound site 
would provide partial visual block- out of 
views into the site. 

VP5 Looking north-east 
from Elizabeth Street 
with the proposed 
compound site with a 
view of the proposed 
compound site behind 
Bruce Street Reserve 
(refer Figure 6-33) 

Construction  Low Low Low The view of the compound site from this 
viewpoint is largely impeded as the Bruce 
Street Reserve and trees provide some 
visual block out.  
Temporary fencing placed around the 
perimeter of the proposed compound site 
would provide partial visual block- out of 
views into the site. 
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6.8.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Visual impacts of 
construction 
activities 

The CEMP shall include 
measures and procedures to 
minimise visual impacts, 
including: 

 The worksite is to be 
kept clean and tidy at 
all times 

 Appropriate storage of 
equipment, stockpile 
screening and 
arrangements for the 
storage and removal 
of rubbish and waste 
materials  

 On completion of work, 
all vehicles, materials 
and refuse relating to 
the works would be 
removed  

 Construction lighting to 
be directed away from 
sensitive receivers  

 Vegetation not to be 
disturbed will be 
demarcated 

Contactor Detailed design / 
pre-construction 

Light spills Ensure all lights are directed 
away from residential 
properties during night work 

Contractor Construction 

Landscape Landscaping is to be 
managed in accordance with 
Roads and Maritime 
Landscape guideline, 2013 

Contractor Construction 
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6.9 Property, land use and socio-economic 

6.9.1 Existing environment 

Demographics 

The proposal is located within the Inner West LGA in south-western Sydney. 

According to the latest census from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), the population of the 

Inner West LGA in 2016 was 182, 043.The median age was 36 and females accounted for 52.1 per 

cent of the population while males accounted for 48.7 per cent. The majority of the population is 

between 20 to 64 years old.  

Within the state suburb of Ashfield in 2016, there was a population of 23, 841 of which 50.6 per cent 

of the population was female and 49.4 per cent of the population was male. The median age was 34 

years old.  

Of occupied private dwellings in Ashfield, 23.2 per cent were separate houses, 7.9 per cent were 

semi-detached, row or terrace houses, townhouses, 66.3 per cent were flat or apartments and 0.5 

per cent were other dwellings. 

The average household in Ashfield includes 2.5 people and the majority of households had one 

registered motor vehicle.  The suburb of Ashfield is culturally diverse with 38.7 per cent of the 

population born in Australia, 14.7 per cent in China, seven per cent on Nepal, 5.1 per cent in India, 

2.6 per cent in the Philippines and 1.9 per cent in England.  

The most common occupations in Ashfield included Professionals, Clerical and Administrative 

Workers, Community and Personal Service, Technicians and Trades Workers and Managers. On 

the day of the Census, the methods of travel to work were: 33.8 per cent train, 32.6 per cent car, as 

driver and 5.7 per cent train and bus.  

Residential properties and businesses 

The area on either side of Georges River Road, Milton Street and Blackwood Avenue is 

predominantly residential housing. There are two small businesses on the southern side of Georges 

River Road, immediately adjacent to the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street. 

These businesses include a paint shop and a trophy store.  

The apartment at 5 Blackwood Avenue has a forecourt off-street parking area available to residents 

of that building. The land on which this off-street parking area is located on, is owned by Roads and 

Maritime and is temporarily leased to the building. This off-street parking area is located within the 

construction zone of the proposed works.  

Property Acquisition  

Majority of the road reserve that is subject to the proposed road widening of four metres on the 

eastern side of Milton Street is owned by Roads and Maritime. Partial acquisition of a piece of 

residential land (Lot A DP 359766) approximately 64 m2 is required to perform the proposed road 

widening. This piece of land has a retaining wall and is used as a garden bed which fronts onto 

Milton Street and does not contain a residence.  

Access and Connectivity 
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There are a number of residential apartments and properties on the eastern side of Milton Street 

(southbound) that have driveways which are located within the construction zone of the proposed 

works.  

Currently, vehicles in the northbound direction on Milton Street can turn right across the southbound 

lane of traffic and into Blackwood Avenue. Vehicles can also perform a right hand turn movement 

out of Blackwood Avenue across the southbound lane on Milton Street to enter the northbound lane 

on Milton Street. There is a significant crash history associated with right turn movements into 

Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street and right turn movements out of Blackwood Avenue onto 

Milton Street.  

There is existing footpaths on both sides of Georges River Road, Milton Street and Blackwood 

Avenue. There are no dedicated cyclist facilities within the road corridor, however there is a shared 

user path on the eastern side of Milton Street where the proposed road widening is located that 

provides access for both pedestrians and cyclists.  

6.9.2 Potential impacts 

Construction 

The proposal would also impact the local community through: 

 Construction noise (refer to Section 6.5)  

 Traffic and access including temporary traffic control barriers and signs (refer to Section 6.4)  

 Visual impacts including construction of the new mast arm (refer to Section 6.8) 

 Change in footpath location during the works 

 Loss of vehicular access to some businesses during driveway works (refer to Section 6.4 

 Temporary loss of services during service relocation and reconnection (ie electricity and water) 

(refer to Section 3.5). 

Residential properties and businesses 

The commercial and residential properties would be exposed to increased noise and traffic due to 

reduced speed limits and construction activities during construction. Potential noise impacts during 

the construction period would be mitigated to a level as low as possible via the safeguards outlined 

in Section 6.5. Potential traffic impacts such as delays would be a minor, short-term impact during 

the construction period, however once the proposal is operational, traffic efficiency through the 

intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street is expected to improve.  

Vehicular access to adjacent commercial premises would be maintained throughout the 

construction period. Vehicular access would also be maintained at all times to residential properties, 

however during Stage 3 activities where new driveway ramps are installed in the proposal area, 

vehicular access to these properties may be affected.  

Property Acquisition 

Prior to the commencement of the construction period, the proposed acquisition of Lot A DP 359766 

by Roads and Maritime would be finalised.  

Access and connectivity 

During Stage 1 of the construction period, the existing shared user path would become unavailable 

for use by pedestrians or cyclists. A temporary pedestrian footpath would be established on the 
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eastern side of Milton Street that connects to Park Lane and would be available for the duration of 

the construction period (as described in Section 3.3.1). 

The utility and drainage adjustments of Stage 2 require a section of the footpath on Milton Street in 

front of the public reserve to be temporarily closed. Pedestrians would still be able to traverse the 

designated shared user path within the public reserve to connect to either the temporary footpath of 

Park Lane.  

Operation 

Residential properties and businesses 

Following construction of the proposal, residents of Blackwood Avenue would not be permitted to 

turn right into Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street or turn right out of Blackwood Avenue into 

Milton Street. Potential parking and additional travel time impacts as a result of this are discussed in 

Section 6.4 

All property ramps that were impacted by the proposed road widening on the eastern side of Milton 

Street would be reinstated and there would be no operational impacts to access to these properties.  

Property acquisition 

Following the carrying out of the partial land acquisition of Lot A DP359766 by Roads and Maritime, 

the existing owner of this land would no longer have access or use of this part of the property. The 

existing owner of the land would receive appropriate compensation in accordance with the 

provisions of the Land Acquisition (Just Terms) Compensation Act 1991.  

Access and connectivity 

Once operational, the proposal would have positive long term impacts including improved 

congestion and safety for motorists and pedestrians. 

The shared user path would be in reinstated during the construction period which would continue to 

promote active transportation such as cycling and walking.  

6.9.3 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental 
safeguards 

Responsibility Timing 

Property acquisition All property acquisition 
will be carried out in 
accordance with the 
Land Acquisition 
Information Guide 
(Roads and Maritime, 
2012) and the Land 
Acquisition (Just Terms 
Compensation) Act 
1991. 
 

Roads and Maritime 
project manager 

Pre-construction and 
construction 

General notification All businesses, 
residential properties 
and other key 

Contractor Pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental 
safeguards 

Responsibility Timing 

stakeholders (eg. local 
councils, shopping 
centre management) 
affected by the activity 
will be notified at least 
five working days prior 
to commencement of 
the activity. The 
notification will include:  

 Details of the 
project 

  Construction 
period and 
construction 
hours  

 Contact 
information for 
project 
management 
staff  

 Complaint and 
incident 
reporting and 
how to obtain 
further 
information. 

General environmental 
awareness 

All personnel working 
on site will receive 
training to ensure 
awareness of 
environment protection 
requirements to be 
implemented during the 
proposal works. This 
will include up-front site 
induction and regular 
"toolbox" style 
briefings. 

Contractor Pre – construction / 
construction 

Socio - economic A Communication Plan 
(CP) will be prepared 
and implemented as 
part of the CEMP to 
help provide timely and 
accurate information to 
the community during 
construction. The CP 
will include (as a 
minimum):  

 Mechanisms to 
provide details 

Contractor Detailed design / pre- 
construction 
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Impact Environmental 
safeguards 

Responsibility Timing 

and timing of 
proposed 
activities to 
affected 
residents, 
including 
changed traffic 
and access 
conditions  

 Contact name 
and number for 
complaints. The 
CP will be 
prepared in 
accordance 
with the 
Community 
Involvement 
and 
Communication
s Resource 
Manual (RTA, 
2008). 

Access Access to residences 
and businesses would 
be maintained during 
construction. Where 
temporary changes to 
access arrangements 
are necessary, the 
contractor would 
advise owners and 
tenants and consult 
with them in advance 
with regard to 
alternative access 
arrangements. 

Contractor Construction 
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6.10 Waste and resource use 

6.10.1 Policy setting 

The waste regulatory framework is administered under the principal legislation of the Protection of 

the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act) and the Waste Avoidance and Resource 

Recovery Act 2001 (WARR Act). The purpose of these Acts are to prevent degradation of the 

environment, eliminate harmful wastes, reduce the amount of waste generated and establish 

priorities for waste reuse, recovery and recycling. The WARR Act establishes a waste hierarchy, 

which comprises the following principles:  

 Avoidance of waste – minimising the amount of waste generated during construction by 

avoiding unnecessary resource consumption (ie. avoiding the use of inefficient plant and 

construction equipment and avoiding materials with excess embodied energy, waste and 

excessive packaging)  

 Resource recovery – reusing, reprocessing and recycling waste products generated during 

construction to minimise the amount of waste requiring disposal  

 Disposal – where resources cannot be recovered, they would be appropriately disposed of to 

minimise the potential adverse environmental impacts likely to be associated with their 

disposal. By adopting the WARR Act principles, Roads and Maritime encourages the most 

efficient use of resources and reduces cost and environmental harm in accordance with the 

principles of ecologically sustainable development. 

6.10.2 Existing environment 

Negligible wastes are currently produced from the proposal area, given it is an operating road 

corridor.  

6.10.3 Potential impacts 

Construction 

The construction activities likely to generate waste include: 

 Removal of the existing vegetation and trees to accommodate the road widening on the eastern 

side of Milton Street 

 Removal of the existing kerb, gutter, footpaths and shared user paths in the road reserve to a 

distance of approximately four metres across to accommodate the road widening on the eastern 

side of Milton Street and modifications required to the kerb for the proposed signalised crossing 

 Excavation of the road reserve on Milton Street  

 Packaging of construction materials 

 Construction personnel amenities at site compound 

The likely waste streams generated as a result of the proposal include: 

 Green waste and mulch 

 Construction and demolition waste from removal of existing road surface, road furniture and 

pedestrian facilities (soil, bitumen, concrete, asphalt, metal and building wastes) 
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 Stockpiled waste material classified as General Solid Waste and excess spoil from excavations 

 Plastic and paper packaging and pallets 

 Domestic general solid waste and recyclable wastes  

 

The quantities of waste generated during construction are not likely to be substantial. Where 

possible, mulch from the vegetation removal would be used within the landscaping phase of the 

construction period. All other wastes would be disposed of in accordance with NSW EPA Waste 

Classification Guidelines (EPA, 2014) and where possible, the waste management hierarchy 

adhered to.  

 

As described in Section 3.3.4, the earthworks would disturb an area of approximately 1,150 m2 and 

result in the excavation of approximately 1,000 m3 of spoil. 

The materials required during the proposed construction works are not currently restricted resources 

although, materials such as metals and fuels are considered non-renewable and should be used 

conservatively. 

Operation 

There is not anticipated to be any operational wastes as a result of the proposal.  

6.10.4 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Waste A Waste Management Plan (WMP) 
would be prepared and implemented 
as part of the CEMP. The WMP will 
include but not be limited to: 

 Measures to avoid and 
minimise waste associated with 
the project 

  Classification of wastes and 
management options (re-use, 
recycle, stockpile, disposal) 

  Statutory approvals required 
for managing both on and off-
site waste, or application of any 
relevant resource recovery 
exemptions  

 Procedures for storage, 
transport and disposal  

 Monitoring, record keeping and 
reporting.  

 
The WMP will be prepared taking into 
account the Environmental Procedure - 
Management of Wastes on Roads and 
Maritime Services Land (Roads and 
Maritime, 2014) and relevant Roads 
and Maritime Waste Fact Sheets 

Contactor Detailed 
design / pre-
construction 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

142 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Waste Hierarchy of waste management would 
be implemented via: 

 Separation of general wastes, 
recyclable/reusable materials, 
and hazardous wastes to avoid 
mixing with other materials/ 
wastes. 

  Regular housekeeping and 
servicing of waste storages.  

 General waste and recycling 
receptacles will be provided 
onsite. Waste would be 
transported to an appropriately 
licensed waste disposal and/or 
recycling facility.  

 Wastes (including green waste) 
would not be burnt.  

 Weed removal activities 
including removal of weeds 
prior to tree removal works to 
allow non-weed infested 
mulched material to be reused 
on site  

 Potential for mulching and 
reuse of cleared vegetation 
would be balanced against 
presence of noxious weeds and 
compliance with necessary 
weed control measures 

Contractor Construction 

Resource use A far as practicable, construction 
materials would be sourced within the 
Sydney region so as to reduce 
transport costs, including fuel usage 

Contractor Pre-
construction / 
construction 
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6.11 Other impacts 

6.11.1 Existing environment and potential impacts 

Environmental factor Existing environment Potential impacts 

Air quality No air quality monitoring or modelling was 
carried out for the proposal. The existing air 
quality in the area surrounding Georges River 
Road / Milton Street intersection would be 
heavily influenced by emissions from motor 
vehicles from the surrounding road network. 
Other local sources of air emission would 
include residential and commercial land uses, 
particularly petrol stations. 

Minor air quality impacts during construction would  result from dust 
generated during earthworks and other engineering activities associated 
with road construction including:  

 Clearing of vegetation   

 Earthworks for the road widening  

  Construction of new bridge   

 Transport and handling of soils and materials   

 Road pavement works  
 
Areas of exposed land would be susceptible to dust generation from wind 
erosion and mechanical disturbance, depending on the size of exposed 
areas, the frequency of water spraying and the speed of machinery.  
Potential impacts would be temporary, localised and manageable.  
Post construction of the proposal, improved traffic flow and reduced 
congestion may have a positive effect on air quality in the area. 
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6.11.2 Safeguards and management measures 

 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing Reference 

Air quality The CEMP will include the following air quality mitigation measures, 
including but not limited to: 

 Identification of potential sources of air pollution  

 Ensure air quality management objectives are consistent with any 
relevant published EPA and/or OEH guidelines 

 Mitigation and suppression measures to control air quality 
emissions  

 Methods to manage work during strong winds or other adverse 
weather conditions 

 a progressive rehabilitation strategy for exposed surfaces.  

Contactor Detailed design 
/ pre-
construction 

 
Section 4.4 of 
QA G36 
Environment 
Protection 
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6.12 Cumulative impacts 

There is a requirement under Clause 228(2) of the EP&A Regulations to take into account any 

cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed works with other existing or planned future 

activities. Cumulative impacts have the potential to arise from the interaction of individual 

components within the proposed site and the effects of the proposal with other projects. 

6.12.1 Study area 

The proposal area is located within the Inner West Council LGA and is surrounded by mostly 

residential properties, with a small number of commercial properties on the southern side of 

Georges River Road. The proposal area is bordered by the suburbs of Croydon to the north, 

Burwood Heights to the west, Croydon Park to the south and Summer Hill to the east. The proposed 

compound site is bordered by the suburb of Haberfield to the north-east, Summer Hill to the south-

east and Croydon to the west. Many of these suburbs are linked by the Hume Highway.  

6.12.2 Broader program of work 

The proposal is part of a $300 million broader program of work named Urban Roads – Pinch Point 

Program. The NSW Government has identified several corridors where travel time and reliability 

need to be improved. The Punchbowl Road / Georges River Road corridor is one of these corridors. 

The Pinch point Program aims to maximise the capacity at key intersections. The intersection of 

Georges River Road and Milton Street in Ashfield is identified for improvement by this program. 

Other proposals in the Urban Roads– Pinch Point Program include: 

 Georges River Road, Portland Street and Lees Avenue, Croydon Park 

 Punchbowl Road, Water Road and Burwood Road, Belfield. 

6.12.3 Existing environment 

Development Applications 

A search of the Inner West Council Development Tracker website showed no Development 

Applications in the immediate vicinity of the proposal area. The boundary of the Inner West Council 

LGA stops at the intersection of Georges River Road and Greenhills Street which is approximately 

430 m west of the proposal area. The Canterbury – Bankstown LGA is located south of the proposal 

area and the Burwood LGA is located to the north-west of the proposal area. Both the Canterbury – 

Bankstown and Burwood Development Tracker websites were searched to identify other 

Development Applications near the proposal area. 

Figure 6-34 shows Development Applications near the proposal area within the Inner West LGA and 

Figure 6-35 shows Development Applications near the proposal area within the Canterbury – 

Bankstown LGA.  
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Figure 6-34 Development Applications near the proposal area (Inner West Council LGA) 

 

 

Figure 6-35 Development Applications near the proposal area (Canterbury – Bankstown LGA) 

As seen in Figure 6-35, there are multiple Development Applications near Georges River Road. The 

closest three being D, G and I are described below: 

D: DA-335.2016/B Modify the Rumpus sub floor on the ground level, remove 2 doors Bi Fold 

opening to 1 Duo SL slide opening, widen eaves from 300mm wide on East elevation to 600mm 
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wide, cladding to be changed to render on the West & South, elevation to feature tile cladding facing 

the back of the dwelling only at 260 Georges River Road, Croydon Park. This was approved on 

5/06/2018, however anticipated construction dates are unknown 

G: DA-346/2018 -Demolition of existing structure, proposed double storey dwelling and deck area at 

6 Windsor Avenue, Croydon Park. This Development Application is currently ‘On Notification’ and 

the status has not yet been determined 

I: DA-188/2018 - Proposed dual lane drive thru for existing McDonald's operation at 184 – 188 

Georges River Road, Croydon Park. This was approved on 22/08/2018, however anticipated 

construction dates are unknown.  

Maps of Development Applications within the Burwood LGA are not available, however the lists of 

Development Applications were searched. No Development Applications were found within the 

proposal area and the closest Development Application to the proposal at 33 Georges River Road 

(ID 163/2014) appears to have been approved and already constructed.  

The Inner West Development Tracker indicated there were no Development Applications in the 

immediate vicinity of the proposed compound site at 89 Liverpool Road.  

6.12.4 Potential impacts 

Cumulative impacts are likely to occur as the proposal would potentially be carried out at the same 

time as other Roads and Maritime projects and development applications. Refer to Table 6-24 for 

an assessment of potential impacts of the proposal being carried out at the same time as other 

nearby projects.  

It is also anticipated that construction traffic, dust and noise emissions on Liverpool Road (the Hume 

Highway) may increase as a result of the site compound being utilised at 89 Liverpool Road.  

Table 6-24: Past, present and future projects 

Project Construction impacts Operational impacts 

Punchbowl Road, Water Road 
and Burwood Road, Belfield – 
intersection improvements 
 
Investigation work including 
surveying, utility locating and 
geotechnical investigations was 
carried out between March and 
June 2018. This was to help 
develop a design for the 
intersection improvements. 
 
There is potential that the 
proposal and the Punchbowl 
Road, Water Road and Burwood 
Road, Belfield project may have 
overlapping construction 
periods.  
 
Construction dates are unknown.  

 

These sites are approximately 
three km apart and are 
therefore unlikely to generate 
many cumulative impacts. 
If the construction of both 
project was to happens 
simultaneously, traffic delays 
may be experienced near the 
construction work for vehicles 
travelling through both projects, 
however this is expected to be 
minor.  
 

The operational impacts of the 
project and the proposal would 
include the easing of traffic 
congestion in the general area 
and on the Punchbowl Road / 
Georges River Road corridor.  
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Project Construction impacts Operational impacts 

Intersection improvements on 
Georges River Road, Portland 
Street and Lees Avenue 
Croydon Park 
 
This project proposes to: 

 Remove the existing 
concrete median and extend 
parking restrictions 

 Re-assign the lane usage on 
Portland Street 

 Restrict right turn 
movements from Portland 
Street onto Georges River 
Road 

 Modify the existing traffic 
lights on the south west 
corner of the intersection to 
include a mast arm 

 Adjust the traffic light 
phasing to improve 
intersection efficiency.  

 
A community engagement report 
was released in September 2018 
and investigation works are 
scheduled to occur in late 2018. 
There is potential that the 
construction period may overlap 
with the proposal.  
 

These sites are approximately 
2.3 km apart and are therefore 
unlikely to generate many 
cumulative impacts. 
If the construction of both 
project was to happens 
simultaneously, traffic delays 
may be experienced near the 
construction work for vehicles 
travelling through both projects, 
however this is expected to be 
minor.  
 

The operational impacts of the 
project and the proposal would 
include the easing of traffic 
congestion in the general area 
and on the Punchbowl Road / 
Georges River Road corridor.  
 

260 Georges River Road, 
Croydon Park 
 

 Modify the Rumpus sub floor 
on the ground level 

 Remove 2 doors Bi Fold 
opening to 1 Duo SL slide 
opening,  

 Widen eaves from 300mm 
wide on East elevation to 
600mm wide 

 Cladding to be changed to 
render on the West & South 

 Elevation to feature tile 
cladding facing the back of 
the dwelling only 

These sites are approximately 
1.2 km apart. The project may 
occur with some overlap with 
the construction of the 
proposal.  
Given the scope of works of the 
project is limited to small 
modifications, there is not 
anticipated to be any 
substantial cumulative impacts 
if it was to overlap with the 
proposal.  

There is unlikely to be 
operational impacts.  
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Project Construction impacts Operational impacts 

6 Windsor Avenue, Croydon 
Park 

 Demolition of existing 
structure 

 Construction of proposed 
double storey dwelling and 
deck area 

These sites are approximately 
1.5 km apart. The project may 
occur with some overlap with 
the construction of the 
proposal.  
 
There may be some cumulative 
noise impacts arising during 
demolition of the existing 
infrastructure at the project and 
the construction of the 
proposal, however this is 
anticipated to be minor.  

There is unlikely to be 
operational impacts. 

184 – 188 Georges River Road, 
Croydon Park 

 Proposed dual lane drive 
thru at existing McDonald’s 
restaurant 

These sites are approximately 
900 m apart. The project may 
occur with some overlap with 
the construction of the 
proposal. 
 
Given the scope of works of the 
project is limited to a small 
modification, there is not 
anticipated to be any 
substantial cumulative impacts 
if it was to overlap with the 
proposal. 

There is unlikely to be 
operational impacts. 

 

6.12.5 Safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Cumulative 
traffic impacts 

The traffic management plan including 
Road Occupancy Licenses would be 
prepared in consultation with the 
Transport Management Centre taking 
into consideration the traffic cumulative 
impact of projects on the Sydney road 
network. 

Project manager 
and contractor 

Pre – 
construction / 
construction 

Cumulative 
impacts 

The construction environmental 
management plan (CEMP) would be 
revised to consider potential 
cumulative impacts from surrounding 
development activities as they become 
known. 

Project manager 
and contractor 

Pre – 
construction / 
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Cumulative 
construction 
impacts 

The Consultation Plan will include 
consultation with proponents of other 
projects in the area to: 

 Increase awareness of construction 
timeframes and impacts  

 Coordinate impact mitigation and 
management (eg: respite periods). 

Project manager 
and contractor 

Pre – 
construction / 
construction 
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7. Environmental management 
This chapter describes how the proposal will be managed to reduce potential environmental impacts 

throughout detailed design, construction and operation. A framework for managing the potential 

impacts is provided. A summary of site-specific environmental safeguards is provided and the 

licence and/or approval requirements required prior to construction are also listed. 

7.1 Environmental management plans (or system) 

A number of safeguards and management measures have been identified in the REF in order to 

minimise adverse environmental impacts, including social impacts, which could potentially arise as a 

result of the proposal. Should the proposal proceed, these safeguards and management measures 

would be incorporated into the detailed design and applied during the construction and operation of 

the proposal. 

A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) will be prepared to describe the 

safeguards and management measures identified. The CEMP will provide a framework for 

establishing how these measures will be implemented and who would be responsible for their 

implementation. 

The] CEMP will be prepared prior to construction of the proposal and must be reviewed and certified 

by the Roads and Maritime Environment Officer, Sydney Region prior to the commencement of any 

on-site works. The CEMP will be a working document, subject to ongoing change and updated as 

necessary to respond to specific requirements. The CEMP would be developed in accordance with 

the specifications set out in the [adjust as necessary: QA Specification G36 – Environmental 

Protection (Management System), QA Specification G38 – Soil and Water Management (Soil and 

Water Plan), QA Specification G40 – Clearing and Grubbing, QA Specification G10 – Traffic 

Management. 
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7.2 Summary of safeguards and management measures 

Environmental safeguards and management measures outlined in this REF will be incorporated into the detailed design phase of the proposal and 

during construction and operation of the proposal, should it proceed. These safeguards and management measures will minimise any potential 

adverse impacts arising from the proposed works on the surrounding environment. The safeguards and management measures are summarised in 

Table 7-1. 

Table 7-1: Summary of safeguards and management measures 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

General - minimise 
environmental 
impacts during 
construction 

A CEMP will be prepared and submitted for review and endorsement of 
the Roads and Maritime Environment Manager prior to commencement of 
the activity.   
 
As a minimum, the CEMP will address the following: 

 any requirements associated with statutory approvals 

 details of how the project will implement the identified safeguards 
outlined in the REF 

 issue-specific environmental management plans 

 roles and responsibilities 

 communication requirements 

 induction and training requirements 

 procedures for monitoring and evaluating environmental 
performance, and for corrective action 

 reporting requirements and record-keeping  

 procedures for emergency and incident management 

 procedures for audit and review. 

 
The endorsed CEMP will be implemented during the undertaking of the 

Contractor / Roads 
and Maritime project 
manager 

Pre-construction / 
detailed design 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

activity. 

General - notification All businesses, residential properties and other key stakeholders (eg 
schools, local councils) affected by the activity will be notified at least five 
days prior to commencement of the activity. 

Contractor / Roads 
and Maritime project 
manager 

Pre-construction 

General – 
environmental 
awareness 

All personnel working on site will receive training to ensure awareness of 
environment protection requirements to be implemented during the 
project. This will include up-front site induction and regular "toolbox" style 
briefings.   
 
Site-specific training will be provided to personnel engaged in activities or 
areas of higher risk. These include: 

 areas of heritage sensitivity 

 threatened species habitat 

 adjoining residential areas requiring particular noise management 
measures 

Contractor / Roads 
and Maritime project 
manager 

Pre-construction / 
detailed design 

Tree removal All tree work must be in accordance with Australian Standard AS 4373-
2007, Pruning of Amenity Trees and the NSW WorkCover Code of 
Practice for the Amenity Tree Industry (1998). 

Contractor Construction 

Tree protection Tree protection fencing must be established around the perimeter of the 
TPZ. If the protective fencing requires temporary removal, trunk, branch 
and ground protection must be installed and must comply with AS 4970-
2009 - Protection of trees on development sites. Existing fencing and site 
hoarding may be used as tree protection fencing. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 

Tree protection If temporary access for machinery is required within the TPZ, ground 
protection measures will be required. The purpose of ground protection is 
to prevent root damage and soil compaction within the TPZ. Ground 
protection may include a permeable membrane such as geotextile fabric 
beneath a layer of mulch, crushed rock or rumble boards. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Tree protection Any additional construction activities within the TPZ of the subject trees 
must be assessed and approved by the project arborist, and must comply 
with AS 4970-2009 - Protection of trees on development sites 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 

Tree protection A Tree Protection Plan (TPP) will be prepared prior to construction 
commencement and will be available onsite during the entirety of the 
proposal. The TPP shall consist of the following schedule of works and 
commitments: 

 Pre-construction: 

 Prior to demolition and site establishment indicate clearly trees 
marked for removal only. 

 Tree protection (for trees that will be retained) shall be installed 
prior to demolition and site establishment, this will include 
mulching of areas within the TPZ 

 During construction: 

 Inspection of trees by project arborist after all major 
construction has ceased, following the removal of tree 
protection measures. 

 Post construction: 

 Should trees require removal, replacement should be 
conducted in a 1:2 ratio and have a minimum container size of 
200 litres 

 Final inspection of trees by project arborist. 

An AQF Level 5 
arborist  

Pre-construction 

Biodiversity Measures to further avoid and minimise the construction footprint and 
native vegetation or habitat removal will be investigated during detailed 
design and implemented where practicable and feasible. 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 
 

Biodiversity If unexpected threatened fauna or flora species are discovered, stop 
works immediately and follow the Roads and Maritime Services 
Unexpected Threatened Species Find Procedure in the Roads and 
Maritime Services Biodiversity Guidelines 2011 – Guide 1 (Pre-clearing 
process). 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction  
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Biodiversity Works impacting on hollow-bearing trees will be supervised by a qualified 
ecologist to enable any fauna to be captured and relocated into suitable 
habitat nearby. 

Contractor Construction 

Soil and water Water quality control measures are to be used to prevent any materials 
(eg. concrete, grout, sediment etc) entering drain inlets or waterways. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 

Chemical handling The storage of chemicals and hazardous materials would be conducted in 
accordance with the relevant Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) and in 
accordance with requirements of the Environmentally Hazardous 
Chemicals Act 1985. 

Contractor Construction 

Accidental spill A site specific emergency spill plan will be developed, and include spill 
management measures in accordance with the Roads and Maritime Code 
of Practice for Water Management (RTA, 1999) and relevant EPA 
guidelines. The plan will address measures to be implemented in the 
event of a spill, including initial response and containment, notification of 
emergency services and relevant authorities (including Roads and 
Maritime and EPA officers). 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 

Soil and water Measures to control pollutants from stormwater and spills would be 
investigated and incorporated in the pavement drainage system at 
locations where it discharges to the receiving drainage lines. Measures 
aimed at reducing flow rates during rain events and potential scour would 
also be incorporated in the design of the pavement drainage system. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre- 
construction 

Soil and water quality A site specific Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) will be 
prepared and implemented as part of the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP), for both the works area and the site 
compound. The ESCP is to be prepared in accordance with the Blue 
Book principles including:  

 Identify site catchment and sub-catchments, high risk areas and 
sensitive areas 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

 Sizing of each of the above areas and catchments 

 The likely run-off from each sub-catchment 

 Separation of on-site and off-site water 

 The direction of run-off and drainage points during each stage of 
construction 

 Direction of flow of on-site and off-site water 

 The locations and sizing of sediment basins or sumps and associated 
catch drains and/or bunds 

 The locations of other erosion and sediment control measures (eg 
rock check dams, swales and sediment fences) 

 Controls/measures to be implemented on wet weather events 

 A mapped plan identifying the above 

 A dewatering procedure for onsite water and basins 

 A process for reviewing and updating the plan on a fortnightly basis 
and/or when works alter. 

Contaminated land If unexpected contaminated areas are encountered during construction, 
all other works in or that may impact on the contaminated area will cease 
until the nature and extent of the contamination has been confirmed and 
any necessary site-specific controls or further actions have been 
identified. This would be done in consultation with the Roads and 
Maritime Environment Manager and/or EPA. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 

Accidental spill A site specific emergency spill plan will be developed, and include spill 
management measures in accordance with the Roads and Maritime Code 
of Practice for Water Management (RTA, 1999) and relevant EPA 
guidelines. The plan will address measures to be implemented in the 
event of a spill, including initial response and containment, notification of 
emergency services and relevant authorities (including Roads and 
Maritime and EPA officers). 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 



Intersection improvements on Georges 

River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

157 

Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Erosion and sedimentation controls are to be checked and maintained on 
a regular basis (including clearing of sediment from behind barriers) and 
records kept and provided on request. 

Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Erosion and sediment control measures are not to be removed until the 
works are complete and areas are stabilised. 

Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

Work areas are to be stabilised progressively during the works. Contractor Construction 

Erosion and 
sedimentation 

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

Contractor Construction 

Traffic and transport A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared and implemented as 
part of the CEMP. The TMP will be prepared in accordance with the 
Roads and Maritime Traffic Control at Work Sites Manual (RTA, 2010) 
and QA Specification G10 Control of Traffic (Roads and Maritime, 2008). 
The TMP will include: 

 confirmation of haulage routes 

 measures to maintain access to local roads and properties 

 site specific traffic control measures (including signage) to manage 
and regulate traffic movement 

 measures to maintain pedestrian and cyclist access 

 requirements and methods to consult and inform the local community 
of impacts on the local road network 

 access to construction sites including entry and exit locations and 
measures to prevent construction vehicles queuing on public roads. 

 a response plan for any construction traffic incident 

 consideration of other developments that may be under construction 
to minimise traffic conflict and  congestion that may occur due to the 
cumulative increase in construction vehicle traffic 

 monitoring, review and amendment mechanisms. 

Contractor Detailed design / Pre-
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Traffic and transport Where possible, current traffic movements and property accesses will be 
maintained during the works. Any disturbance will be minimised to 
prevent unnecessary traffic delays. 

Contractor Construction 

Access  Access to businesses and residences must be maintained 

 If temporary access is restricted then residents would be notified of 
any specific impacts to property access at least seven calendar days 
in advance and temporary access arrangements would be provided 
following consultation 

 Safe pedestrian access around the work site would be provided by 
the construction contractor and captured within the traffic 
management plan.  

 Signage outlining pedestrian and cyclist diversion routes would be 
displayed during construction (where required).  

The parking of light construction vehicles (eg staff vehicles) would be 
restricted to designated areas 

Contractor Construction 

Noise and vibration A Noise and Vibration Management Plan (NVMP) will be prepared and 
implemented as part of the CEMP. The NVMP will generally follow the 
approach in the Interim Construction Noise Guideline (ICNG) (DECC, 
2009) and identify: 

 all potential significant noise and vibration generating activities 
associated with the activity 

 feasible and reasonable mitigation measures to be implemented, 
taking into account Beyond the Pavement: urban design policy, 
process and principles (Roads and Maritime, 2014). 

 a monitoring program to assess performance against relevant noise 
and vibration criteria  

 arrangements for engagement with affected neighbours and sensitive 
receivers, including notification and complaint handling procedures 

 contingency measures to be implemented in the event of non-
compliance with noise and vibration criteria. 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Noise  Letterbox drop (N = notification) for receivers within 280m radius of the 
proposal area and a 200 m radius of the compound site. Notifications 
should be detailing work activities, dates and hours, impacts and 
mitigation measures, indication of work schedule over the night time 
period, any operational noise benefits from the works (where applicable) 
and contact telephone number. Notification will be sent a minimum of 7 
calendar days prior to the start of works. 

Contactor Pre-construction 

Noise Duration Respite (DR). Duration respite means increasing the number of 
working nights per week to five during construction in order to reduce the 
impact by completing the work more quickly. 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction  

Aboriginal heritage  The Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected Heritage Items 
(Roads and Maritime, 2015) will be followed in the event that an 
unknown or potential Aboriginal object/s, including skeletal remains, is 
found during construction. This applies where Roads and Maritime 
does not have approval to disturb the object/s or where a specific 
safeguard for managing the disturbance (apart from the Procedure) is 
not in place.  

 Work will only re-commence once the requirements of that Procedure 
have been satisfied. 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 The Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected Heritage Items 
(Roads and Maritime, 2015) will be followed in the event that any 
unexpected heritage items, archaeological remains or potential relics 
of Non-Aboriginal origin are encountered.  

 Work will only re-commence once the requirements of that Procedure 
have been satisfied. 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 Ensure that an archival record is prepared in accordance with the 
Heritage Branch guidelines How to Prepare Archival Records for 
Heritage Items and Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using 
Film or Digital Capture (Heritage Office 2001, revised 2004, 2006). 

Roads and Maritime Construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

 A suitably qualified stonemason must be engaged to carry out the 
removal and relocation of the existing sandstone kerb listed under the 
Roads and Maritime s170 Heritage Register 

 Nearby local councils are to be contacted to see if any existing 
sandstone can be obtained to replace the 24 m of sandstone that 
would be lost  

 The re-instated sandstone must be installed in consistent lengths  

Contractor Construction 

Visual impacts of 
construction activities 

The CEMP shall include measures and procedures to minimise visual 
impacts, including: 

 The worksite is to be kept clean and tidy at all times 

 Appropriate storage of equipment, stockpile screening and 
arrangements for the storage and removal of rubbish and waste 
materials  

 On completion of work, all vehicles, materials and refuse relating to 
the works would be removed  

 Construction lighting to be directed away from sensitive receivers  

 Vegetation not to be disturbed will be demarcated 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 

Light spills Ensure all lights are directed away from residential properties during night 
work 

Contractor Construction 

Landscape Landscaping is to be managed in accordance with Roads and Maritime 
Landscape guideline, 2013 

Contractor Construction 

Property acquisition All property acquisition will be carried out in accordance with the Land 
Acquisition Information Guide (Roads and Maritime, 2012) and the Land 
Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

Roads and Maritime 
project manager 

Pre-construction and 
construction 

General notification All businesses, residential properties and other key stakeholders (eg. 
local councils, shopping centre management) affected by the activity will 
be notified at least five working days prior to commencement of the 
activity. The notification will include:  

Contractor Pre-construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

 Details of the project 

 Construction period and construction hours  

 Contact information for project management staff  

 Complaint and incident reporting and how to obtain further 
information. 

General 
environmental 
awareness 

All personnel working on site will receive training to ensure awareness of 
environment protection requirements to be implemented during the 
proposal works. This will include up-front site induction and regular 
"toolbox" style briefings. 

Contractor Pre – construction / 
construction 

Socio - economic A Communication Plan (CP) will be prepared and implemented as part of 
the CEMP to help provide timely and accurate information to the 
community during construction. The CP will include (as a minimum):  

 Mechanisms to provide details and timing of proposed activities to 
affected residents, including changed traffic and access conditions 
Contact name and number for complaints. The CP will be prepared in 
accordance with the Community Involvement and Communications 
Resource Manual (RTA, 2008). 

Contractor Detailed design / pre- 
construction 

Access Access to residences and businesses would be maintained during 
construction. Where temporary changes to access arrangements are 
necessary, the contractor would advise owners and tenants and consult 
with them in advance with regard to alternative access arrangements. 

Contractor Construction 

Waste A Waste Management Plan (WMP) would be prepared and implemented 
as part of the CEMP. The WMP will include but not be limited to: 

 Measures to avoid and minimise waste associated with the project 

  Classification of wastes and management options (re-use, recycle, 
stockpile, disposal) 

  Statutory approvals required for managing both on and off-site waste, 
or application of any relevant resource recovery exemptions  

 Procedures for storage, transport and disposal  

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

  Monitoring, record keeping and reporting.  
 

The WMP will be prepared taking into account the Environmental 
Procedure - Management of Wastes on Roads and Maritime Services 
Land (Roads and Maritime, 2014) and relevant Roads and Maritime 
Waste Fact Sheets 

Waste Hierarchy of waste management would be implemented via: 

 Separation of general wastes, recyclable/reusable materials, and 
hazardous wastes to avoid mixing with other materials/ wastes. 

  Regular housekeeping and servicing of waste storages.  

 General waste and recycling receptacles will be provided onsite. 
Waste would be transported to an appropriately licensed waste 
disposal and/or recycling facility.  

 Wastes (including green waste) would not be burnt.  

 Weed removal activities including removal of weeds prior to tree 
removal works to allow non-weed infested mulched material to be 
reused on site  

Potential for mulching and reuse of cleared vegetation would be balanced 
against presence of noxious weeds and compliance with necessary weed 
control measures 

Contractor Construction 

Resource use A far as practicable, construction materials would be sourced within the 
Sydney region so as to reduce transport costs, including fuel usage 

Contractor Pre-construction / 
construction 

Air quality An Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) will be prepared and 
implemented as part of the CEMP. The AQMP will include, but not be 
limited to: 

 potential sources of air pollution  

 air quality management objectives consistent with any relevant 
published EPA and/or OEH guidelines 

 mitigation and suppression measures to be implemented  

 methods to manage work during strong winds or other adverse 

Contactor Detailed design / pre-
construction 
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Impact Environmental safeguards Responsibility Timing 

weather conditions 

 a progressive rehabilitation strategy for exposed surfaces.  

Cumulative traffic 
impacts 

The traffic management plan including Road Occupancy Licenses would 
be prepared in consultation with the Transport Management Centre 
taking into consideration the traffic cumulative impact of projects on the 
Sydney road network. 

Project manager and 
contractor 

Pre – construction / 
construction 

Cumulative impacts The construction environmental management plan (CEMP) would be 
revised to consider potential cumulative impacts from surrounding 
development activities as they become known. 

Project manager and 
contractor 

Pre – construction / 
construction 

Cumulative 
construction impacts 

The Consultation Plan will include consultation with proponents of other 
projects in the area to: 

 Increase awareness of construction timeframes and impacts  

 Coordinate impact mitigation and management (eg: respite periods). 

Project manager and 
contractor 

Pre – construction / 
construction 
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7.3 Licensing and approvals 

Licences and approvals required for the proposal are outlined in Table 7-2 below.  

Table 7-2: Summary of licensing and approvals required 

Instrument Requirement Timing 

Land Acquisition 
(Just Terms 
Compensation) Act 
1991 

Compensation for land acquired for the proposal 
would be negotiated in accordance with the Land 
Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 

Prior to land acquisition 

Road Occupancy 
Licence from Roads 
and Maritime 

For lane closures  Prior to start of the 
activity. 
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8. Conclusion 
This chapter provides the justification for the proposal taking into account its biophysical, social and 

economic impacts, the suitability of the site and whether or not the proposal is in the public interest. 

The proposal is also considered in the context of the objectives of the EP&A Act, including the 

principles of ecologically sustainable development as defined in Schedule 2 of the Environmental 

Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. 

8.1 Justification 

The REF has assessed the potential, biophysical, social and economic impacts of the preferred 

option. The proposal would result in a number of environmental impacts including:  

 Construction noise level exceedances  

 Traffic impacts for the duration of construction  

 Visual impact through the removal of road side trees  

 Partial property acquisition  

 Cumulative noise and traffic impacts with other nearby development projects.  

The proposal is consistent with strategic plans for the Punchbowl Road and Georges River Road 

Corridor and would deliver an improvement to the recognised pinch point through improved 

intersection performance. This REF has concluded that the adverse impacts of the proposal would 

be outweighed by the long term beneficial impacts of providing improved traffic flow, reduced 

congestion and improved safety for all road users. Therefore the proposal is considered justified. 

8.1.1 Social and economic factors 

Social and economic factors have been assessed in Section 6.9 of this REF. Most of the works 

would be carried out within the existing road corridor and private property access would be 

maintained for residents. The proposal does require a partial acquisition of a property frontage less 

than 64 square metres, however this would be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the 

Land Acquisition (Just Terms) Compensation Act 1991. 

Socioeconomic impacts are considered to be minimal for the proposal as the surrounding area is 

mostly residential with a few commercial premises on Georges River Road, however these are not 

expected to be adversely affected.  

The proposal would have a long term, positive effect for the local community and businesses in the 

vicinity as it would improve traffic efficiency and road safety and ease traffic congestion. This would 

be achieved through the provision of additional storage capacity and the dual right turn lanes from 

Milton Street to Georges River Road which would reduce congestion and prevent vehicles from 

queuing through prior intersections.  

8.1.2 Biophysical factors 

Potential environmental impacts as a result of the proposal are described throughout Section 6 of 

this REF. The proposal is likely to have a minor biophysical impact due to the removal of planted, 

street scape trees and temporary impacts to amenity including local air quality, noise and vibration 
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and visual impacts. These impacts would not be significant and are manageable through the 

application of the safeguards and management measures as summarised in Section 7. 

8.1.3 Public interest 

During construction, the public is likely to experience: 

 Amenity impacts such as noise (refer Section 6.5) and visual impacts (refer Section 6.8) 

 Minor traffic delays (refer Section 6.4) 

 Minor air quality impacts (refer Section 6.11). 

 

These impacts would be temporary and limited to the construction period only. Once in operation 

the Proposal is expected to provide public benefit and would be in the public interest as it 

contributes to improving congestion and road safety at the Georges River Road and Milton Street 

intersection. 
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8.2 Objects of the EP&A Act 

Object Comment 

1.3(a) To promote the social and economic 
welfare of the community and a better 
environment by the proper management, 
development and conservation of the State’s 
natural and other resources. 

The proposal is for the upgrade of the Georges 
River Road and Milton Street intersection, which 
would generally involve the provision of an 
additional turning lane to improve traffic flow, 
reduction in traffic congestion and improvement 
in safety at the intersection and its approach 
roads. The proposal would try to limit its use of 
natural and artificial resources and would source 
locally where possible. Social and economic 
impacts are assessed in Section 6.9. The 
assessment includes management measures to 
avoid and/or minimise impacts. 

1.3(b) To facilitate ecologically sustainable 
development by integrating relevant economic, 
environmental and social considerations in 
decision-making about environmental planning 
and assessment. 

Ecologically sustainable development in 
considered in Section 8.2.1 to Section 8.2.4 
below.  

1.3(c) To promote the orderly and economic use 
and development of land. 

The proposal is largely contained within the road 
corridor and would not impact on the economic 
use of land. 

1.3(d) To promote the delivery and maintenance 
of affordable housing. 

Not relevant to the project. 

1.3(e) To protect the environment, including the 
conservation of threatened and other species of 
native animals and plants, ecological 
communities and their habitats. 

The proposal requires the removal of trees which 
are threatened species, however these are not 
locally indigenous and are planted trees. 
Therefore, they do not require assessment under 
either the BC Act or EPBC Act.  
Some of the trees designated for removal were 
identified to be potential foraging habitat and 
food resources for the threatened GHFF. 
Assessments of significance under the BC Act 
and the EPBC Act were carried out for this 
species and concluded that the impacts of the 
proposal would not result in a significant impact 
to the GHFF.  
 
The proposal would be carried out in an 
established urban environment that has 
experienced considerable disturbance. 

1.3(f) To promote the sustainable management 
of built and cultural heritage (including Aboriginal 
cultural heritage). 

The proposal would not impact on Aboriginal 
cultural heritage items. However, the proposal 
would impact on Non-Aboriginal heritage as  
the existing sandstone kerbing (listed under the 
Roads and Maritime s170 heritage register) in 
the proposal area is required to be removed to 
accommodate the road widening into the eastern 
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Object Comment 

side of Milton Street. To minimise impacts to the 
sandstone kerbing, about 58 m of the existing 
sandstone kerb would be relocated into the new 
road alignment and would be placed in 
consistent sections, such that concrete kerbing 
would not break them up.  
The proposal would be carried out in an 
established urban environment that has 
experienced considerable disturbance. 

1.3(g) To promote good design and amenity of 
the built environment. 

The proposal is anticipated to improve traffic 
efficiency and ease congestion on Georges 
River Road and Milton Street.  

1.3(h) To promote the proper construction and 
maintenance of buildings, including the 
protection of the health and safety of their 
occupants. 

Not relevant to the project.  

1.3(i) To promote the sharing of the responsibility 
for environmental planning and assessment 
between the different levels of government in the 
State. 

Not relevant to the project. 

1.3(j) To provide increased opportunity for 
community participation in environmental 
planning and assessment. 

Community consultation would begin at detailed 
design, prior to the commencement of 
construction, and during the construction period. 

8.2.1 The precautionary principle 

The proposal does not pose a threat of serious or irreversible damage to the environment. The 

potential impacts described in the REF have been predicted with a reasonable level of scientific 

certainty. Mitigation and management measures have been proposed based on previous 

experience with similar projects. Therefore, application of the precautionary principle is not 

appropriate for this proposal. 

8.2.2 Intergenerational equity 

The short and long term impacts of the proposed intersection upgrade have been considered and 

addressed through the development of the concept design and REF and on-balance would benefit 

both current and future generations. 

8.2.3 Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 

The proposal would have a limited impact on the flora and fauna and would not compromise the 

biological diversity or ecological integrity of the proposed area. 

8.2.4 Improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms 



Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 

Review of Environmental Factors 

 

169 

The Proposal reflects the natural, social and economic values of the locality. This REF has 

examined the environmental consequences of the proposal and identified mitigation measures and 

safeguards to address potential adverse impacts. The value of environmental safeguards 

implementation was not able to be determined at the time this REF was prepared. 
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8.3 Conclusion 

The proposed intersection upgrade at Georges River Road and Milton Street is subject to 

assessment under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act. The REF has examined and taken into account to 

the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reason of the 

proposed activity.  

This has included consideration (where relevant) of conservation agreements and plans of 

management under the NPW Act, biodiversity stewardship sites under the BC Act, wilderness 

areas, areas of outstanding value, impacts on threatened species and ecological communities and 

their habitats and other protected fauna and native plants. It has also considered potential impacts 

to matters of national environmental significance listed under the Federal EPBC Act. 

A number of potential environmental impacts from the proposal have been avoided or reduced 

during the concept design development and options assessment. The proposal as described in the 

REF best meets the project objectives but would still result in some temporary noise and vibration, 

biodiversity, visual amenity, traffic and property acquisition impacts. Safeguards and management 

measures as detailed in this REF would ameliorate or minimise these expected impacts. The 

proposal would also improve traffic efficiency and road safety and ease congestion. On balance the 

proposal is considered justified and the following conclusions are made. 

Significance of impact under NSW legislation 

The proposal would be unlikely to cause a significant impact on the environment. Therefore it is not 

necessary for an environmental impact statement to be prepared and approval to be sought from 

the Minister for Planning under Division 5.2 of the EP&A Act. A Biodiversity Development 

Assessment Report or Species Impact Statement is not required. The proposal is subject to 

assessment under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act. Consent from Council is not required. 

Significance of impact under Australian legislation 

The proposal is not likely to have a significant impact on matters of national environmental 

significance or the environment of Commonwealth land within the meaning of the Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. A referral to the Australian Department of the 

Environment and Energy is not required.  
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9. Certification 
This review of environmental factors provides a true and fair review of the proposal in relation to its 

potential effects on the environment. It addresses to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting 

or likely to affect the environment as a result of the proposal. 

 

 

Zoe Cox 

Graduate Environmental Scientist 

AECOM 

Date: 23/11/2018 

 

I have examined this review of environmental factors and accept it on behalf of Roads and Maritime 

Services. 

 

 

Jarita Zeng 

Environment Officer, Easing Sydney’s Congestion 

Roads and Maritime Services 

Date: 

  

10/12/2018
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Terms and acronyms used in this REF 

Term /  Acronym Description 

AusLink Mechanism to facilitate cooperative transport planning and funding by 
Commonwealth and state and territory jurisdictions 

BC Act Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (NSW).  

CEMP Construction environmental management plan 

DoS Degree of Saturation 

EIA Environmental impact assessment 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW). Provides the 
legislative framework for land use planning and development assessment in 
NSW 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
(Commonwealth).  Provides for the protection of the environment, especially 
matters of national environmental significance, and provides a national 
assessment and approvals process. 

ESD Ecologically sustainable development.  Development 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 

Heritage Act Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

ISEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

LALC Local Aboriginal Land Council 

LEP Local Environmental Plan. A type of planning instrument made under Part 3 
of the EP&A Act. 

LoS Level of Service. A qualitative measure describing operational conditions 
within a traffic stream and their perception by motorists and/or passengers. 

MNES Matters of national environmental significance under the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

NPW Act National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) 

Roads and Maritime NSW Roads and Maritime Services 

SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy.  A type of planning instrument made 
under Part 3 of the EP&A Act. 

CM SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 

QA Specifications Specifications developed by Roads and Maritime Services for use with road 
work and bridge work contracts let by Roads and Maritime Services.  
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Appendix A 

Consideration of clause 228(2) factors and matters of national 
environmental significance 
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Clause 228(2) Checklist 
In addition to the requirements of the Is an EIS required? guideline (DUAP 1995/1996) and the 

Roads and Related Facilities EIS Guideline (DUAP 1996) as detailed in the REF, the following 

factors, listed in clause 228(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, 

have also been considered to assess the likely impacts of the proposal on the natural and built 

environment. 

Factor Impact 

a) Any environmental impact on a community? 
 
There would be short term noise, vibration and traffic impacts during 
construction, and minor operational biodiversity and visual impacts.  
 
In the long term, the proposed works would improve road safety and travel 
times through the proposal site.  
 
Property acquisitions would also be required 

 
 
Short term, negative 
 
 
Long term, positive 
 
 
Short term, negative 

b) Any transformation of a locality? 
 
The road would be widened and street trees removed, however the locality 
would remain generally consistent with the existing configuration. 

 
 
Nil 

c) Any environmental impact on the ecosystems of the locality? 
 
An Arborist Impact Assessment has been carried out by an AQF Level 5 
arborist which determined the level of impact upon trees within the proposal 
area. An ecological assessment was also carried out by a suitably qualified 
ecologist. 
There would be removal of up to 15 street trees. This has been assessed to 
not have any significant upon on habitat of any species, included any 
threatened flora or fauna species.  
Replacement trees would be planted during the landscaping phase of the 
proposal. 

 
 
Short term, negative 

d) Any reduction of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other 
environmental quality or value of a locality? 

 
Several street trees would be removed, however replacement trees would be 
reinstated during the landscaping phase.  

 
 
 
Nil 

e) Any effect on a locality, place or building having aesthetic, 
anthropological, archaeological, architectural, cultural, historical, 
scientific or social significance or other special value for present or future 
generations? 

 
There is not anticipated to be any impacts to cultural heritage or places of 
value given the highly disturbed nature of the road corridor. 

 
 
 
 
Nil 
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Factor Impact 

f) Any impact on the habitat of protected fauna (within the meaning of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974)? 

 
Several street trees would be removed however this is not considered to 
significantly impact on the habitat of protected fauna. 

 
 
 
Nil 

g) Any endangering of any species of animal, plant or other form of life, 
whether living on land, in water or in the air? 

 
It is unlikely that the proposal would endanger any species of animal, plant or 
other form of life. 

 
 
 
Nil 

h) Any long-term effects on the environment? 
 
The proposed works would have positive long term effects on the 
environment due to improved travel times and safety for the road users.  
 
The proposal would have a long term minor negative visual impact as a 
result of the removal of road side trees. Potential amenity impacts would be 
minimised with the implementation of the safeguards given in this REF 
including proposed landscaping. Property acquisition would also be required. 

 
 
Long term, positive 
 
 
Long term, minor 
negative 

i) Any degradation of the quality of the environment? 
 
The proposal has the potential to result in erosion and contamination of soil 
during construction. However, the safeguards defined in this REF would 
mitigate this risk. 

 
 
Short term, negative 

j) Any risk to the safety of the environment? 
 
The proposal aims to improve the road safety during operation. 

 
 
Long term, positive 

k) Any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment? 
 
The proposal is not expected to reduce the beneficial uses of the 
environment. 

 
 
Nil 

l) Any pollution of the environment? 
 
The proposal has the potential to result in water and soil pollution as a result 
of construction related activities. The safeguards defined in this REF 
(Section 7.2) would minimise the impacts. 

 
 
Short term, negative 

m) Any environmental problems associated with the disposal of waste? 
 
The proposal has the potential to result in waste disposal issues during 
construction. However, the safeguards defined in this REF (Section 6.10.3) 
would minimise the impacts. 

 
 
Short term, negative 

n) Any increased demands on resources (natural or otherwise) that are, or 
are likely to become, in short supply? 

 
The proposal is not expected to increase the demand on resources that are, 
or are likely to become, in short supply. 

 
 
 
Nil 
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Factor Impact 

o) Any cumulative environmental effect with other existing or likely future 
activities? 

 
The proposal has the potential to have cumulative impacts during 
construction if run in parallel with other developments in the area. This would 
increase temporary traffic impacts and noise.  
 
Once the works are completed the proposal would improve travel times and 
road safety in the locality. 

 
 
 
Short term, negative 
 
 
 
Long term, positive 

p) Any impact on coastal processes and coastal hazards, including those 
under projected climate change conditions? 

 
There would be no impact on coastal processes and coastal hazards, 
including those under projected climate change conditions. 

 
 
 
Nil 
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Matters of National Environmental Significance 
Under the environmental assessment provisions of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999, the following matters of national environmental significance and impacts on 

Commonwealth land are required to be considered to assist in determining whether the proposal 

should be referred to the Australian Government Department of the Environment and Energy. 

A referral is not required for proposed actions that may affect nationally listed threatened species, 

endangered ecological communities and migratory species. Impacts on these matters are still 

assessed as part of the REF in accordance with Australian Government significant impact criteria 

and taking into account relevant guidelines and policies. 

 

Factor Impact 

a) Any impact on a World Heritage property? Nil 

b) Any impact on a National Heritage place? Nil 

c) Any impact on a wetland of international importance? Nil 

d) Any impact on a listed threatened species or communities? Nil 

e) Any impacts on listed migratory species? Nil 

f) Any impact on a Commonwealth marine area? Nil 

g) Does the proposal involve a nuclear action (including uranium mining)? Nil 

h) Additionally, any impact (direct or indirect) on Commonwealth land? Nil 
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Appendix B 

Statutory consultation checklists 
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Infrastructure SEPP 

Council related infrastructure or services 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Stormwater Are the works likely to have a 
substantial impact on the stormwater 
management services which are 
provided by council?  

No Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(a) 

Traffic Are the works likely to generate traffic 
to an extent that will strain the capacity 
of the existing road system in a local 
government area? 

No Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(b) 

Sewerage 
system 

Will the works involve connection to a 
council owned sewerage system? If 
so, will this connection have a 
substantial impact on the capacity of 
any part of the system? 

No Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(c) 

Water usage Will the works involve connection to a 
council owned water supply system? If 
so, will this require the use of a 
substantial volume of water? 

No Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(d) 

Temporary 
structures 

Will the works involve the installation of 
a temporary structure on, or the 
enclosing of, a public place which is 
under local council management or 
control? If so, will this cause more than 
a minor or inconsequential disruption 
to pedestrian or vehicular flow? 

No Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(e) 

Road & 
footpath 
excavation 

Will the works involve more than minor 
or inconsequential excavation of a 
road or adjacent footpath for which 
council is the roads authority and 
responsible for maintenance? 

Yes Inner West 
Council 

ISEPP 
cl.13(1)(f) 

 

Local heritage items 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Local 
heritage 

Is there is a local heritage item (that is 
not also a State heritage item) or a 
heritage conservation area in the study 
area for the works?  If yes, does a 
heritage assessment indicate that the 
potential impacts to the heritage 

No Inner West 
Council  
 

ISEPP 
cl.14 
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Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

significance of the item/area are more 
than minor or inconsequential? 
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Flood liable land 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

Flood liable 
land 

Are the works located on flood liable 
land? If so, will the works change flood 
patterns to more than a minor extent? 

No Inner West 
Council  
 

ISEPP 
cl.15 

 

Public authorities other than councils 

Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

National parks 
and reserves 

Are the works adjacent to a national 
park or nature reserve, or other area 
reserved under the National Parks 
and Wildlife Act 1974, or on land 
acquired under that Act? 

No Office of 
Environment and 
Heritage 

ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(a) 

National parks 
and reserves 

Are the works on land in Zone E1 
National Parks and Nature Reserves 
or in a land use zone equivalent to 
that zone? 

No Office of 
Environment and 
Heritage 

ISEPP 
cl. 16(2)(b) 

Aquatic 
reserves 

Are the works adjacent to an aquatic 
reserve or a marine park declared 
under the Marine Estate Management 
Act 2014? 

No Department of 
Industry 

ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(c) 

Sydney Harbour 
foreshore 

Are the works in the Sydney Harbour 
Foreshore Area as defined by the 
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority 
Act 1998? 

No Sydney Harbour 
Foreshore 
Authority 

ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(d) 

Bush fire prone 
land 

Are the works for the purpose of 
residential development, an 
educational establishment, a health 
services facility, a correctional centre 
or group home in bush fire prone 
land?  

No Rural Fire Service 
 

ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(f) 

Artificial light Would the works increase the amount 
of artificial light in the night sky and 
that is on land within the dark sky 
region as identified on the dark sky 
region map? (Note: the dark sky 
region is within 200 kilometres of the 
Siding Spring Observatory) 

No Director of the 
Siding Spring 
Observatory 

ISEPP 
cl.16(2)(g) 

Defence 
communications 
buffer land 

Are the works on buffer land around 
the defence communications facility 
near Morundah? (Note: refer to 
Defence Communications Facility 
Buffer Map referred to in clause 5.15 

No Secretary of the 
Commonwealth 
Department of 
Defence 

ISEPP 
cl. 16(2)(h) 
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Issue Potential impact Yes / 
No 

If ‘yes’ consult 
with 

ISEPP 
clause 

of Lockhardt LEP 2012, Narrandera 
LEP 2013 and Urana LEP 2011. 

Mine 
subsidence 
land 

Are the works on land in a mine 
subsidence district within the meaning 
of the Mine Subsidence 
Compensation Act 1961? 

No Mine Subsidence 
Board 

ISEPP 
cl. 16(2)(i) 
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Roads and Maritime Services

Level 9, 101 Miller Street, North Sydney NSW 2060 |
Locked Bag 928, North Sydney NSW 2059 | www.rms.nsw.gov.au  | 13 22 13

29 Nov. 17

Reference: P.0021926.04.003

General Manager
Inner West Council
Petersham Customer Service Centre
2-14 Fisher Street
Petersham NSW 2049

Dear General Manager

Consultation regarding proposed intersection upgrade at Georges River Road and Milton Street in
Ashfield

Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) is proposing to undertake works for the intersection
upgrade of Georges River Road and Milton Street in Ashfield to improve the intersection traffic level of
service and travel time reliability. The key components of the intersection upgrade include:

· Providing an additional southbound lane on Milton Street to allow for two right turn lanes and one
through lane. This will be achieved by reducing lane widths and widening the eastern side of Milton
Street from approximately 50m north of Blackwood Avenue to 20m south of Georges River Road

· Signage and line marking adjustments to ban the right turn out of Blackwood Avenue and ban the right
turn movement into Blackwood Avenue (the alternative route includes up to an extra 1.1km travel
distance). As well ban the left turn movement into Watson Avenue and the right turn out of Watson
Avenue (the alternative route includes up to an extra 600m travel distance)

· Removal of up to eight street parking spots on Georges River Road and Milton Street

· The removal of trees on the eastern footpath of Milton Street, north of Blackwood Avenue due to the
widening works.

Under the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007, Roads and Maritime is required to
consult with the Inner West Council under clause 13, 14 and 15 due to the potential impacts on council
related infrastructure and impacts to local heritage. These are itemised below:

· Permanent realignment of the pedestrian footpath on the eastern side of Milton Street for a length of
approximately 85m, to the edge of the new kerb (refer Attachment A, green shaded new footpath)

· Impact to the sandstone kerb along Milton Street, which is heritage listed on the s170 Roads and
Maritime register (refer Attachment B for the Statement of Heritage Impact Assessment).

It has been determined that this proposal may have more than a minor or inconsequential impact upon the
pedestrian footpath and the sandstone heritage kerb. Upon completion of construction, the realigned footpath
will be open for pedestrian traffic.

A design plan of the proposal on an aerial is attached to this letter (Attachment A) which shows the proposal
in detail.



It would be appreciated if you could provide any comments about this proposal by 22nd December 2017.

Roads and Maritime are pleased to provide further information if required. In this regard, Henry Mi (Project
Manager) may be contacted by email on henry.mi@rms.nsw.gov.au.

Yours faithfully

Henry Mi
Project Manager, South Pinch Points
Easing Sydney’s Congestion
Roads and Maritime Services

Attachments
Attachment A: Design plan
Attachment B: Statement of Heritage Impact Assessment
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Cox, Zoe

From: Gwilym Griffiths <Gwilym.Griffiths@innerwest.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Thursday, 21 December 2017 10:17 AM
To: ROCKWOOD Radha
Subject: RE: ISEPP consultation regarding intersection upgrade at Georges River Rd and

Milton St, Ashfield
Attachments: DCP 2.20 Appendix 1  Submission Requirements for reports.pdf

Hi Radha,

Thanks for your response. Council is opposed to the removal of these trees. However, your approach
sounds good. You should engage an AQF5 level arborist to prepared a ‘Tree Impact Assessment report’
and ‘Tree Protection Plan’. To assist with your brief to the arborist please see attached our report
requirements from our DCP.

If the trees do require removal, a replacement plan should be prepared that allows for replacement at a 1:2
ratio and a minimum container size of 200L.

I look forward to hearing from you once the design is progressed.

Regards

Gwilym Griffiths | Urban Forest Manager
Inner West Council
P: +61 2 9335 2242 | E: gwilym.griffiths@innerwest.nsw.gov.au

Ashfield Service Centre: 260 Liverpool Road, Ashfield NSW 2131
Leichhardt Service Centre: 7-15 Wetherill Street, Leichhardt NSW 2040
Petersham Service Centre: 2-14 Fisher Street, Petersham NSW 2049

Council acknowledges the Traditional Custodians of these lands, the Gadigal and Wangal people of the Eora Nation.

From: ROCKWOOD Radha [mailto:Radha.ROCKWOOD@rms.nsw.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 21 December 2017 8:54 AM
To: Gwilym Griffiths
Subject: RE: ISEPP consultation regarding intersection upgrade at Georges River Rd and Milton St, Ashfield

Hi Gwilym
At this stage we are unsure if the trees will need removal, likely they will not but may require trimming. However we
are going through the design now to confirm the extent of the new kerb and the proximity to the trees. I have
recommended an arborist report in the first instance and then discuss with you when design is at a more detailed
stage to confirm.
Does that sound ok?

Radha Rockwood
Project Environmental Engineer
Easing Sydney’s Congestion Program Office | Journey Management
M 0421 467 703
www.rms.nsw.gov.au
Every journey matters
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Roads and Maritime Services
27 Argyle Street, Parramatta NSW 2150

From: Gwilym Griffiths [mailto:Gwilym.Griffiths@innerwest.nsw.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 21 December 2017 8:38 AM
To: ROCKWOOD Radha
Subject: RE: ISEPP consultation regarding intersection upgrade at Georges River Rd and Milton St, Ashfield

Hi Radha,

Apologies for the delay in getting back to you on this.

Am I correct in reading the plans and letter that you propose to remove 6 large Eucalypt trees as part of
this project?

Gwilym Griffiths | Urban Forest Manager
Inner West Council
P: +61 2 9335 2242 | E: gwilym.griffiths@innerwest.nsw.gov.au

Ashfield Service Centre: 260 Liverpool Road, Ashfield NSW 2131
Leichhardt Service Centre: 7-15 Wetherill Street, Leichhardt NSW 2040
Petersham Service Centre: 2-14 Fisher Street, Petersham NSW 2049

Council acknowledges the Traditional Custodians of these lands, the Gadigal and Wangal people of the Eora Nation.
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From: ROCKWOOD Radha [mailto:Radha.ROCKWOOD@rms.nsw.gov.au]
Sent: Thursday, 21 December 2017 7:19 AM
To: Morna Scott
Cc: Joe Di Cesare
Subject: RE: ISEPP consultation regarding intersection upgrade at Georges River Rd and Milton St, Ashfield

Hi Morna just following up if you had any comments on this proposal from RMS? ISEPP closed yesterday but I didn’t
receive any comments, just checking if you needed anything further from us.

Thanks

Radha Rockwood
Project Environmental Engineer
Easing Sydney’s Congestion Program Office | Journey Management
M 0421 467 703
www.rms.nsw.gov.au
Every journey matters

Roads and Maritime Services
27 Argyle Street, Parramatta NSW 2150

From: ROCKWOOD Radha
Sent: Thursday, 30 November 2017 3:52 PM
To: 'council@innerwest.nsw.gov.au'
Cc: 'Joe Di Cesare'; MI Henry; 'morna.scott@innerwest.nsw.gov.au'
Subject: ISEPP consultation regarding intersection upgrade at Georges River Rd and Milton St, Ashfield

Attention General Manager

Please find attached ISEPP consultation letter with appendices for your consideration for the proposed intersection
upgrade at Georges River Rd and Milton St in Ashfield.

Radha Rockwood
Project Environmental Engineer
Easing Sydney’s Congestion Program Office | Journey Management
M 0421 467 703
www.rms.nsw.gov.au
Every journey matters

Roads and Maritime Services
27 Argyle Street, Parramatta NSW 2150

Before printing, please consider the environment

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This email and any attachment to it are intended only to be read or used by the named addressee. It is confidential and may contain
legally privileged information. No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by any mistaken transmission to you. Roads and Maritime Services is not
responsible for any unauthorised alterations to this email or attachment to it. Views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, and are not
necessarily the views of Roads and Maritime Services. If you receive this email in error, please immediately delete it from your system and notify the sender.
You must not disclose, copy or use any part of this email if you are not the intended recipient.

________________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by Symantec Email Security cloud service on behalf of Inner West Council.
________________________________________________________________________
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Reference: P.0021926.04.003 
 

27 August 2018 

 

 
General Manager 
Inner West Council 
Petersham Customer Service Centre 
2-14 Fisher Street 
Petersham NSW 2049 
 
 
 
Dear General Manager 

 
 
Consultation regarding scope update of proposed intersection upgrade at Georges River Road 
and Milton Street in Ashfield 
 
Roads and Maritime Services consulted with Inner West Council in November 2017 regarding a proposal 
to upgrade the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street. Our previous correspondence and 
council’s response are provided for information in Attachment A and B respectively. 
 
Since then, changes to the scope require Roads and Maritime to consult with council again. Roads and 
Maritime has included council’s response as part of the current proposal. 
 
Under the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007, Roads and Maritime is required to 
consult with the Inner West Council under clauses 13 and 15 due to the potential impacts on council 
related infrastructure. These are itemised below: 
 
Additions to scope: 

 Widening on eastern side of Milton Street is proposed to occur from approximately 110m north of 
Blackwood Avenue to 20m south of Georges River Road to provide a longer right turn lane 

 Sandstone kerb retained and moved to the new alignment along the eastern side of Milton Street 

 ‘No Parking’ restrictions will be put in place on Milton Street southbound and Georges River Road 
westbound. This will impact a total of 13 and seven spaces respectively 

 Investigate relocation of the bus stop outside 8 Georges River Road about 40 metres further west 

 Additional tree removal on the eastern footpath of Milton Street, north of Blackwood Avenue due to 
the extension of the road widening. Tree removal will be assessed in line with council guidelines 

 Partial property acquisition of private frontage outside 98 Milton Street residence 

 Re-instate shared footpath along the widening length, maintaining the existing width.  
 

Removals from scope: 

 Banning of the left turn movement into Watson Avenue and the right turn out of Watson Avenue 
(which is already restricted), including the kerb extension on Watson Avenue 

 Pencil concrete medians on Milton Street and Georges River Road.  
 

A concept design of the updated proposal is attached to this letter (Attachment C) which shows the 
proposal in detail. 
 



 
2 20-44 Ennis Road, Milsons Point, NSW 2061 | www.rms.nsw.gov.au | ABN: 76 236 371 088 

It would be appreciated if you could provide any comments about this proposal by 28 September 2018. 
 
Roads and Maritime are pleased to provide further information if required. In this regard, Henry Mi (Project 
Manager) may be contacted by email on henry.mi@rms.nsw.gov.au.  
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Henry Mi 
Project Manager, South Pinch Points 
Easing Sydney’s Congestion 
Roads and Maritime Services 
 
 
 
Attachments 
Attachment A: Previous consultation letter to Inner West Council (November 2017) 
Attachment B: Inner West Council response to consultation (December 2017) 
Attachment C: Updated design plan 

 



 

 

    
 
 
Contact: George Tsaprounis 
Phone: 9335 2215 
 
22nd December 2017 
 
Mr. Henry Mi 
Project Manager, South Pinch Points 
Easing Sydney’s Congestion 
Roads and Maritime Services 
Locked Bag 928,  
NORTH SYDNEY NSW 2059 
 

Response regarding proposed intersection upgrade at Georges River Road 
and Milton Street in Ashfield. 

Council Ref: TRIM 17/52753 and RMS Ref: P.0021926.04.003 
 

Thank you for your letter dated 30th November 2017 inviting Council to comment on the proposed 
intersection upgrade at Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield. 
 
The following comments are provided on the proposed works: 
 

1. The two pencil median islands can cause safety issues for pedestrians crossing the road (with 
insufficient storage space for pedestrians to stand and wait), especially noting the high traffic 
volumes on these multi-lane classified roads. 

 
The RMS has previously indicated to Councils that these narrow concrete medians are not 
supported for the reasons stated above from a road safety perspective and the RMS has 
previously removed zebra crossings on multi-lane roads. 
 
The pencil type medians islands can also be a trip hazard for persons likely to cross the road 
away from the pedestrian crossings at the intersection.  The likelihood that persons may cross 
the road away from the intersection is heightened by the presence of a Bus Stop on the 
western side of Milton Street, north of Georges River Road. 

 
RMS could investigate other methods of treatment e.g. a wider median to hold pedestrians in 
a refuge or provide fencing to one side of the road if construction of the pencil medians 
proceeds.  If fencing should be provided, the first 3-4 panels should be of appropriate height 
with transition panel/s to view pedestrians at the signal crossings and to enable adequate 
sight lines between pedestrians and motorists.  I understand a similar treatment exists at a 
crossing Council relocated in Grosvenor Street, west of Sloane Street, Summer Hill.  Fencing 
has been provided to guide and direct pedestrians to cross away from the intersection. 
 

2. The former Ashfield Council and now Inner West Council recognises the importance of 
retaining the sandstone kerbing, and a Council resolution was passed that all sandstone K&G 



shall be replaced with sandstone kerb and concrete gutter.  In this case the existing 
sandstone kerb must be retained and re-laid in the new kerb and gutter alignment. 
 
It is noted that a ‘mitigation’ archival recording of the sandstone structure would be carried out 
during construction.  This and the careful relocation of the kerb units to the new kerb 
alignment would therefore preserve the heritage integrity of the area. 
 

3. Please note that there is a shared path cycleway on the north-eastern side of Milton Street. 
From your plans it seems that the required widths are not being maintained with only 
replacement of a standard footpath width.  The shared path cycleway must be retained in the 
new design in accordance with the relevant Austroads / Australian Standards and RMS 
Bicycle guidelines.    

 
Should you require any further information in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact Council's 
Coordinator Traffic & Parking Services (South), George Tsaprounis on (9335-2215. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
John Stephens 
Traffic and Transport Services Manager.    
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Disclaimer 
This document may only be used for the purpose for which it was commissioned and in accordance with the contract between 

Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd and Roads and Maritime Services.  The scope of services was defined in consultation with Roads 

and Maritime Services by time and budgetary constraints imposed by the client, and the availability of reports and other data 

on the subject area.  Changes to available information, legislation and schedules are made on an ongoing basis and readers 

should obtain up to date information. 

Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd accepts no liability or responsibility whatsoever for or in respect of any use of or reliance upon 

this report and its supporting material by any third party.  Information provided is not intended to be a substitute for site specific 

assessment or legal advice in relation to any matter.  Unauthorised use of this report in any form is prohibited. 

All trees have been assessed based on the observations from the site inspection and information presented by the client or 

relevant parties at the time of inspection. No responsibility can be taken for incorrect or misleading information provided by the 

client or other parties.   

Trees are living organisms. As such, their health and structure may alter, they will grow and their environmental circumstances 

may change from the time of the site inspection upon which this assessment is based.  Trees, as with all living things, pose 

some level of risk. 

Tree assessments are valid for 12 months after the date of inspection, unless otherwise stated. Any significant change to the 

subject tree(s) or surrounding environment, including significant or catastrophic storm/wind events will require the immediate 

re-inspection and assessment of the tree(s).  

Trees fail in ways that the arboricultural community are yet to fully understand. There is no guarantee expressed or implied that 

failure or deficiencies may not arise of the subject trees in the future. No responsibility is accepted for damage to property or 

injury/death caused by the nominated trees. 
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1 Background 
1.1 Introduct ion 

Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd (ELA) was commissioned by Roads and Maritime Services to prepare an 
arboricultural impact assessment for a proposed road widening and footpath installation in the suburb 
of Ashfield, NSW.  

The purpose of this report is to: 

• identify the trees within the site that are likely to be affected by the proposed works 

• assess the current overall health and condition of the subject trees 

• evaluate the significance of the subject trees and assess their suitability for retention. 

1.2 The proposal  

The key features of the proposed construction likely to negatively affect the subject trees can be 
summarised as follows:  

• excavation works 

• plant movement 

• changes in soil grades 

• installation of underground services. 

1.3 The study area  

The study area is located along a length of Georges River Road and the corner of Milton Street.  A map 
of the proposal is in Appendix A. 

1.4 The subject t rees  

A total of 21 subject trees were inspected on 8 August 2018.  Further information, observations and 
measurements specific to each of the subject trees can be found in Chapter 3. 

1.5 Documents and plans referenced  

The conclusions and recommendations of this report are based on the Australian Standard, AS 4970-

2009, Protection of Trees on Development Sites, the findings from the site inspections and analysis of 
the following documents/plans: 

• Roads and Maritime Services, Ashfield-Inner West Council MR549 Milton Street Intersection 

of Milton Street and Georges River Road Sketch – Design and Parking Impact Plan Part A, no 
date 

• Roads and Maritime Services, Ashfield City Council MR549 Georges River Road Intersection 

Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield Layout Plan – Concept Stage, no date 
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2 Method 
2.1 Visual t ree assessment  

The subject trees were assessed in accordance with a stage one visual tree assessment (VTA) as 

formulated by Mattheck & Breloer (1994)1, and practices consistent with modern arboriculture.   

The following limitations apply to this methodology: 

• Trees were inspected from ground level, without the use of any invasive or diagnostic tools and 

testing.  

• No aerial inspections or root mapping was undertaken.  

• Tree heights, canopy spread and diameter at breast height (DBH) was estimated, unless 

otherwise stated. 

• Tree identification was based on broad taxonomical features present and visible from ground 

level at the time of inspection. 

2.2 Retent ion Value  

The retention value/importance of a tree or group of trees, is determined using a combination of 

environmental, cultural, physical and social values.  

• Low: These trees are not considered important for retention, nor require special works or 

design modification to be implemented for their retention. 

• Medium: These trees are moderately important for retention.  Their removal should only be 

considered if adversely affected by the proposed works and all other alternatives have been 

considered and exhausted. 
• High: These trees are considered important and should be retained and protected. Design 

modification or re-location of building/s should be considered to accommodate the setbacks as 

prescribed by Australian Standard AS4970 Protection of trees on development sites.  

This tree retention assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Institute of Australian 

Consulting Arboriculturists (IACA) Significance of a Tree, Assessment Rating System (STARS).  

Further details and assessment criteria are in Appendix C. 

 

 

 

  

                                                      

1   VTA is an internationally recognised practice in the visual assessment of trees as prescribed by Mattheck, C. 
and Breloer, H. 1994. ‘Field Guide for Visual Tree Assessment’ Arboricultural Journal, Vol 18 pp 1-23. 
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2.3 Protect ion zones  

• Tree protection zone (TPZ): The TPZ is the optimal combination of crown and root area (as 
defined by AS 4970-2009) that requires protection during the construction process.  The TPZ 
is an area that is isolated from the work zone to ensure no disturbance or encroachment occurs 
into this zone.  Tree sensitive construction measures must be implemented if works are to 
proceed within the Tree Protection Zone. 

• Structural root zone (SRZ): The SRZ is the area of the root system (as defined by AS 4970-
2009) used for stability, mechanical support and anchorage of the tree. It is critical for the 
support and stability of the tree, and provides the bulk of mechanical support and anchorage. 
Severance of roots (>50 mmØ) within the SRZ is generally not recommended as it may lead to 
the destabilisation and/or decline of the tree. 

• Root investigation: When assessing the potential impacts of encroachment into the TPZ 
consideration will need to be given to the location and distribution of the roots, including above 
or below ground restrictions affecting root growth.   Location and distribution of roots may be 
determined through non-destructive excavation (NDE) methods such as hydro-vacuum 
excavation (sucker truck), air spade and manual excavation.  Root investigation is used to 
determine the extent and location of roots within the zone of conflict.  Root investigation does 
not guarantee the retention of the tree. 

 

Figure 1: Indicative TPZ and SRZ 

 
  



Ar b or i c u l t ur a l  I m pa c t  As se s sm e nt  

 

©  E CO  LO G ICA L  A U S T RA L IA  P T Y  LT D  4 

 

2.4 Impacts within the TPZ  

• No impact (0%): No likely or foreseeable encroachment within the TPZ. 

• Low impact (<10%): If the proposed encroachment is less than 10% (total area) of the 
TPZ, and outside of the SRZ, detailed root investigations should not be required.  The area 
lost to this encroachment should be compensated for elsewhere and be contiguous with 
the TPZ. 

• Medium impact (<20%): If the proposed encroachment is greater than 10% of the TPZ 
and outside of the SRZ, the project arborist must demonstrate that the tree(s) remain 
viable. The area lost to this encroachment should be compensated for elsewhere and be 
contiguous with the TPZ. All work within the TPZ must be carried out under the supervision 
of the project arborist. 

• High impact (>20%): If the proposed encroachment is greater than 20% of the TPZ the 
SRZ may be impacted. Tree sensitive construction techniques may be used for minor 
works within this area providing no structural roots are likely to be impacted, and the project 
arborist can demonstrate that the tree(s) remain viable. Root investigation by non-
destructive methods is essential for any proposed works within this area. 

 

Figure 2: Indicative zones of impact within the TPZ
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2.5 Mitigation measures  

Encroachment within the TPZ must be offset with a range of mitigation measures to ensure that impacts to the subject tree(s) are reduced or restricted wherever possible. 
Mitigation must be increased relative to the level of encroachment within the TPZ to ensure the subject tree remains viable.  Table 1 outlines mitigation requirements under 
AS 4970-2009 within each category of encroachment.  

Table 1: Mitigation measures 

 

Impact Requirements under AS 4970-2009 Mitigation (design phase) Mitigation (construction phase) 

Low impact 
(<10%) 

• The area lost to this encroachment 
should be compensated for elsewhere, 
contiguous with the TPZ. 

• Detailed root investigations should not be 
required. 

 

• N/A 
• The area lost to this encroachment should be compensated for 

elsewhere, contiguous with the TPZ. 
• Tree protection must be installed. 

Medium impact  
(<20%) 

• The project arborist must demonstrate the 
tree(s) would remain viable.  

• Root investigation by non-destructive 
methods may be required. 

• Consideration of relevant factors 
including: Root location and distribution, 
tree species, condition, site constraints 
and design factors. 

• The area lost to this encroachment 
should be compensated for elsewhere, 
contiguous with the TPZ. 

The following design changes should be considered to retain trees 
where practicable, considering the retention value of the tree and the 
complexity and cost of the change. 
• Relocate services/pathways outside of tree protection zones 
• Design services to be installed at a minimum depth of 1200mm 

below ground to avoid impact to the root zones of trees. 
• Design pathways to be installed on or above grade, 

minimising/eliminating excavation within tree protection zones. 
• Design pathways using porous materials (eco-paving, porous 

asphalt, decomposed granite) to allow water and oxygen to reach 
the root zone. 

• Design pathways using tree sensitive techniques (pier and beam, 
suspended slabs).  

• The area lost to encroachment should be compensated for 
elsewhere, contiguous with the TPZ. 

• The area lost to this encroachment should be compensated for 
elsewhere, contiguous with the TPZ. 

• The project arborist would be consulted for any works within the 
TPZ.  

• Tree protection must be installed. 
• Tree sensitive techniques can be used to install services within 

the TPZ.  Horizontal directional drilling (HDD), boring, non-
destructive excavation (NDE).  

• Location and distribution of roots may be determined through 
non-destructive excavation (NDE) methods such as hydro-
vacuum excavation (sucker truck), air spade and manual 
excavation. 

High impact 
(>20%) 

• Relocate services/pathways outside of tree protection zones 
• Design services to be installed at a minimum depth of 1200mm 

below ground to avoid impact to the root zones of trees. 
• Design pathways to be installed on or above grade, 

minimising/eliminating excavation within tree protection zones. 
• Design pathways using porous materials (eco-paving, porous 

asphalt, decomposed granite) to allow water and oxygen to reach 
the root zone. 

• Design pathway using tree sensitive techniques (pier and beam, 
suspended slabs).  

• The area lost to encroachment can be compensated for 
elsewhere, contiguous with the TPZ. 

• As above 
• Removal of existing hard surfaces should be undertaken 

manually to avoid root damage. 
• Tree sensitive techniques can be used to install the services: 

Horizontal directional drilling (HDD), boring, non-destructive 
excavation (NDE).  
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3 Discussion  
Table 2 shows the results of the arboriculture assessment. Key points are: 

• High impact (>20%):  14 trees will be subject to a major encroachment (>25%) within the TPZ. 

Under the current proposal, none of these subject trees will be retained. Trees proposed for 

removal have the following retention values: 

 

o 8 trees with a low retention value  

o 5 trees with a medium retention value 

o 1 tree with a high retention value. 

 

• Medium impact (<20%):  1 tree will be subject to a medium impact <20% of the TPZ.  Further 

detailed assessments (root investigation) via non-destructive methods will be required to 

determine the suitability of retention.  Both trees within this category have with a low retention 

value  

 
• Low impact (<10%): 1 tree will be subject to a low impact within the TPZ.  The anticipated low 

impact of the proposed development will have negligible impacts to the trees’ health, vigour or 

stability. Under the current proposal, these trees can be successfully retained. 

 

• No impact: 5 trees will not be impacted by the proposed development. Under the current 

proposal, these trees can be successfully retained.  
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Table 2: Results of the arboricultural assessment   

Tree Botanical name Height (m) Spread 
(m) Health Structure Retention value DBH (mm) TPZ (mm) SRZ (mm) Impact 

1 Eucalyptus nicholii 6 5 Poor Poor Low 300 3600 2000 Medium Impact: >20% 

2 Liquidambar styraciflua 6 10 Fair Fair Medium 850 10200 3100 High Impact: <20% 

3 Eucalyptus nicholii 5 4 Poor Poor Low 400 4800 2300 High Impact: <20% 

4 Eucalyptus saligna 18 19 Good Good High 900 10800 3200 High Impact: <20% 

5 Eucalyptus saligna 13 11 Good Fair Medium 600 7200 2700 High Impact: <20% 

6 Eucalyptus saligna 22 20 Good Fair Medium 1000 12000 3300 High Impact: <20% 

7 Corymbia citriodora 13 8 Good Fair Medium 400 4800 2300 High Impact: <20% 

8 Corymbia citriodora 9 4 Fair Poor Low 300 3600 2000 High Impact: <20% 

9 Melaleuca quinquenervia 9 4 Fair Poor Low 600 7200 2700 Low Impact: <10% 

10 Melaleuca quinquenervia 10 6 Good Poor Medium 1200 14400 3600 High Impact: <20% 

11 Araucaria heterophylla 10 5 Poor Poor Low 400 4800 2300 High Impact: <20% 

12 Eucalyptus nicholii 7 6 Poor Fair Low 500 6000 2500 High Impact: <20% 

13 Eucalyptus nicholii 8 8 Fair Poor Low 700 8400 2800 High Impact: <20% 

14 Eucalyptus nicholii 6 3 Fair Poor Low 450 5400 2400 High Impact: <20% 

15 Eucalyptus scoparia 11 10 Poor Poor Low 750 9000 2900 High Impact: <20% 

16 Melaleuca armillaris 4 4 Good Poor Medium 250 3000 1800 No Impact: 0% 
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Tree Botanical name Height (m) Spread 
(m) Health Structure Retention value DBH (mm) TPZ (mm) SRZ (mm) Impact 

17 Eucalyptus nicholii 9 6 Poor Poor Low 550 6600 2600 High Impact: <20% 

18 Callistemon viminalis 5 3 Good Fair Medium 200 2400 1700 No Impact: 0% 

19 Callistemon viminalis 4 3 Poor Poor Low 200 2400 1700 No Impact: 0% 

20 Corymbia maculata 13 11 Good Good High 600 7200 2700 No Impact: 0% 

21 Lophostemon confertus 8 8 Fair Fair Medium 800 9600 3000 No Impact: 0% 

 

. 
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4 Recommendations  
4.1 Trees recommended for removal  

• Low retention value: A total of 8 trees with a low retention value are recommended for 
removal.  Other low retention value trees will not be affected by this proposal. 

4.2 Trees to be retained where possible  

• Medium retention value: A total of 5 trees with a medium retention value should be retained 
wherever possible but should not be a constraint on the development. Other medium 
retention trees will not be affected by this proposal. 

4.3 Trees recommended for retent ion  

• High retention value: A total of 1 tree (Tree 4) with a high retention value is considered 
important for retention and should be retained and protected wherever possible.  All 
opportunities for retaining these subject trees using design modification and tree sensitive 
construction techniques should be explored. Other high retention trees will not be affected 
by this proposal. 

4.4 Tree work 

• All tree work is to be carried out by an arborist with a minimum AQF Level 3 qualification in 

Arboriculture. 

• All tree work must be in accordance with Australian Standard AS 4373-2007, Pruning of 

Amenity Trees and the NSW WorkCover Code of Practice for the Amenity Tree Industry 

(1998).   

• Permission must be granted from the relevant consent authority, prior to removing or pruning 

of any of the subject trees. 

Offsett ing 

Any loss of trees should be offset with replacement planting in accordance with the relevant offset policy 
and in consultation with the Inner West Council. 
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5 Tree protection plan 
5.1 Tree protection measures  

The following tree protection measures will be required if trees are retained: 

• Tree protection fencing must be established around the perimeter of the TPZ. If the protective 
fencing requires temporary removal, trunk, branch and ground protection must be installed and 
must comply with AS 4970-2009 - Protection of trees on development sites. Existing fencing and 
site hoarding may be used as tree protection fencing. 

• If temporary access for machinery is required within the TPZ, ground protection measures will be 
required. The purpose of ground protection is to prevent root damage and soil compaction within 
the TPZ. Ground protection may include a permeable membrane such as geotextile fabric 
beneath a layer of mulch, crushed rock or rumble boards.  

• Any additional construction activities within the TPZ of the subject trees must be assessed and 
approved by the project arborist, and must comply with AS 4970-2009 - Protection of trees on 

development sites. 

Further information and guidelines on tree protection is in Appendix B. 

5.2 Hold points,  inspect ion and certif icat ion  

The approved tree protection plan must be available onsite prior to the commencement of works, and 
throughout the entirety of the project.  To ensure the tree protection plan is implemented, hold points have 
been specified in the schedule of works below.  It is the responsibility of the principal contractor to 
complete each of the tasks. 

Once each stage is reached, the work will be inspected and certified by the project arborist and the next 
stage may commence.  Alterations to this schedule may be required due to necessity, however, this shall 
be through consultation with the project arborist only. 

 

Table 3: Schedule of works

Pre-construction 

Prior to demolition and site establishment indicate clearly (with spray paint on trunks) 
trees marked for removal only. 

Tree protection (for trees that will be retained) shall be installed prior to demolition and 
site establishment, this will include mulching of areas within the TPZ 

During Construction 

Scheduled inspection of trees by the project arborist should be undertaken monthly 
during the construction period. 

Inspection of trees by project arborist after all major construction has ceased, following 
the removal of tree protection measures.  

Post Construction Final inspection of trees by project arborist. 
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Appendix A Tree impacts 
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Appendix B Tree Protection Guidelines 

The following tree protection guidelines must be implemented during the construction period in the 
event that no tree-specific recommendations are detailed.  
 
Tree protection fencing  

The TPZ is a restricted area delineated by protective fencing or the use of an existing structure (such 
as a wall or fence). 

Trees that are to be retained must have protective fencing erected around the TPZ (or as specified in 
the body of the report) to protect and isolate it from the construction works.  Fencing must comply with 
the Australian Standard, AS 4687-2007, Temporary fencing and hoardings. 

Tree protection fencing must be installed prior to site establishment and remain intact until completion 
of works.  Once erected, protective fencing must not be removed or altered without the approval of the 
project arborist.  

If the protective fencing requires temporary removal, trunk, branch and ground protection must be 
installed and must comply with AS 4970-2009, Protection of Trees on Development Sites.   

Tree protection fencing shall be:  

• Enclosed to the full extent of the TPZ (or as specified 
in the Recommendations and Tree Protection Plan). 

• Cyclone chain wire link fence or similar, with lockable 
access gates. 

• Certified and Inspected by the Project Arborist.  

• Installed prior to the commencement of works.  

• Prominently signposted with 300mm x 450mm boards 
stating “NO ACCESS - TREE PROTECTION ZONE”.  

 

Crown protection  

Tree crowns/canopy may be injured or damaged by machinery such as; excavators, drilling rigs, trucks, 
cranes, plant and vehicles.  Where crown protection is required, it will usually be located at least one 
meter outside the perimeter of the crown.  

Crown protection may include the installation of a physical barrier, pruning selected branches to 
establish clearance, or the tying/bracing of branches.  
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Trunk protection 

Where provision of tree protection fencing is impractical or 
must be temporarily removed, truck protection shall be installed 
for the nominated trees to avoid accidental mechanical 
damage.  

The removal of bark or branches allows the potential ingress of 
micro-organisms which may cause decay.  Furthermore, the 
removal of bark restricts the trees’ ability to distribute water, 

mineral ions (solutes), and glucose. 

Trunk protection shall consist of a layer of either carpet 
underfelt, geotextile fabric or similar wrapped around the trunk, 
followed by 1.8 m lengths of softwood timbers aligned vertically 
and spaced evenly around the trunk (with an approx. 50 mm 
gap between the timbers).  

The timbers must be secured using galvanised hoop strap (aluminium strapping). The timbers shall be 
wrapped around the trunk but not fixed to the tree, as this will cause injury/damage to the tree.  

Ground protection  

Tree roots are essential for the uptake/absorption of water, oxygen and mineral ions (solutes).  It is 
essential to prevent the disturbance of the soil beneath the dripline and within the TPZ of trees that are 
to be retained.  Soil compaction within the TPZ will adversely affect the ability of roots to function 
correctly.  

If temporary access for machinery is required within the TPZ ground protection measures will be 
required.  The purpose of ground protection is to prevent root damage and soil compaction within the 
TPZ.  Ground protection may include a permeable membrane such as geotextile fabric beneath a layer 
of mulch, crushed rock or rumble boards.  

If the grade is to be raised within the TPZ, the material should be coarser or more porous than the 
underlying material.  

Root protection & pruning  

If incursions/excavation within the TPZ are unavoidable, exploratory excavation (under the supervision 
of the Project Arborist) using non-destructive methods may be considered to evaluate the extent of the 
root system affected, and determine whether or not the tree can remain viable. 

If the project arborist identifies conflicting roots that requiring pruning, they must be pruned with a sharp 
implement such as; secateurs, pruners, handsaws or a chainsaw back to undamaged tissue.   The final 
cut must be a clean cut.  

Underground services  

All underground services should be routed outside of the TPZ.  If underground services need to be 
installed within the TPZ, they should be installed using horizontal directional drilling (HDD).  The 
horizontal drilling/boring must be at minimum depth of 600mm below grade.  Trenching for services is 
to be regarded as “excavation” 
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Appendix C Tree retention assessment method 

 

 
  

Tree Significance - Assessment Criteria - STARS© 

Low Medium High 

 
The tree is in fair-poor condition 
and good or low vigour.  
 
The tree has form atypical of the 
species 
 
The tree is not visible or is partly 
visible from the surrounding 
properties or obstructed by other 
vegetation or buildings 
 
The tree provides a minor 
contribution or has a negative 
impact on the visual character and 
amenity of the local area 
 
The tree is a young specimen 
which may or may not have 
reached dimensions to be 
protected by local Tree 
Preservation Orders or similar 
protection mechanisms and can 
easily be replaced with a suitable 
specimen 
 
The tree’s growth is severely 
restricted by above or below 
ground influences, unlikely to 
reach dimensions typical for the 
taxa in situ – tree is inappropriate 
to the site conditions 
 
The tree is listed as exempt under 
the provisions of the local Council 
Tree Preservation Order or similar 
protection mechanisms 
 
The tree has a wound or defect 
that has the potential to become 
structurally unsound. 
 
The tree is an environmental pest 
species due to its invasiveness or 
poisonous/allergenic properties.  
 
The tree is a declared noxious 
weed by legislation 

 
The tree is in fair to good condition 
 
The tree has form typical or 
atypical of the species 
 
The tree is a planted locally 
indigenous or a common species 
with its taxa commonly planted in 
the local area 
 
The tree is visible from 
surrounding properties, although 
not visually prominent as partially 
obstructed by other vegetation or 
buildings when viewed from the 
street 
 
The tree provides a fair 
contribution to the visual character 
and amenity of the local area 
 
The tree’s growth is moderately 
restricted by above or below 
ground influences, reducing its 
ability to reach dimensions typical 
for the taxa in situ 

 
The tree is in good condition and 
good vigour 
 
The tree has a form typical for the 
species 
 
The tree is a remnant or is a 
planted locally indigenous 
specimen and/or is rare or 
uncommon in the local area or of 
botanical interest or of substantial 
age. 
 
The tree is listed as a heritage 
item, threatened species or part of 
an endangered ecological 
community or listed on councils 
significant tree register 
 
The tree is visually prominent and 
visible from a considerable 
distance when viewed from most 
directions within the landscape 
due to its size and scale and 
makes a positive contribution to 
the local amenity. 
 
The tree supports social and 
cultural sentiments or spiritual 
associations, reflected by the 
broader population or community 
group or has commemorative 
values. 
 
The tree’s growth is unrestricted 
by above and below ground 
influences, supporting its ability to 
reach dimensions typical for the 
taxa in situ – tree is appropriate to 
the site conditions. 
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 High Medium Low 

Long  
>40 years  

    

Medium 
15-40 years  

    

Short 
<1-15 years  

    

Dead 
 

    

 

 

Legend for Matrix Assessment 

 

Priority for retention (High): These trees are considered important for retention and should 
be retained and protected. Design modification or re-location of building/s should be 
considered to accommodate the setbacks as prescribed by the Australian Standard AS4970 
Protection of trees on development sites. Tree sensitive construction measures must be 
implemented if works are to proceed within the Tree Protection Zone. 

 
Consider for retention (Medium): These trees may be retained and protected. These are 
considered less critical; however their retention should remain priority with the removal 
considered only if adversely affecting the proposed building/works and all other alternatives 
have been considered and exhausted. 

 Consider for removal (Low): These tree are not considered important for retention, nor 
require special works or design modification to be implemented for their retention. 

 Consider for removal (Low): These tree are not considered important for retention, nor 
require special works or design modification to be implemented for their retention. 
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Jarita Zeng 
Roads and Maritime Services 
Level 9, 10 Smith Street Parramatta NSW 2150 

Reference: 18SUT- 9504 Variation 1 

27 September 2018 

Dear Jarita, 

Ecological assessment: Road works, Georges River Road and Milton Street Ashfield 

Eco Logical Australia has been engaged by RMS to undertake an ecological impact assessment for proposed 
road widening and footpath installation works (the proposed works) in Ashfield within the Inner West LGA 
(Figure 1).  This assessment is required to ensure the relevant sections of the NSW Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 2016 (BC Act) and Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 (EPBC Act) are 
addressed with regards to listed threatened species and ecological communities.   

Proposed Works 

The proposed road widening and footpath installation works will be undertaken at Milton Street and Georges 
River Road, Ashfield.  For the purpose of this report, the “area of proposed works” is the area proposed to 

be impacted by the works (Figure 1).  The “study area” refers to land surrounding the subject site that may 

be indirectly impacted. 

Literature Review 

A search of the Atlas of NSW Wildlife (Bionet 2018) database was undertaken on 13 September 2018 for 
species listed under the BC Act and EPBC Act that have been previously recorded within 5 km from the study 
area. The results are shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3 and were used to target searches for threatened flora 
and fauna habitat features during the site inspection.   

An Arboricultural Impact Assessment (Eco Logical Australia, 2018) was undertaken for the proposed works 
to assess the direct and indirect impact of the proposed works on trees. It identified sixteen trees which would 
be impacted by the proposed works.  

Field assessment methodology 

On 13 September 2018, ELA Ecologist Kirsten Velthuis carried out a site inspection of the subject site, to:  

• validate the extent and quality of native vegetation 
• identify the presence of threatened species or populations or whether potential habitat for these species 

/ populations occurs within the study area 
• conduct a habitat assessment and determine if potential habitat for threatened fauna species is 

present, including hollow-bearing trees 

The weather during the survey was fine with a maximum of 24 degrees.  Flora species within the subject site 
were noted, along with any fauna habitat features.   
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Figure 1:  Location of the study area and area of proposed works 
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Flora 

The study area is situated in a residential area of Ashfield along Milton Street and Blackwood Road, near the 
intersection of Georges River Road (Figure 1). The study area consists largely of a concrete footpath adjacent to 
a nature strip with planted street trees, no understorey and mown lawn groundcover. The street trees are listed in 
Table 1 and are mostly exotic species. They include Weeping Bottlebrush (Callistemon viminalis), Spotted Gum 
(Corymbia citriodora), Narrow-leaved Black Peppermint (Eucalyptus nicholii), and Wallangara White Gum 
(Eucalyptus scoparia) which are all native to Australia but not to the local area; as well as American Sweetgum 
(Liquidambar styraciflue), and Norfolk Island Pine (Auraucaria heterophylla).  Only six of the trees within the nature 
strip are native, including three Sydney Blue Gum (Eucalyptus saligna), two Broad-leaved Paperbarks (Melaleuca 

quinquinervia)) and a Bracelet Honey-myrtle (Melaleuca armillaris).    

The study area also includes the front yard of 98 Milton Street. This area was not surveyed in detail as it falls 
within private property but a visual survey from the road identified exotic planted species including a large dead 
Norfolk Island Pine (Auracaria heterophylla), small Cypress pines (Cupressus sp.), Ochna (Ochna serrulata), and 
Aloe Vera.   

The car park in front of 5 Blackwood Avenue has juvenile She-oak regrowth (Casuarina sp) growing through the 
concrete along the boundary fence and within a small garden bed on the southern boundary. This garden bed 
also contains two planted Eucalyptus seedlings. From within the southern boundary of 5 Blackwood Avenue, non-
native species including African Olive (Oleo europaea) and Camphor Laurel (Cinnamomum camphora) are partly 
protruding onto the pedestrian and cycle path of Park Lane.   

To the south, the area is bounded by Cecil Herman Park, a small open space with picnic tables and benches with 
a maintained lawn and a small number of native and exotic planted trees, planted mainly along the road boundary.  
This includes the native Spotted Gum (Corymbia maculata) and non-native Brush Box (Lophostemon confertus).  

No threatened flora species were detected during field survey and are considered unlikely to occur. It should be 
noted that Wallangarra White Gum (Eucalyptus scoparia) naturally occurs in Queensland and reaches its southern 
limits in northern NSW.  It is known from only three locations in NSW and because of its limited range in NSW, 
this species has been listed as endangered under the BC Act (NSW Scientific Committee 2011) and is listed as 
vulnerable under the EPBC Act. Likewise, Narrow-leaved Black Peppermint (Eucalyptus nicholii) is listed as 
vulnerable under the BC Act and EPBC Act as in NSW it has a limited range in northern NSW. However, as both 
these species have been planted within the study area, well outside their natural area of distribution, assessment 
of significance under the EPBC Act and BC Act is not required.  

 

Fauna 

A review of habitat features of the study is shown in Table 1, and include three hollow-bearing trees, with large 
and small-sized hollows, and one potentially hollow-bearing tree. Hollows may provide habitat for a range of 
species including for the Ring-tailed Possum (Pseudocheirus peregrinus), Common Brushtail Possum 
(Trichosurus vulpecula), a range of birds and threatened microbats. Additionally, there is potential habitat for 
threatened microbats in the form of exfoliating bark of a further seven trees. All native trees also provide foraging 
and food resources for the threatened Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus) as well as to common 
nectivorous birds.  

The study area was not observed to contain nests, possum dreys or other evidence of native fauna occupation.  
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Figure 2:  Threatened fauna records in proximity to study area 
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Figure 3: Threatened vegetation records in proximity to study area  
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Figure 4: Habitat features within the study area   
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Table 1: Results of the tree habitat assessment   

Tree Botanical name 
Common name Status 

(Native/ 
exotic) 

Habitat features Impact on tree 
(from AIA, 2018) 

1 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint E None Medium Impact: 
>20% 

2 Liquidambar styraciflua 
American Sweetgum 

E One large hollow High Impact: 
<20% 

3 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint E None High Impact: 
<20% 

4 Eucalyptus saligna 
Sydney Blue Gum 

N One large hollow High Impact: 
<20% 

5 Eucalyptus saligna 
Sydney Blue Gum 

N None High Impact: 
<20% 

6 Eucalyptus saligna 
Sydney Blue Gum 

N 
Potential for hollows within 
dead branches but could 

not be verified from ground 

High Impact: 
<20% 

7 Corymbia citriodora 
Lemon scented Gum 

E None High Impact: 
<20% 

8 Corymbia citriodora 
Lemon scented Gum 

E None High Impact: 
<20% 

9 Melaleuca quinquenervia 
Broad-leaved 

Paperbark N Exfoliating bark Low Impact: 
<10% 

10 Melaleuca quinquenervia 
Broad-leaved 

Paperbark N Exfoliating bark High Impact: 
<20% 

11 Araucaria heterophylla 
Norfolk Island Pine 

E Tree dead.  
None 

High Impact: 
<20% 

12 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint E Exfoliating bark High Impact: 
<20% 

13 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint E None High Impact: 
<20% 

14 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint E None High Impact: 
<20% 

15 Eucalyptus scoparia 
Wallangara White 

Gum E One small hollow, 
exfoliating bark 

High Impact: 
<20% 

16 Eucalyptus nicholii 
Narrow-leaved Black 

Peppermint  N Exfoliating bark No Impact: 0% 

17 Melaleuca armillaris 
Bracelet Honey-

myrtle E None High Impact: 
<20% 

18 Callistemon viminalis 
Weeping Bottlebrush 

E None No Impact: 0% 

19 Callistemon viminalis 
Weeping Bottlebrush 

E None No Impact: 0% 

20 Corymbia maculata 
Spotted Gum 

N Exfoliating bark No Impact: 0% 

21 Lophostemon confertus 
Brush Box 

E None  No Impact: 0% 

*Native refers to being situated within the natural area of distribution 
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Impact Assessment 

The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (ELA, 2018) identified that the proposed development will result in 
impact on 16 trees. Of these, three have been identified as hollow-bearing trees and one as potentially a hollow-
bearing tree.   

No threatened fauna species or their habitat were recorded at the subject site either during the desktop 
assessment or the field assessment.  Most of the threatened fauna species that have been recorded within the 
wider area (Figure 3) are unlikely to use the subject site due to their habitat requirements not being met within 
the subject site.   

The following threatened fauna species have previously been recorded nearby or were considered likely to occur 
within the study area:  

• Eastern Bentwing-bat (Miniopterus schreibersii oceanensis), a micro-bat listed as vulnerable under 
the BC Act 

• Grey-headed Flying-fox (GHFF) (Pteropus poliocephalus), listed as vulnerable under both BC Act 
and EPBC Act  

• Scarlet Robin (Petroica boodang), listed as vulnerable under the BC Act 
• Flame Robin (Petroica phoenicea), listed as vulnerable under the BC Act 

 

The Flame Robin usually prefers clearings of areas with open understorey in woodlands on the slopes and 
uplands, however in winter it is seen in more open habitats in the lowlands in native grasslands and in pastures.  
The Scarlet Robin habitat usually contains abundant logs and fallen timber, and these are important components 
of its habitat. Due to the lack of habitat features in the study area, these species are considered unlikely to utilise 
the study area.  

The Eastern Bentwing-bat is considered likely to use the subject site for foraging. However, microbats may avoid 
foraging within the subject site due to artificial lighting.  Urban lighting can discourage microbats as well as 
nocturnal birds due to the risk of exposure and predation (Stone et al. 2009; Threlfall et al. 2012).  Whilst being 
present, microbats are more likely to commute and forage among the vegetated areas away from these well-lit 
areas of the subject site (Stone et al. 2009).  Some microbats are known to use defoliating bark as roosting habitat, 
but the Eastern Bentwing-bat primarily uses caves as roosting habitat, and to a lesser extent stormwater tunnels, 
large culvert and other man-made structures (Churchill 2008). These habitat requirements were not identified to 
occurred within the study area.  

There is however potential foraging habitat and food resources for the threatened GHFF within the study area. 
Assessments under BC Act and the EPBC Act have therefore been undertaken for this species.    

 

Assessment of significance - NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 

Pteropus poliocephalus (Grey-headed Flying-fox, GHFF) utilises a wide variety of habitats (including disturbed 
areas) for foraging and are recorded as travelling long distances on feeding forays (Churchill 1998).  Fruits and 
flowering plants of a wide variety of species are the main food source.  The species roosts in large ‘camps’ of up 

to 200,000 individuals.  Camps are usually formed close to water and along gullies however the species has been 
known to form camps in urban areas (Churchill 1998). 
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This species was not recorded on site during the survey. GHFF do not use the subject site for roosting, but the 
trees within the site form potential foraging habitat.  The closest camp is located at Cook River, Wolli Creek, 
approximately 6km southeast of the study area. 

(a) in the case of a threatened species, whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an adverse 

effect on the life cycle of the species such that a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk 

of extinction, 

The GHFF is considered to be one population that intermixes up and down the east coast of Australia, therefore 
any bat population is a meta-population of this one population.  Impacts to GHFF that are likely to place this 
population at risk of extinction would include widespread loss of foraging habitat or disturbance of roosting sites.  
The proposed development will have a minor to high impact to up to 16 trees, 14 of which are potential foraging 
habitat for the GHFF.  This loss of this foraging habitat is considered to be minor compared to the vast areas of 
foraging habitat in the region.  As such, the proposal is unlikely to adversely affect GHFF such that its population 
will be placed at risk of extinction.  

 

(b) in the case of an endangered ecological community or critically endangered ecological community, whether 

the proposed development or activity: 

(i) is likely to have an adverse effect on the extent of the ecological community such that its local 

occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, or 

(ii) is likely to substantially and adversely modify the composition of the ecological community such that 

its local occurrence is likely to be placed at risk of extinction, 

Not applicable. 

 

(c) in relation to the habitat of a threatened species or ecological community: 

(i) the extent to which habitat is likely to be removed or modified as a result of the proposed development 

or activity, and 

The proposed development will have a minor to high impact to up to 16 trees, 14 of which are potential foraging 
habitat for the GHFF. 

 (ii) whether an area of habitat is likely to become fragmented or isolated from other areas of habitat as a 

result of the proposed development or activity, and 

The habitat to be impacted consists of planted street trees and will not result in the fragmentation or isolation of 
areas of habitat for this highly mobile species.  Up to 14 trees of potential foraging habitat will be removed.  This 
level of clearing will not impact the movements of this highly mobile species.  

(iii) the importance of the habitat to be removed, modified, fragmented or isolated to the long-term survival 

of the species or ecological community in the locality, 

The habitat to be impacted within the study area is not considered to be important to the long-term survival of the 
GHFF in the locality for the following reasons: 

• the amount of vegetation to be impacted (up to 14 trees of potential foraging habitat) is relatively 
small compared to the vast areas of foraging habitat is the surrounding region  
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• the species is highly mobile and forages widely, travelling up to 50 km from a camp to forage 
 

(d) whether the proposed development or activity is likely to have an adverse effect on any declared area of 

outstanding biodiversity value (either directly or indirectly), 

The proposed development will not directly or indirectly impact any declared area of outstanding biodiversity value. 

 

(e) whether the proposed development or activity is or is part of a key threatening process or is likely to increase 

the impact of a key threatening process. 

One key threatening process is relevant to this proposal with respect to the GHFF: 

• Clearing of native vegetation 
  

The proposal involves impacts to up to 14 trees of potential foraging habitat, which is considered to be a relatively 
minor loss of habitat compared to the vast areas of foraging habitat in the region.  The proposal is unlikely to 
exacerbate this key threatening process. 

 
Conclusion 

The proposal is unlikely to constitute a significant impact on GHFF given that: 

• The proposed works would constitute a minor disturbance to an area of foraging habitat compared 
to larger areas of suitable foraging habitat within the wider region, 

• The proposal would not isolate or fragment any currently connecting areas of habitat in terms of use 
by highly mobile species, 

• GHFF camps will not be disturbed. 
 

Under the BC Act, there will be no requirement for a Biodiversity Assessment Report (BDAR) or offsets under the 
Biodiversity Offsetting Scheme. 

 

Assessment of significance - EPBC Significance impact criteria 

This assessment has been prepared in accordance with the EPBC Act Matters of National Environmental 
Significance: Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 (DoE 2013).  These guidelines have been established to assist 
proponents to determine whether a proposed action is likely to result in a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance. 

The closest GHFF camp is located at Wolli Creek, approximately 6 km southeast of the study area. This species 
is known to utilise the same camp site for consecutive years with some camps being used for over a century (OEH 
2017).  The vegetation within the study area provides a small extent of potential foraging habitat for the species.    

An action is likely to have a significant impact on a vulnerable species if there is a real chance or possibility that 

it will: 

Criterion a: lead to a long-term decrease in the size of an important population of a species 
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An important population is defined as a population that is necessary for a species’ long-term survival and recovery 
(Department of Environment and Energy, 2013).  The GHFF is considered to be one population that intermixes 
up and down the east coast, therefore any bat population is a meta-population of this one “important population”.   

Under the proposed action up to 14 trees representing foraging habitat will be impacted.  The amount of habitat 
to be affected is relatively small given the large amount of foraging habitat available in the broader region.  The 
removal of this potential foraging habitat would not lead to the long-term decrease in the size of an important 
population of GHFF.  

Criterion b: reduce the area of occupancy of an important population; 

The distribution of the GHFF extends from Bundaberg in Queensland to Melbourne, Victoria and from the coast 
inland to the western slopes of New South Wales.  The removal of potential foraging habitat from the study area 
would not reduce the area of occupancy of an important population of GHFF.   

Criterion c: fragment an existing important population into two or more populations; 

The GHFF is a highly mobile species and forms one large intermixing population along the east Australian coast.  
No roosting habitat will be impacted, and large areas of foraging habitat are present in the region.  The proposed 
action will not fragment an existing important population into two or more populations. 

Criterion d: adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species; 

The draft recovery plan for GHFF (Department of the Environment and Energy, 2017) identifies that all foraging 
habitat has the potential to be productive during general food shortages and therefore provide a critical resource. 
However, of particular importance is winter and spring habitats which include vegetation communities containing 
Eucalyptus tereticornis, E. albens, E. crebra, E. fibrosa, E. melliodora, E. paniculata, E. pilularis, E. robusta, 
E. siderophloia, Banksia integrifolia, Castanospermum australe, Corymbia citriodora citriodora, C. eximia, 
C. maculate, Grevillea robusta or Melaleuca quinquenervia. 

The proposal will impact up to four trees of the species listed above.  

There are several GHFF camps within 50 km of study area.  The closest GHFF camp is located at Wolli Creek, 
approximately 6 km southeast of the study area. While populations fluctuate between the camps, the Centennial 
Parklands camp has been known to have a population greater than 30,000 individuals and is situated 
approximately 12 km nearest of the study area.  

While up to four trees within the study area may form part of “habitat critical to survival, or essential habitat” based 

on the above criteria, this, and the loss of up to 14 trees of foraging habitat in total due to the proposal, is unlikely 
to lead to a decline in the species or increase survival risk to the species. 

Criterion e: disrupt the breeding cycle of an important population; 

The proposed action will not disrupt the breeding cycle of the GHFF.  The closest camp is located approximately 
6 km southeast of the study area, in Wolli Creek.  The proposed action will not disrupt this camp during vegetation 
clearing or construction.  

Criterion f: modify, destroy, remove or isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the 

species is likely to decline; 

No GHFF camps would be removed or disturbed, and extensive foraging habitat exists in the region within large 
conservation areas and in urban areas.  The proposed works would be unlikely to modify, destroy, remove, or 
isolate or decrease the availability or quality of habitat to the extent that the species is likely to decline. 
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Criterion g: result in invasive species that are harmful to a vulnerable species becoming established in the 

vulnerable species’ habitat; 

The site is already disturbed and modified, and the proposed works will not result in the establishment of an 
invasive species that is harmful to the GHFF.   

Criterion h: introduce disease that may cause the species to decline; or 

Grey-headed Flying-fox are reservoirs for the Australian bat lyssavirus and can cause clinical disease and 
mortality in GHFF (DECCW 2009).  The proposed action would not increase the incidence of this disease. 

Criterion i: interfere substantially with the recovery of the species 

A Draft National Recovery Plan for the GHFF was developed in 2017.  The relatively small amount of foraging 
habitat to be removed is unlikely to substantially interfere with the recovery of this species.    

Conclusion  

The proposed will result in impacts to up to 14 trees representing potential foraging habitat for this species.  The 
proposed action is unlikely to impact the lifecycle of the GHFF or lead to a decline in the population of GHFF. 

Based on the information provided above, the proposed works are unlikely to result in a significant impact for the 
Grey-headed Flying-fox.  Therefore, a referral to the Commonwealth is not required. 

 

Mitigation measures 

The following measures are recommended to further minimise potential impacts to the environment: 

• Vegetation clearance and disturbance will be kept to a minimum.   
• Implement tree impact mitigation measures listed within the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (ELA, 

2018)  
• Areas of vegetation outside of the impact area to be clearly delineated with tree protection measures in 

place. 
• Erosion and sediment control measures to be established before work begins and maintained throughout 

the duration of the works until the site has been stabilised to prevent off-site transport of eroded 
sediments. 

• Any soil stockpiles are to be limited to cleared areas and are to be managed in an appropriate manner to 
prevent dust, erosion and sediment runoff. 

• Works impacting on hollow-bearing trees will be supervised by a qualified ecologist to enable any fauna 
to be captured and relocated into suitable habitat nearby.  

 

Summary of findings  

This report has assessed the impacts likely to result from proposed road widening works at Milton Street and 
Georges River Road, Ashfield. Up to 16 trees will be impacted, including 3 hollow-bearing trees and one potential 
hollow-bearing tree.   

The vegetation consists of native and non-native planted street trees, as well as non-native garden plants and is 
not listed as a threatened ecological community. No threatened flora species are likely to be impacted by the 
proposal. The vegetation to be impacted is potential foraging habitat for the threatened Grey-headed Flying-fox.  
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Assessments of significance were undertaken for this threatened species under the Commonwealth EPBC and 
and NSW BC Act, and concluded that the likely impacts of the proposal will not result in a significant impact to 
these species.  As such, no referral to the Commonwealth under the EPBC Act is required and the proposal will 
not trigger the biodiversity offset scheme under the BC Act.  
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Memo 

To:  Henry Mi 

CC: Matt Lynch; Brad Findley 

From: Buddhini Wagasooriya and Ben Midgley Date:  17/11/2017 

Ref: P.0018504 Pages 11 

File no:  

Subject: Georges River Road / Milton Street Traffic Modelling  
 

MEMO   

Background 

The intersection of Georges River Road / Milton Street in Ashfield serves as part of the Georges River 
Road corridor, an east-west corridor linking Ashfield to Punchbowl which also serves as alternative route 
to the Hume Highway and Canterbury Road. Milton Street provides a link between Parramatta Road and 
Liverpool Road to the north and Georges River Road to the west. 

Figure 1 below shows the location of the intersection.  

Traffic modelling for this intersection was carried out formerly by VBA for the existing year (2015) in both 
Base and Proposed Scenarios. Following a review of this modelling, the ESC Traffic Modelling team 
carried out the future year (2026) assessment. This memo therefore documents the existing year and 
future year traffic assessments carried out for this intersection.   

The current issues at the intersection involve high delays for right turning vehicles from Georges River 
Road to Milton Street in the AM peak and right turning from the northern approach of Milton Street to 
Georges River Road in the PM peak. These movements are currently performing over capacity.   
 

Figure 1 Intersection location and surrounds 

 

Georges River Road 
/ Milton Street 
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Figure 2 shows the layout of the intersection as modelled in SIDRA. Note that parking on Georges River 
Road (W) is banned in the eastbound direction in the AM peak hour and the westbound direction in the 
PM peak hour. Further, on Milton Street (N), parking is banned in the northbound direction in the AM 
peak and southbound direction in the PM peak. 

 

Figure 2 Base SIDRA Layout for AM and PM peaks 

AM Peak PM Peak 

  

 

Base Model 

A base model was developed to replicate the existing traffic conditions. Traffic volumes were obtained 
via traffic surveys conducted. The traffic counts are shown in Figure 3 below. 

 



P.0018504 : Georges River Road / Milton Street Traffic Memo 3 

Figure 3 Base (2015) Traffic Volumes 

AM Peak 

 

PM Peak 
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Traffic signal operation information for the base model was extracted from SCATS data collected.  

Figure 4 below displays the TCS plan for the intersection while Table 1 displays the phase times used in 
the base model. 

 

Figure 4 TCS plan for intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street (TCS1228) 

 

 

Table 1 SCATS phase times for intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street (TCS1228) 

Peak 

Phase time 

A B C 

AM 25 (19%) 59 (45%) 46 (35%) 

PM 27 (21%) 70 (54%) 33 (25%) 
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Future Scenarios  

A year 2026 model was developed by applying growth factors to the 2016 traffic volumes. These factors 
were derived from the RMS Strategic Traffic Forecasting Model (STM) and are shown in Table 2. Screen 
captures illustrating these growth rates are provided in Appendix B. 

 

Table 2 Growth factors from EMME model 

Approach AM Growth Rate PM Growth Rate 

West: Georges River Rd 1.1% 1.4% 

North: Milton Street 0.9% 1.7% 

South: Milton Street 1.7% 2.8% 

 

Future Year Modelling 

Changes were made to the phasing for some 2026 scenarios in order to adjust for differential growth 
from the approaches. Updated phase times are shown in Table 3. 

The 2026 AM Do Nothing scenario suggests Milton Street north and south approaches operate over 
capacity; however time was not reassigned from the under capacity Georges River Road approach, 
given growth on this arm was either similar or lower than Milton Street. For the 2026 AM Option model, 
phase time was transferred from the northern approach to the western approach. This was possible as 
capacity was added to the northern approach by proposals, and in the AM peak the western approach 
was experiencing congestion. This phase time reallocation improved the western approach performance 
considerably.  

In the 2026 PM models (Do Nothing and Option Scenarios); phase time was reallocated from the 
western approach to the southern approach, as growth was considerably higher on the southern 
approach. Therefore, the difference in relative volume growth between the two arms (14% over ten 
years) was transferred in terms of phase time from the western arm to the southern arm, ensuring the 
length of Phase B remained the same.  

 

Table 3 Updated phase times used in SIDRA models 

Peak Scenario 

Phase time 

A B C 

AM 

Existing 2015 25 (19%) 59 (45%) 46 (35%) 

Do Nothing 2026 25 (19%) 59 (45%) 46 (35%) 

Option 2015 25 (19%) 52 (40%) 53 (41%) 

Option 2026 25 (19%) 52 (40%) 53 (41%) 

PM 

Existing 2015 27 (21%) 70 (54%) 33 (25%) 

Do Nothing 2026 31 (24%) 70 (54%) 29 (22%) 
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Option 2015 27 (21%) 70 (54%) 33 (25%) 

Option 2026 31 (24%) 70 (54%) 29 (22%) 

Base (2015) and Do Nothing (2026) Model Results 

The performance of the Base model (2016) and Do Nothing scenario (2026) are summarised below in 
Figure 5 and Figure 6. For detailed outputs see Appendix A.  

The following can be noted: 

 2026 Do Nothing AM & PM peak models are predicted to perform considerably over capacity, 
with Degree of Saturation over 1.2 for two movements in the PM peak. 

 The most significant delays occur for right turn traffic from Georges River Road in the AM peak 
(over two minutes in 2015 and over three and a half minutes in 2026) and for the right turn from 
Milton Street on the northern approach in the PM peak (almost two minutes in 2015 and over four 
minutes in 2026). 

 Similarly, queue lengths are suggested to be longest on the western approach for the AM peak 
and northern approach for the PM peak in both 2015 and 2026, with the northern approach right 
turn queue in the PM peak extending for over 700 m. 

 

Figure 5 Base Model Results (2015) 
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Figure 6 Do Nothing Model Results (2026) 

 

Option Modelling for 2015 and 2026 

Several variations of the proposed option were tested before arriving at the preferred option in terms of 
traffic performance.  

The initial option was to provide an additional right turn bay of 38m on the northern approach.  

In the AM peak, the western exit on Georges River Road has two lanes of 50m, after which parking is 
permitted. With the introduction of the northern approach right turn bay, tests were carried out to 
understand the impact of extending prohibition of parking to 100m.  Performance of the extended 
parking bay improved when compared to the existing layout; therefore this parking layout was retained 
for all further tests carried out for the AM peak. No parking is allowed on this exit in the PM peak. 

In addition, the parking prohibition on the northern approach is extended from 50m to 70m in all options 
tested for the AM peak.  

Whilst not forming part of traffic model investigation, it is currently proposed that right turn movements 
into and out of Blackwood Avenue be banned under proposals; however this is to be investigated further 
during concept design stage. Watson Avenue will also operate left in-left out; however this again is to be 
investigated further during concept design stage. To inform decisions regarding these elements, fully 
classified 7-day tube counts were undertaken on these links for the seven days commencing Tuesday 
25th July 2017. 

For both peaks thereafter, the proposed northern approach right turn bay was tested for lengths of 55m 
and 80m.  

All scenarios tested for this intersection are named as shown in Table 4 below. 
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Table 4 Scenarios tested in traffic analysis 

Scenario Name Description 

Option _38m plus 50m parking ban 

Additional 38m middle lane on northern approach 

AM peak model also has:  

 50m parking ban on western exit 

 70m parking ban on northern approach 

Option _38 plus 100m parking ban 

Additional 38m middle lane on northern approach 

100m parking ban on western exit 

Scenario relevant to AM peak only 

Option _55m 

Additional 55m middle lane on northern approach 

AM peak model also has:  

 100m parking ban on western exit 

 70m parking ban on northern approach 

Option _80m 

Additional 80m middle lane on northern approach 

AM peak model also has:  

 100m parking ban on western exit 

 70m parking ban on northern approach 

 

The SIDRA layouts of the options for both peaks are shown in Figure 7 below.  

 

Figure 7 Option layouts tested 

Scenario Name AM PEAK LAYOUT PM PEAK LAYOUT 

Option _38m plus 50m parking ban 
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Option Results 

The performance of the option layouts compared to the base is summarised for the 2015 and 2026 
scenarios in Table 5 and Table 6 below. The right turn movements from the western and northern 
approaches are detailed separately below as these were the movements identified as the most affected. 

 

Option_38m plus 100m parking ban 

 

N/A 

Option_55m 

  

Option_80m 
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Table 5 Traffic Modelling Results Comparison for 2015  

Scenario Period 

Overall intersection 
Western approach  

right turn 
Northern approach  

right turn 

Delay (s) DoS LoS Delay (s) DoS Delay (s) DoS 

Existing Layout 
AM 47.1 1.038 D 126.6 1.038 34.9 0.510 

PM 60.2 1.033 E 56.6 0.631 112.6 1.033 

Option_38m plus 
50m parking ban 

AM 33.8 0.883 C 57.8 0.883 39.3 0.538 

PM 33.7 0.955 C 56.6 0.631 29.8 0.617 

Option_38m plus 
100m parking ban 

AM 33.7 0.883 C 57.8 0.883 38.5 0.454 

PM N/A 

Option_55m 
AM 33.7 0.883 C 57.8 0.883 38.4 0.366 

PM 33.7 0.955 C 56.6 0.631 29.6 0.582 

Option_80m 
AM 33.7 0.883 C 57.8 0.883 38.3 0.334 

PM 33.6 0.955 C 56.6 0.631 29.4 0.524 

 

Table 6 Traffic Modelling Results Comparison for 2026 

Scenario Period 

Overall intersection 
Western approach  

right turn 
Northern approach  

right turn 

Delay (s) DoS LoS Delay (s) DoS Delay (s) DoS 

Existing Layout  
AM 78.5 1.152 F 212.2 1.152 37.7 0.569 

PM 129.7 1.209 F 69.0 0.844 252.4 1.209 

Option_38m plus 
50m parking ban  

AM 54.2 0.980 F 90.0 0.980 39.8 0.596 

PM 60.4 1.204 E 69.0 0.844 32.1 0.748 

Option_38m plus 
100m parking ban 

AM 54.1 0.980 D 90.0 0.980 38.9 0.509 

PM N/A 

Option_55m 
AM 54.1 0.980 D 90.0 0.980 38.8 0.399 

PM 60.1 1.204 E 69.0 0.844 31.4 0.716 

Option_80m 
AM 54.0 0.980 D 90.0 0.980 38.7 0.364 

PM 60.0 1.204 E 69.0 0.844 31.0 0.658 

 
For detailed outputs see Appendix A. The main observations are discussed below. 

AM peak 

The movement experiencing the highest delay is the right turn from the western approach. Volumes are 
highest on the western approach in this peak.  

As the provision of the right turn bay provides extra capacity for the northern approach, some phase time 
was able to be reallocated to the western approach. In order to keep Degree of Saturation (DoS) under 
1.0 in 2026, 7 seconds were reallocated from phase B to phase C. This reallocation helped improve the 
western approach right turn average delay significantly, with delay reducing by over 65 seconds. Note 
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that the average delay for the right turn from the northern approach has worsened slightly in both 2015 
and 2026, as a result of phase time reallocation. 

Option_38m modelling results suggest that the queues that form on the Milton Street (N) proposed bay 
spill over to the adjacent long right turn lane, thereby reducing the capacity of this lane. In increasing this 
lane to 55m, SIDRA adjusted lane flows such that, as a result of the now improved capacity of the long 
right turn lane (due to no queue spill over), more right turn traffic was assigned to this long lane, rather 
than the longer middle right turn bay. The average delay for the right turn was therefore seen to increase 
marginally in increasing this lane length. In reality, more vehicles would be expected to use the longer 
middle right turn lane, should it be extended. In order to account for this, manual adjustments were made 
to lane utilisation in the SIDRA model for the AM peak options. 

It was assumed that 15 more vehicles per hour would use the 55m middle lane over the 38m lane, and a 
further 20 more vehicles would use the 80m middle lane over the 55m middle lane. The lane utilisation 
inputs were changed as shown in Table 7 below. 

 

Table 7 Lane utilisation changes for AM peak modelling 

Added lane 
length 

Northern approach 
Lane 2 

Northern approach 
Lane 3 

38m Program Program 

55m 43% 57% 

80m 48% 52% 

 

Across all options tested, overall intersection delay in 2015 is suggested to improve by 13 seconds and 
overall intersection LoS from D to C. 

In 2026, the options tested suggest to improve overall intersection delay by 25 seconds and LoS from F 
to D. 

 

PM peak 

In this peak, the major movement is the right turn from the northern approach and this is the movement 
that experiences the longest delays. The provision of the additional right turn bay provides improvement 
to the performance of this movement. As seen in Table 5 and Table 6, the right turn delay improves by 
over 80 seconds on average in 2015 and 220 seconds in 2026. 

Note that in 2026 however, DoS for the overall intersection far exceeds capacity at 1.204. This is as a 
result of the southern approach performance. In 2026, the delay for the through movement is over 230 
seconds. This is due to insufficient capacity for the through movement on the kerbside lane in the 
northbound direction. Queues on the kerbside lane on the southern approach are forecasted to extend 
past the short lane provided, which also impedes performance of both the left turn and the through 
movement from this approach. This behaviour is true for all scenarios, as performance on the south 
approach across all scenarios remains identical. 

In testing an extension of this southern approach short lane along with some phasing reallocation, 
delays on the southern approach were suggested to improve significantly, from an average of 151s to 
63s. These results are not reported in the tables below as it was just an additional test. 
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Recommendation 

 
Traffic analysis carried out for the intersection of Georges River Road / Milton Street suggests that an 
additional right turn lane on the northern approach of 38m is sufficient to improve traffic performance. 
Testing for longer turn bay lengths did not indicate more notable benefits.  
 
In the PM peak in 2026, traffic modelling suggested that the demand on the southern approach was in 
excess of its capacity. Additional testing suggested that with an extension of the kerbside short lane and 
phasing reallocation, the performance of this approach can be improved. This additional layout tested 
was not considered further as it was deemed a straightforward change to the layout when it becomes 
necessary in the future. 
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Appendix A: SIDRA Output 
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Appendix B: STFM Growth Rates 
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1. Introduction 

In June 2011, the Minister for Roads and Ports announced that a review of the current clearways and 

parking restrictions was to be undertaken with a view of developing a new Clearways Strategy for 

Sydney.  The aim of this was to ultimately improve the efficiency and reliability of the State road 

network. This clearways strategy was also to form part of a larger group of initiatives strategically 

targeting congestion in and around the Sydney CBD. 

On 1 December 2013, the Minister for Roads and Ports officially released the Sydney Clearways 

Strategy, Keeping Sydney Moving (referred to further within this report as “The Strategy”). 

The Strategy identified that congestion costs Sydney residents an estimated $5.1 billion per year.  It 

also sets out criteria for identifying potential weekday and weekend clearways, a process for engaging 

with local stakeholders, and a process around supporting funding for providing alternative parking to 

minimise impacts on local businesses and residents. 

Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) has completed the parking investigations, and in 

some cases implemented clearways along a number of high priority Sydney Regional corridors, these 

being Victoria Road, the A1 (Princes Highway), the A3 (Pacific Highway, Lane Cove Road and Mona 

Vale Road), Pacific Highway and Parramatta Road. 

PeopleTrans was commissioned by Roads and Maritime in June 2016 to undertake additional clearways 

surveys and investigate the parking demand and duration of stay along 12 proposed clearway 

corridors. The routes are outlined in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1:  Roads and Maritime 2016 Clearways Survey Routes 

Route Scope of Study 

1 Victoria Road from Church Street (Windsor Road), Parramatta to Devlin Street (Lane Cove Road), Top 
Ryde 

2 Newbridge Road / Macquarie Street from Henry Lawson Drive, Moorebank to Hume Highway, Liverpool 

3 Davies Road / Fairford Road from Henry Lawson Drive, Padstow Heights to Hume Highway, Bankstown 

4 Princes Highway from President Avenue, Kogarah to King Georges Road, Blakehurst 

5 Milton Street, Frederick Street / City West Link, Liverpool Road to Waratah Street 

6 Burns Bay Road / Centennial Avenue from Victoria Road, Hunters Hill to Epping Road, Lane Cove 

7 Stacey St / Rookwood Road / Joseph Street / Olympic Drive / Boorea Street / St Hilliers Road from Hume 
Highway, Bankstown to Parramatta Road, Auburn 

7A Silverwater Road from Parramatta Road, Auburn to Marsden Road, Eastwood 

8 Punchbowl Road / Georges River Road, from King Georges Road, Punchbowl to Milton Street, Ashfield 

9 Old Princes Highway / The Grand Parade / Linden Road / River Road / Bangor Bypass from Acacia Road, 
Kirrawee to New Illawarra Road, Menai 

10 Old South Head Road / Bondi Road, from Curlewis Street, Bondi to Sandridge Street, North Bondi 

11 Carlingford Road / Epping Road from Pennant Hills Road, Carlingford to Mowbray Road West, Lane Cove 

12 Cumberland Highway from Hume Highway, Liverpool to James Ruse Drive, Constitution Hill 

The Roads and Maritime 2016 clearways survey routes are shown in Figure 1.1. 
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Figure 1.1:  Roads and Maritime 2016 Clearways Survey Routes 

 

This report considers the parking demand and duration of stay for Route 5 only. 

The investigation was to be undertaken broadly in accordance with the parking framework appended 

to The Strategy, but more specifically in accordance with the Roads and Maritime study brief. 

 Key Study Objective 

The key objective of this study was to provide supporting information to Roads and Maritime related 

to parking demand and duration of stay, alternative parking options if parking was removed from Route 

5, lane-by-lane traffic volumes and corridor travel times.  This information should allow Roads and 

Maritime to determine the feasibility / benefits or otherwise of implementing clearway times on 

Frederick Street / City West Link. 

 Scope of Works 

The following work was undertaken as part of this study: 

 An inventory of the on-street parking supply, including details of the various parking 

restrictions and current clearways. 

 Identification of parking type (unrestricted, short-term, long-term, staff, customer, etc.). 

 Tube surveys recording lane-by-lane vehicle volume and speed 24 hours a day for a one-

week period. 
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 Parking demand and duration of stay surveys over 2 separate 9-day periods (including two 

weekends) at two locations for the time periods are indicated in Table 1.2.  Surveys were 

undertaken at hourly intervals along the Route 5 study area between the intersection of 

Milton Street / Georges River Road and the intersection of Dobroyd Parade and Mortley 

Avenue.  No parking is permitted in the through lanes on City West Link east of Mortley 

Avenue and as such no surveys were undertaken in this area. 

Table 1.2:  Route 5 Daily Survey Times 

Survey Period 1 - Frederick Street / City West Link Survey Period 2 - Milton Street 

Date Survey Times Date Survey Times 

Saturday 18/6/16 8:00am to 7:00pm Saturday 3/9/16 8:00am to 7:00pm 

Sunday 19/6/16 8:00am to 7:00pm Sunday 4/9/16 8:00am to 7:00pm 

Monday 20/6/16 6:00am to 6:00pm Monday 5/9/16 6:00am to 6:00pm 

Tuesday 21/6/16 6:00am to 6:00pm Tuesday 6/9/16 6:00am to 6:00pm 

Wednesday 22/6/16 6:00am to 6:00pm Wednesday 7/9/16 6:00am to 6:00pm 

Thursday 23/6/16 6:00am to 6:00pm Thursday 8/9/16 6:00am to 6:00pm 

Friday 24/6/16 6:00am to 6:00pm Friday 9/9/16 6:00am to 6:00pm 

Saturday 25/6/16 8:00am to 7:00pm Saturday 10/9/16 8:00am to 7:00pm 

Sunday 26/6/16 8:00am to 7:00pm Sunday 11/9/16 8:00am to 7:00pm 

 Analysis of survey data 

 Recording of end to end corridor travel times. 

 Identification of whether there was sufficient alternate nearby parking to cater for removal 

of parking on Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West 

Link with no changes to conditions of the side streets. 

 Identification of additional measures required to cater for removal of parking on Milton 

Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link if existing parking 

arrangements were not considered satisfactory. 

Although the corridor was surveyed over 2 separate 9-day periods in two locations, both periods were 

considered typical.  Due to equipment errors a small number of surveys had to repeated in the week 

following survey period 2, which was also considered to be typical.   

For the purposes of assessment and analysis, the remainder of the report has been prepared on the 

basis that all surveys were undertaken in survey period 1. 

 Purpose of this Report 

This report provides an assessment of all traffic and parking investigations and analysis of the proposed 

clearway corridor along Milton Street, Frederick Street, Wattle Street, Dobroyd Parade and City West 

Link between Georges River Road and James Craig Road, hereafter referred to as ‘the corridor’ or 

Route 5. 
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2. Proposed Clearway Corridor – Route 5 
The following sections provide an overview of the investigations of the proposed clearway corridor 

which runs along Route 5. 

 Route Overview 

The corridor is approximately 6.9km long and extends from the intersection of Milton Street / Georges 

River Road in Ashfield to the intersection of The Crescent and James Craig Road in Rozelle as indicated 

in Figure 2.1 

Adjacent land uses are primarily residential in nature, however, there is one commercial/retail area 

along the corridor, also indicated in Figure 2.1. The corridor is contained within the Inner West Council 

Local Government Area. 

Figure 2.1:  Corridor Overview and Location of the Commercial / Retail Area 

 
Note:  Although Frederick Street permits parking, the road width is not sufficient to support 2 lanes of traffic in each direction consistently and vehicles typically 

travel in a single lane. 

The proposed clearway corridor has the following attributes: 

 Total distance of approximately 6.9km (one-way). 

 Existing No Parking restrictions between 6:30am to 9:30am & 3:30pm to 6:30pm, Monday – 

Friday on Wattle Street and a small portion of Dobroyd Parade between Parramatta Road 

and Waratah Street. 

 Typically, unrestricted parking on Frederick Street and Milton Street. 

 Wholly No Stopping along City West Link with a small amount of indented parking 

(westbound between Lonsdale Street and Beams Street) that is not affected by the existing 

or proposed clearways. 
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Route 5 Clearway Corridor 
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 On-Street / Public Parking Inventory 

In July 2016, an inventory of the parking supply along the proposed clearway corridor was recorded by 

PeopleTrans.  Details of the parking inventory (parking supply and restrictions) are provided in Figure 

2.2 to Figure 2.6. 

Where, on occasion, signs were missing or inconsistent with the Australian Standards, the intended 

parking restriction was recorded.  That is, for example, where a “No Stopping” sign was missing but the 

section of road was intended to be “No Stopping”, that restriction was adopted. 

The methodology and assumptions used in calculating the parking supply for the proposed corridor 

was as follows: 

 PeopleTrans walked the entire length of the route (two-way) and measured the available 

parking spaces.   

 Where cars were parked, these were also used as the basis for calculating the car parking 

supply. 

 Where no cars were parked, the car parking supply was calculated using on-site 

measurements with reference to the Australian and NSW Road Rules and AS2890.5-1993 

On-street parking as follows: 

 10m No Stopping restrictions at uncontrolled side street intersections. 

 20m No Stopping restrictions on the approach and exit to traffic signals. 

 30m Bus Zones. 

 Assumed car parking space lengths of 5.4m for end spaces and 6.5m for midblock 

spaces. 

 Indented parking or parking that would not be affected by the extension of the clearways 

was not included in the inventory or was identified separately. 
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Figure 2.3: Parking Inventory (Part 2 of 5) 

No Stopping

No Parking

Legend

29 Number of parking spaces

Traffic signals

Unrestricted

Bus Zone

19

16

3

7

26

29

15

18

4

5

5

18



Not to Scale

Date: 11/09/16

Version: Final

Church Street to Timbrell Drive/Mortley Avenue

Figure 2.4: Parking Inventory (Part 3 of 5) 
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Figure 2.5: Parking Inventory (Part 4 of 5) 
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Figure 2.7:  Corridor Overview – Location of Typical Parking 

 

Figure 2.1 indicates that there is one commercial / retail centre along the proposed clearway corridor.  

Following a review of the corridor, no parking for the retail / commercial area was observed on the 

State Road.   

Figure 2.7 indicates a number of areas where parking was consistently observed across the survey 

periods.  They are as follows:   

 Area A is located between Georges River Road and Norton Street and is approximately 300 

metres long. 

 Area B is between Elizabeth Street and John Street, and approximately 450 meters long.  

 Area C is between John Street and Church Street, and approximately 180 meters long.  

 Area  D is between Church Street and Henry Street, approximately 180 meters long.  

 Area E is between Parramatta Road and Ramsay Street, approximately 100 meters long. 

Each of the identified areas have been reviewed in more detail in the following sections. 
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 Area A – Milton Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street 

Area A is shown in more detail in Figure 2.8. 

Figure 2.8:  Detailed View of Area A 

 

Figure 2.8 indicates that adjacent to Route 5, all properties are residential with the exception of two 

commercial properties in Area A.   

Beats 905 Dance Studio is located on the eastern side of Milton Street between Liverpool Road and 

Norton Street.  There is a car park on-site and no parking is permitted adjacent to the property in a 

northbound or a southbound direction. 

The Wesley Hospital Ashfield and adjacent consulting rooms are located on the western side of Milton 

Street between Georges River Road and Arthur Street.  A car park is provided on-site and a sign at the 

front of the hospital directs visitors to park in Arthur Street.  Unrestricted parking is permitted adjacent 

to the site in a northbound direction.  Although unrestricted parking is permitted in a southbound 

direction in the vicinity of the property, it is adjacent to a dedicated right turn lane and no vehicles 

were observed parked in this location for the entire survey period.  

  

Wesley Hospital Ashfield and adjacent 

consulting rooms 

Unrestricted parking is permitted in a 
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Duration of  
Stay Survey Area 

Beats 905 Dance Studio 

No Parking is permitted on Milton Street 
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 Area B – Frederick Street between Elizabeth Street and John Street 

Area B is shown in more detail in Figure 2.9. 

Figure 2.9:  Detailed View of Area B 

 
Base map source:  maps.google.com.au 

Figure 2.9 indicates that adjacent to Route 5, all properties are residential with the exception of two 

commercial properties in Area B.  The battery store is located at the intersection of Frederick Street and 

Elizabeth Street, adjacent to a “No Stopping” zone.  Existing customers are likely park on John Street 

or Hedger Avenue. 

The existing Childhood education care centre has parking on the property, which is located on Webbs 

Street and intersects with John Street and Albert Parade. 

 Area C – Frederick Street between John Street and Church Street 

Area C is shown in more detail in Figure 2.10. 

Battery Store:  No 

parking is currently 

permitted on 

Frederick Street 
outside the store 

Childhood Education Centre:  Existing 

car park at the rear of the property 
accessible from Webbs Street 

Duration of  
Stay Survey Area 



 

16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report Page 14 

Figure 2.10:  Detailed View of Area C 

 
Base map source:  maps.google.com.au 

Figure 2.10 shows that all properties adjacent to Route 5 are residential with the exception of an aged 

care centre. The aged care centre has its own car park; access is available through the drive way on 

Frederick Street. 

 Area D – Frederick Street between Church Street and Henry Street 

Area D is shown in more detail in Figure 2.11. 

Figure 2.11:  Detailed View of Area D 

 
Base map source:  maps.google.com.au 

Aged Care Centre: 

Car park on the property 

Duration of  
Stay Survey Area 

Hammond Park 

– No scheduled 

sports activities 

being held 

Duration of  
Stay Survey Area 



 

16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report Page 15 

Figure 2.11 indicates that all properties adjacent to Route 5 are residential except for Hammond Park. 

PeopleTrans has contacted Inner West Council and has been informed that no regular sports events 

are undertaken at this park by a particular club and the park is for general public use only. 

A number of advertising trailers were observed parked in this area adjacent to Hammond Park.  They 

have been removed from the parking analysis later in this report. 

 Area E – Wattle Street between Parramatta Road and Ramsay Street 

Area E is shown in more detail in Figure 2.12. 

Figure 2.12:  Detailed View of Area E 

 
Base map source:  maps.google.com.au 

All properties adjacent to Route 5 in Area E are residential in nature with the exception of a church.  

There is an existing car park on the property.  A number of properties on both sides of Wattle Street 

have been demolished as part of the construction of the West Connex project. 
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 Summary of Parking Type and Use 

A summary of the major parking type and land uses in each area is provided in Table 2.1 

Table 2.1:  Summary of Parking Type and Use 

Area Major Parking Type Major Parking Use 

A Unrestricted Residents / Hospital and medical 
consulting room visitors 

B Unrestricted (Road is too narrow to park fully on the 
carriageway) and No Parking 

Residential 

C Unrestricted (Road is too narrow to park fully on the 
carriageway) and No Parking 

Residential 

D Unrestricted Residential / Hammond Park Visitors 

E No Parking 6:30am-9:30am and 3:30pm-6:30pm, Monday to 
Friday 

Church Visitors 
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3. Parking Survey Analysis and Summary Results 
Parking survey analysis was conducted by reviewing video footage covering all nine survey days. 

Parking demand and the offset required was determined by duration of stay and occupancy studies. 

Spaces were surveyed by driving along the entire corridor at hourly intervals and recording cars parked 

on an in-car video camera.  The footage was reviewed by PeopleTrans to identify the location, demand 

and duration of stay of cars parked at hourly intervals. A summary the recorded demand along the 

corridor is provided Table 3.4. 

 How far should parkers walk? 

There are a number of factors affecting what is considered an ‘appropriate’ distance to walk to a 

destination from a car parking space.  These include the footpath environment, weather, roads to cross 

or other delays, and even whether the destination can be seen.   

As documented in Pedestrian Planning and Design (Fruin, 1971), the distance someone is willing to 

walk is often activity-based rather than energy-based.  Variables such as how long someone is planning 

to spend at their destination and how often they undertake the activity play an important part in the 

consideration. 

In How Far Should Parkers Walk? (Smith and Butcher, 1994), walking Level of Service values were 

investigated in detail.  The results from this study are reproduced in Table 3.1 with walking levels of 

service adapted to metric distances. 

Table 3.1:  Walking Level of Service Conditions (adapted from Smith and Butcher, 1994) 

Level of Service 
Conditions 

A B C D 

Climate Controlled 300m 730m 1,150m 1,575m 

Outdoor/Covered 150m 300m 450m 600m 

Outdoor / Uncovered 120m 240m 360m 480m 

Through Surface Car Park 100m 210m 320m 420m 

Inside Parking Facility  90m 180m 270m 360m 

With regard to appropriate walking distance as a replacement for parking spaces currently on Route 5, 

consideration needs to be given to the intended purpose of people currently parking.  This is further 

investigated in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2:  Adjacent Land Use on the Corridor 

Area Adjacent Land Uses Appropriate Walking Level of Service 

A Residential, hospital, medical consulting rooms C-D 

B Residential, park, a childhood education centre, a retail store A-D 

C Residential, an aged care centre C-D 

D Residential, Hammond Park C-D 

E Residential, church C-D 

As previously indicated, Table 3.2 shows that the adjacent land uses on Route 5 are primarily residential. 

In Area B, there is one retail store and one childhood education centre with its own private car park 

accessible from Webbs Street. Area C is also primarily residential and the aged care centre has its own 

car park. Table 3.2 indicates that depending on the Area, walking Level of Service C-D is considered 
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appropriate with the exception of vehicles parking adjacent to the child care where Level of Service A 

is considered more appropriate. 

 Typical Location of Parking 
As previously indicated, across the nine survey days, there were locations where parking occurred often, 

and for a significant amount of the corridor, no parking was observed at any time.  The locations where 

parking was consistently observed along the corridor are shown in Figure 3.1 and outlined in Table 3.3. 

Figure 3.1:  Typical Location of Parking Along the Corridor 

 

Table 3.3:  Typical Locations of Parking Along the Corridor 

Area Location 

A Milton Street  
(between Georges River Road and Norton Street) 

B Frederick Street  

(between Elizabeth Street and John Street) 

C Frederick Street  

(between John Street and Church Street) 

D Frederick Street  

(between Church Street and Henry Street) 

E Wattle Street  

(between Parramatta Road and Ramsay Street) 

Figure 3.1 and Table 3.3 indicate the locations where parking was consistently observed along the 

Route 5 corridor, with the majority of parking found in Area B and Area C. Few or no vehicles were 

observed parking along other sections of the corridor across the entire 9 survey days. 

The results of the surveys are summarised in the following section. 
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 Parking Survey Results 

A summary of the parking demand survey results is provided in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4:  Summary Demand Along the Surveyed Corridor Area 

Area 
Demand All Weekdays 
(Average / Maximum) 

Maximum Demand 
Saturdays  

(1st Sat / 2nd Sat) 

Maximum Demand Sundays 
(1st Sun / 2nd Sun) 

A 2/6 0/2 0/0 

B 1/3 2/3 4/2 

C 2/3 4/3 4/5 

D 4/6    4/8     10/9 

E No parking observed  
on weekdays 6/7 5/6 

Note:  Average demand is calculated based on times when demand is above 0 vehicles 

Table 3.4 indicates that along the surveyed corridor area, in many cases, the same vehicles were 

observed parked in the same location on weekdays and on weekends. Based on this, and the adjacent 

land uses, the vast majority of the observed demand on Milton Street and Frederick Street is assumed 

to be associated with the adjacent residential dwellings.  

In Area A, approximately half the vehicles observed were assumed to be associated with the Wesley 

Hospital or consulting rooms. 

In Area E, PeopleTrans observed parking adjacent to the church at 6-12 Wattle Street. It was identified 

that visitors of the church meet for activities commencing at 4pm on Saturdays and Sundays. Although 

the church can accommodate over 30 vehicles, up to 7 vehicles were observed parking on Wattle Street, 

immediately north of Parramatta Road after 3pm on the 4 weekend survey days.  The on-site car park 

appeared to be full during these times. 

Demand for parking spaces on weekend days was typically higher than on weekdays.  The exception 

was in Area A where weekday demand was higher than the weekend demand. 

Advertising Trailer Parking Demand 
In Area D, a total of 9 advertising trailers were observed parking for the entire survey period.  These 

have been removed from the parking survey results. 

 State Road Parking Duration of Stay Summary 

A summary of the weekday and weekend duration of stay for all vehicles parking Areas A, B, C, D and 

E is provided in Figure 3.2 to Figure 3.10. 
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Figure 3.2:  State Road Weekday Duration of Stay Survey Summary – Area A 

 

Figure 3.2 indicates 70% of the observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 85% of observed 

vehicles stayed no longer than 2-hours. 

Figure 3.3:  State Road Weekday Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area B 

 

Figure 3.3 indicates that 70% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 82% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 
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Figure 3.4:  State Road Weekday Duration of Stay Survey Summary – Area C  

 

Figure 3.4 indicates that 59% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 80% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 

Figure 3.5:  State Road Weekday Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area D 

 

Figure 3.5 indicates that 52% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 70% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 

There was no parking observed in Area E on weekdays. 
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Figure 3.6:  State Road Weekend Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area A 

 

Figure 3.6 indicates that 34% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 67% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours.  A total of 3 vehicles were observed parking in Area A on 

weekends (all on the 2nd Saturday). 

Figure 3.7:  State Road Weekend Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area B 

 

Figure 3.7 indicates that 41% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 82% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 

34%

33%

33%

Sum of 0 to 1 hour

Sum of 1 to 2 hours

Sum of 3 to 4 hours

41%

41%

4%

4%
5%

5%

Sum of 0 to 1 hour

Sum of 1 to 2 hours

Sum of 2 to 3 hours

Sum of 6 to 7 hours

Sum of 8 to 9 hours

Sum of 9+ hours



 

16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report Page 23 

Figure 3.8:  State Road Weekend Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area C 

 

Figure 3.8 indicates that 49% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 65% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 

Figure 3.9:  State Road Weekend Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area D 

 

Figure 3.9 indicates that 33% of observed vehicles stayed for less than 1-hour and 66% of the observed 

vehicles stayed for no longer than 2-hours. 
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Figure 3.10:  State Road Weekend Duration of Stay Survey Summary - Area E 

 

Figure 3.10 indicates that all observed vehicles stayed for less than 3 hours.  As previously mentioned 

in Section 3.2.1, this parking demand is mostly generated by the visitors of the church at 6-12 Wattle 

Street, weekend afternoons. 

 Travel Time Surveys 

PeopleTrans reviewed the video footage recorded during the driving surveys to determine the travel 

time from the intersection of Frederick Street and Hume Highway to the intersection of Dobroyd 

Parade, Mortley Avenue and Timbrell Drive in both the northbound and southbound directions. The 

remaining northern part of the corridor was excluded from the survey as it is wholly No Stopping other 

than some indented parking bays on City West Link westbound between Lonsdale Street and Beames 

Street.  

Travel times were determined for the four weekend survey days and the five weekday survey days. The 

timing points are identified in Figure 3.11.  Rainfall was observed on the following survey days: 

 Saturday 18/6/16 

 Sunday 19/6/16 

 Saturday 3/9/16 

The heaviest rainfall occurred on Sunday 19/6/16. 

Detailed travel time survey results are provided in Appendix A. 
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Figure 3.11:  Timing Points 

 

Weekend Travel Time Survey Results 
A summary of the weekend travel time survey results in the northbound direction is provided in Figure 

3.12 to Figure 3.15. 

Figure 3.12:  Weekend Northbound Travel Times Section 1 

 

Figure 3.12 indicates considerable variability in Section 1 travel times between the 8am and 7pm period 

during the surveyed weekend days. Nearly all northbound runs on weekend days in Section 1 were 

slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. For all runs, delays were caused by the existing signalised 

intersections (primarily the intersection with Hume Highway) and not parked vehicles. 
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Figure 3.13:  Weekend Northbound Travel Times Section 2 

 

Figure 3.13 indicates considerable variability in Section 2 travel times between the 8am and 7pm period 

on the surveyed weekend days. Most northbound runs on weekend days in Section 2 were slower than 

an average speed of 30km/hr. Delays on the Saturday afternoon (25/06/16), particularly at 2pm and 

4pm, was observed from video footage to be caused by the intersection of Frederick Street and 

Elizabeth Street. 

Figure 3.14:  Weekend Northbound Travel Times Section 3 

 

Figure 3.14 indicates that more than half of all northbound runs on weekend days in Section 3 were 

slower than an average of 30km/hr. All runs on Saturday 18/06/16 were slower than the 30km/h 

average, with the exception of one run (1pm). Runs on Sunday 19/06/16 showed little variability from 

the 30km/hr average speed throughout the 8am to 6pm period. This may be attributed to the observed 

rainfall that occurred that day, consistently transitioning between light and moderate rain throughout 

from 10am to 7pm, with short periods of heavy rain in the afternoon. 
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Figure 3.15:  Weekend Northbound Travel Times Total 

  

Figure 3.15 demonstrates that across the entire corridor in a northbound direction, the majority of 

travel time runs on the surveyed weekend days were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. 

An overall summary of the travel time data in the northbound direction is provided in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5:  Analysis of Overall Weekend Northbound Travel Time Runs 

 Comparison Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total 

Min 0:00:40 0:02:46 0:01:34 0:04:53 

Max 0:03:04 0:08:39 0:05:33 0:11:51 

Median 0:01:20 0:04:34 0:02:53 0:07:20 

Average 0:01:23 0:04:44 0:02:57 0:07:40 

Variability [1] 208% 171% 188% 157% 

[1] Average / Min  

Table 3.5 indicates that for all 4 surveyed weekend days, the average travel time of Section 1 was 208% 

of the minimum travel time for Section 1. The average travel time of Section 2 and 3 was 171% and 

188% of the minimum travel time for Section 2 and 3 respectively. This demonstrates that the surveyed 

travel times in Section 3 were more variable than in Section 1 and Section 2. Observations from the 

video indicate that the sources of delay included lengthy queues and heavy traffic at the intersection 

of Frederick Street and Parramatta Road. 

A summary of the results of the weekend travel time surveys in the southbound direction is provided 

are Figure 3.16 to Figure 3.19. 
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Figure 3.16:  Weekend Southbound Travel Times Section 1 

 

Figure 3.16 indicates significant variability in travel time in Section 1 during the 8am and 7pm period 

on the surveyed weekend days. A majority of the surveyed runs were slower than an average of 30km/h. 

Figure 3.17:  Weekend Southbound Travel Times Section 2 

 

Figure 3.17 indicates significant variability in travel time in Section 1 during the 8am and 7pm period 

on the surveyed weekend days. More than half of the southbound runs on surveyed weekend days 

were slower than an average of 30km/hr. Almost all runs on Saturday 25/06/16 were slower than an 

average speed of 30km/hr. All runs on Sunday 19/06/16 were faster than, or close to, an average speed 

of 30km/hr. Similar to the northbound direction, runs on Sunday 19/06/16 demonstrate little variability 

from an average of 30km/hr, which may be similarly attributed to the observed rainfall of varying 

intensity throughout the 8am to 6pm period.  
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Figure 3.18:  Weekend Southbound Travel Times Section 3 

 

Figure 3.18 indicates that more than half of the runs on the surveyed weekend days in the southbound 

direction were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. Runs on Saturday 25/06/16 in particular, 

demonstrate significant variability in travel time, whilst runs on all other surveyed weekend days 

showed less travel time variability.  

Observations of video footage revealed that major sources of delay on Saturday 25/06/16 were lengthy 

queue delays at the intersection of Frederick Street and Parramatta Road. At the 5pm run on Sunday 

19/6/2016, one small rigid truck was observed stopped illegally at the intersection of Dobroyd Parade 

and Martin Street in the southbound direction, causing a minor bottleneck, with only one lane available 

to overtake the heavy vehicle. 

Figure 3.19:  Weekend Southbound Travel Times Total 

 

Figure 3.19 demonstrates that across the entire corridor in a southbound direction, the majority of 

travel time runs on the surveyed weekend days were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. Across 

the entire corridor, almost all runs on Saturday 25/06/16 were slower than an average of 30km/hr, with 

the exception of one run (8am). 

A summary of the travel time data in the southbound direction is provide in Table 3.6. 
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Table 3.6:  Analysis of Overall Weekend Southbound Travel Time Runs 

Comparison Section 1 SB Section 2 SB Section 3 SB Total Route SB 

4 Day Min 0:00:39 0:02:08 0:01:33 0:05:03 

4 Day Max 0:03:19 0:08:12 0:08:33 0:16:54 

4 Day Median 0:01:09 0:03:39 0:03:04 0:08:09 

4 Day Average 0:01:13 0:04:22 0:03:21 0:08:56 

Variability [1] 186% 205% 216% 177% 

[1] Average / Min 

Table 3.6 indicates that for all 4 surveyed weekend days, the average travel time of Section 1 was 186% 

of the minimum travel time for Section 1. The average travel time of Section 2 and Section 3 was 205% 

and 216 of the minimum travel time for Section 2 and Section 3 respectively. This demonstrates that 

the travel times in Section 3 were more variable than in Section 1 and Section 2. Observations from 

video footage indicate that the major sources of delay were heavy queue delays at the intersection of 

Frederick Street and Parramatta Road. 

Weekday Travel Time Survey Results 
A summary of the weekday travel time survey results in the northbound direction is provided in Figure 

3.20 to Figure 3.23. 

Figure 3.20:  Weekday Northbound Travel Times Section 1 

 

Figure 3.20 indicates that almost all runs on the surveyed weekdays for Section 1 in the northbound 

direction were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. The morning peak period (7am to 9am) had 

the slowest recorded travel time. 
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Figure 3.21:  Weekday Northbound Travel Times Section 2 

 

Figure 3.21 indicates that almost all runs on the surveyed weekdays for Section 2 in the northbound 

direction were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. The morning peak period (6am to 9am) 

generally demonstrated increasing travel time from 6am to 9am for most weekdays, with travel time 

peaking at 9am for Wednesday 22/06/16 and Friday 24/06/16. The mid-morning to mid-afternoon 

period (10am to 3pm) showed lower, generally consistent travel time, increasing again during the peak 

afternoon period (4pm to 6pm).    

Figure 3.22:  Weekday Northbound Travel Times Section 3 

 

Figure 3.22 indicates that approximately half the runs of surveyed weekdays for Section 3 in the 

northbound direction were faster than an average speed of 30km/hr. Substantial variability in travel 

time was observed for all surveyed weekdays, particularly for Wednesday 22/06/16 and Friday 

24/06/16. 
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Figure 3.23:  Weekday Northbound Travel Times Total 

 

Figure 3.23 indicates that almost all runs on the surveyed weekdays in the northbound direction were 

slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. The longest delays were observed on Wednesday 22/06/16 

at 9am and Friday 24/06/16 at 6pm. 

A summary of the travel time data in the northbound direction is provide in Table 3.7. 

Table 3.7:  Analysis of Overall Weekday Northbound Travel Time Runs 

Comparison Section 1 NB Section 2 NB Section 3 NB Total Route NB 

5 Day Min 0:00:37 0:02:24 0:01:28 0:04:18 

5 Day Max 0:06:11 0:12:29 0:06:31 0:16:27 

5 Day Median 0:01:43 0:05:02 0:02:37 0:08:02 

5 Day Average 0:01:55 0:05:23 0:02:59 0:08:22 

Variability [1] 311% 224% 203% 195% 

[1] Average / Min 

Table 3.7 indicates that for all 5 surveyed weekdays, the average travel time of Section 1 was 311% of 

the minimum travel time for Section 1. The average travel time of Section 2 and 3 was 224% and 203% 

of the minimum travel time for Section 2 and 3 respectively.  This shows that the travel times in Section 

1 are more variable than in Section 2 and Section 3.  

Observations from the video footage revealed that weekday delays were mostly due to intersections 

along the route reaching their capacity. Friday morning delays could be attributed to light rainfall that 

was observed in the survey videos. 

A summary of the results of the weekday travel time surveys in the southbound direction is provided 

in Figure 3.24 to Figure 3.27.   
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Figure 3.24:  Weekday Southbound Travel Times Section 1 

 

Figure 3.25:  Weekday Southbound Travel Times Section 2 

 

Figure 3.25 demonstrates significant variability in Section 2 travel time for all surveyed weekdays in the 

southbound direction, with more than half the runs slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. A general 

trend was observed of increasing travel time during the morning period (6am to 9am), followed by a 

dip in travel time between late morning and noon (10am to 12pm), increasing during the afternoon 

period (1pm to 3pm), and followed by another dip in the evening (4pm to 5pm). Longest delays were 

observed in the periods between 8am and 9am and 2pm and 5pm. 
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Figure 3.26:  Weekday Southbound Travel Times Section 3 

 

Figure 3.26 indicates that the majority of runs on surveyed weekdays for Section 3 experienced a travel 

time close to or slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. Significant delays, however, were observed 

on Wednesday 22/06/16 at 8am and 4pm, Thursday 23/06/16 at 4pm, and Friday 24/06/16 at 8am. 

Delays were mainly observed at 8am and between 3pm and 5pm. 

Figure 3.27:  Weekday Southbound Travel Times Total 

 

Figure 3.27 indicates that the majority of runs along the entire corridor on the surveyed weekdays in 

the southbound direction were slower than an average speed of 30km/hr. Travel times were mostly 

faster than, and close to, an average speed of 30km/hr during the periods between 6am to 7am and 

9am to 1pm. Significant delays were observed for all runs at 8am and between 2pm and 5pm. 

A summary of the travel time data in the southbound direction is provided in Table 3.8 
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Table 3.8:  Analysis of Overall Weekday Southbound Travel Time Runs 

Comparison Section 1 NB Section 2 NB Section 3 NB Total Route NB 

5 Day Min 0:00:38 0:02:26 0:01:27 0:04:52 

5 Day Max 0:02:19 0:09:53 0:16:01 0:19:26 

5 Day Median 0:01:11 0:04:02 0:03:12 0:07:33 

5 Day Average 0:01:11 0:04:49 0:03:55 0:08:45 

Variability [1] 186% 198% 270% 180% 

[1] Average / Min 

Table 3.8 indicates that for all 5 surveyed weekdays, the average travel time of Section 1 was 186% of 

the minimum travel time for Section 1. The average travel time of Section 2 and Section 3 was 198% 

and 270% of the minimum travel time for Section 2 and Section 3 respectively.  This demonstrates that 

the travel times in Section 3 are significantly more variable than in Section 1 and Section 2. 

 Summary of Corridor Travel Time Variability 

A summary of the travel time variability along the corridor is provided in Table 3.9. 

Table 3.9:  Summary of Corridor Travel Time Variability 

Survey Period Direction Travel Time Variability 

4 x Weekend Days Northbound 157% 

4 x Weekend Days Southbound 177% 

5 x Weekdays Northbound 195% 

5 x Weekday Southbound 180% 

 Table 3.9 indicates that travel time variability was higher on weekdays than on weekends.  The data 

shows that travel times were more variable in a northbound direction on weekdays and in a southbound 

direction on weekends. 

 Tube Surveys 

PeopleTrans commissioned the Centre for Excellence (CFE) to undertake tube surveys on Frederick 

Street and Dobroyd Parade to determine the amount of traffic for each lane in the northbound and 

southbound directions, reported hourly for an entire week (7 days). 

The results are summarised in the following sections. The locations of the tube surveys are shown in 

Figure 3.28 to Figure 3.32. Detailed tube survey results are provided in Appendix B.   

The tube surveys were scheduled to cover survey periods over one continuous week (7 days – 22/6/16 

to 28/6/16). However, an error in tube location 2 resulted in no data being available for the median 

lane of Dobroyd Parade in a northbound direction for Monday, Tuesday, Saturday, Sunday and the 

second half of Friday. As such, tube surveys were conducted again in another typical week (28/7/16 to 

3/8/16) and data from this second set of surveys was used to replace the missing data. In comparing 

the available data from the first set of surveys against that of the second set of surveys, the comparison 

showed similar data trends, characteristics and peaks. Therefore, it is considered that the replacement 

data had no effect on the overall study results. 
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Figure 3.28:  Route 5 Tube Locations 1 and 2 

 

Figure 3.29:  Tube Survey Location 1 (Northbound)  Figure 3.30:  Tube Survey Location 1 (Southbound) 

 

Figure 3.31:  Tube Survey Location 2 (Northbound)  Figure 3.32:  Tube Survey Location 2 (Southbound) 

 

 Volume Guidelines for the Provision of Clearways 

Australian Standard Parking Facilities Part 5:  On-street parking Table 5.1 indicates the traffic volumes 

at which a clearway lane should start to operate to provide an extra lane available for moving traffic.  

The relevant information from the table is reproduced as Table 3.10. 

Table 3.10:  Volume Guidelines for the Provision of Clearways 

Flow lanes available in one 
direction before clearway 

installed 

One-way flow rate at which 
stopping is banned (vehicles / 

hour) 

Flow lanes available in one 
direction after clearway 

installed 

1 800 2 

2 1,600 3 

3 2,400 4 

An assessment of the relevant volume guidelines considering the number of lanes available on the 

corridor is set out in the following sections. 

Tube survey 2 – 2 lanes in each direction 

Tube survey 1 - 1 lane in each direction
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There are parts of Frederick Street and Milton Street that are one lane in the direction of travel and 

parts where there are two lanes in the direction of travel.  Table 3.10 indicates a one-way flow rate at 

which stopping should be banned is 800 vehicles for one flow lane available in one direction.  The table 

indicates that two lanes would be available after the clearway is installed.  This would not be the case 

in the one-lane sections of Frederick Street.  Data is presented for one flow lane and Roads and 

Maritime should investigate the appropriateness of clearways in the one-lane sections of the corridor. 

 Tube Survey Location 1 – Frederick Street 

A summary of the volume data covering the entire survey week for the corridor in a northbound 

direction is provided in Figure 3.33 and Figure 3.34. 

Northbound Survey Results 
Figure 3.33:  Frederick Street - Northbound - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.34:  Frederick Street - Northbound - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.33 and Figure 3.34 indicate the following: 

 Very similar peak volumes and daily volume profiles across the week. 

 Volumes reached a peak of 1,032 vehicles per hour at approximately 7am on the surveyed 

Thursday, with similar volumes for each of the weekday morning northbound peak hours. 
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 Volumes across the weekend reached a peak of 1,014 vehicles per hour at approximately 

12pm on the surveyed Sunday. 

The times where a volume of 800 vehicles per hour passed the tube location throughout the entire 

weekday and weekend survey period, is illustrated in Table 3.11. A dark green highlight indicates times 

where lane volumes exceeded 800 vehicles per hour and a light green highlight indicates periods where 

volumes were higher than 750 vehicles per hour.  

Table 3.11:  Frederick Street – Northbound Summary 

Hour 
Ending 

Monday 

27/06/16 

Tuesday 

28/06/16 

Wednesday 

22/06/16 

Thursday 

23/06/16 

Friday 

24/06/16 

Saturday 

25/06/16 

Sunday 

26/06/16 

1:00:00 80 71 8 116 102 206 236 

2:00:00 77 73 71 92 64 168 177 

3:00:00 43 50 70 66 75 92 150 

4:00:00 106 97 103 101 115 138 139 

5:00:00 194 210 208 225 199 145 118 

6:00:00 663 646 723 710 657 401 193 

7:00:00 986 961 950 1032 911 715 343 

8:00:00 944 1001 980 975 831 796 352 

9:00:00 968 917 620 920 749 818 576 

10:00:00 910 930 886 886 865 931 868 

11:00:00 746 821 840 857 838 924 952 

12:00:00 716 643 785 823 749 898 1014 

13:00:00 665 706 711 751 745 854 976 

14:00:00 665 690 739 725 790 948 997 

15:00:00 719 759 780 749 743 930 900 

 16:00:00 691 765 744 739 728 873 841 

17:00:00 755 725 828 609 843 808 832 

18:00:00 762 837 861 814 904 822 729 

19:00:00 725 723 792 807 838 905 601 

20:00:00 506 604 579 593 742 789 502 

21:00:00 316 435 477 523 557 550 411 

22:00:00 349 391 380 432 483 514 387 

23:00:00 215 260 386 329 427 500 281 

0:00:00 152 143 230 151 299 353 140 

Table 3.11 indicates that traffic volumes were generally close to or exceeded the limits of 800 vehicles 

per hour on most weekdays from 6am to 12pm and from 4pm to 7pm. On the surveyed weekend, 800 

vehicles per hour was exceeded from 7am to 8pm and 9am to 5pm on Saturday and Sunday 

respectively. 
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Southbound Survey Results 
A summary of the volume data covering the entire survey week for the corridor in a southbound 

direction is provided in Figure 3.35 and Figure 3.36. 

Figure 3.35:  Frederick Street – Southbound - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.36:  Frederick Street - Southbound - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.35 and Figure 3.36 indicate the following: 

 Very similar peak volumes and daily volumes profiles across the week. 

 Volumes reached a peak of 1,003 vehicles per hour at approximately 7pm on Tuesday, with 

similar volumes for each of the weekday morning southbound peak hours. 

 Volumes across the weekend reached a peak of 1,059 vehicles per hour at approximately 

4pm on the surveyed Sunday. 

The times where a volume of 800 vehicles per hour passed the tube location throughout the entire 

weekday and weekend survey period, is illustrated in Table 3.12. A dark green highlight indicates times 

where lane volumes exceeded 800 vehicles per hour and a light green highlight indicates periods where 

volumes were higher than 750 vehicles per hour. 

1003

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

H
o
u
rl
y 
V
eh

ic
le
 V
o
lu
m
e

Hour Ending

Mon 27‐Jun‐16 Tue 28‐Jun‐16 Wed 22‐Jun‐16 Thu 23‐Jun‐16 Fri 24‐Jun‐16

1059

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

H
o
u
rl
y 
V
eh

ic
le
 V
o
lu
m
e

Hour Ending

Sat 25‐Jun‐16 Sun 26‐Jun‐16



 

16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report Page 40 

Table 3.12:  Frederick Street – Southbound Summary 

Hour 
Ending 

Monday 

27/06/16 

Tuesday 

28/06/16 

Wednesday 

22/06/16 

Thursday 

23/06/16 

Friday 

24/06/16 

Saturday 

25/06/16 

Sunday 

26/06/16 

1:00:00 167 195 75 253 258 450 510 

2:00:00 141 96 155 162 166 315 368 

3:00:00 78 88 121 136 146 237 338 

4:00:00 79 85 92 107 130 179 311 

5:00:00 127 157 125 135 125 187 247 

6:00:00 192 190 211 205 233 158 133 

7:00:00 377 374 376 374 378 240 208 

8:00:00 638 662 630 649 595 368 232 

9:00:00 739 719 649 734 631 601 390 

10:00:00 646 658 773 636 741 701 595 

11:00:00 652 646 724 707 711 856 680 

12:00:00 652 756 744 752 755 838 801 

13:00:00 805 808 849 794 746 983 958 

14:00:00 793 876 900 875 866 992 883 

15:00:00 886 993 952 921 1000 881 937 

 16:00:00 805 894 818 838 966 960 1059 

17:00:00 901 956 832 845 971 947 904 

18:00:00 871 921 903 938 861 889 979 

19:00:00 858 1003 922 895 937 846 765 

20:00:00 651 740 765 802 775 638 571 

21:00:00 483 573 535 639 554 492 542 

22:00:00 482 528 515 668 593 581 534 

23:00:00 395 466 621 568 651 725 410 

0:00:00 250 315 361 381 638 670 283 

Table 3.12 indicates that traffic volumes generally exceeded 800 vehicles per hour on most weekdays 

from 12pm to 7pm.  Traffic volumes exceeded 800 vehicles per hour from 10am to 7pm on the surveyed 

Saturday and from 11am to 6pm on the surveyed Sunday. 
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 Tube Survey Location 2 – Dobroyd Parade 

A summary of the volume data covering the entire survey week for the corridor in a northbound 

direction is provided in Figure 3.37 to Figure 3.42. 

Northbound Survey Results 
Figure 3.37:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Kerbside Lane - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.38:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Median Lane - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.38 indicates that the volumes reduces on the surveyed Wednesday between 9pm and 11pm.  

This is likely to be one of three reasons: 

 a vehicle parked on the tube for a short time 

 there was a vehicle crash at the time blocking the median lane 

 there was another reason such as road works that blocked the median lane. 
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Figure 3.39:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Combined Lanes - Weekday Results 

 
Figure 3.37 to Figure 3.39 indicate the following: 

 Very similar peak volumes and daily traffic volumes profiles across the week, with the 

exception of Friday during night period (8pm to 12am). 

 The kerbside lane generally exceeded 800 vehicles per hour on most weekdays between 

approximately 7am to 7pm. 

 The median lane exceeded 800 vehicles per hour from roughly 6am to 8am for most 

weekdays, also exceeding the limit between 7pm on Thursday and 11pm on Friday.  

 Overall, the combined traffic volume peaked at approximately 7am with 1,868 vehicles per 

hour and reached a similar peak at approximately 8pm on Friday with 1,844 vehicles per 

hour. 

Figure 3.40:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Kerb Side Lane - Weekend Results 
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Figure 3.41:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Median Lane - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.42:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Combined Lanes - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.40 to Figure 3.42 indicate the following: 

 Similar characteristics in traffic volume changes across the weekend. 

 Kerbside lane volumes reached a peak of 1,343 vehicles per hour at approximately 1pm on 

Saturday. 

 Median lane volumes reached a peak of 1,236 vehicles per hour at approximately 2pm on 

Saturday. 

 The kerbside lane exceeded 800 vehicles per hour from approximately 9am to 8pm and 

10:00am to 6:00pm on Saturday and Sunday respectively. 

 The median lane exceeded 800 vehicles per hour mostly between 10am and 5pm and at 

noon on Saturday and Sunday respectively. 

On Wattle Street, immediately north of Parramatta Road the corridor has 3 lanes, which merges to 2 

approximately 100 meters north of Parramatta Road. The lane configuration on Wattle Street is shown 

in Figure 3.43. 
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Figure 3.43:  Wattle Street - Lane Configuration 

 

Periods where a combined volume exceeded the volume criteria throughout the entire weekday and 

weekend survey period, is illustrated in Table 3.13. A dark green highlight indicates times where 

combined lane volumes exceeded 800 vehicles per hour and a light green highlight indicates period 

where volumes were higher than 750 vehicles per hour. A dark orange highlight indicates times where 

combined lane volumes exceeded 1,600 vehicles per hour and a light orange highlight indicates 

periods where volumes were higher than 1,500 vehicles per hour. 

3 lanes northbound 

2 lanes northbound  
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Table 3.13:  Dobroyd Parade - Northbound Combined Lanes Summary 

Hour 
Ending 

Monday 

27/06/16 

Tuesday 

28/06/16 

Wednesday 

22/06/16 

Thursday 

23/06/16 

Friday 

24/06/16 

Saturday 

25/06/16 

Sunday 

26/06/16 

1:00:00 197 140 140 218 246 577 561 

2:00:00 144 106 100 170 141 326 424 

3:00:00 144 104 152 144 156 230 369 

4:00:00 223 186 210 250 246 334 373 

5:00:00 442 434 504 526 497 359 262 

6:00:00 1385 1213 1402 1456 1306 1001 482 

7:00:00 1845 1611 1756 1868 1774 1601 736 

8:00:00 1372 1328 1183 1441 1406 1401 714 

9:00:00 1357 1247 1223 1369 1358 1476 1075 

10:00:00 1533 1442 1589 1555 1552 1710 1572 

11:00:00 1480 1413 1724 1655 1716 2189 1658 

12:00:00 1413 1334 1574 1684 1504 2234 1804 

13:00:00 1346 1339 1502 1510 1484 2545 1794 

14:00:00 1267 1379 1455 1527 1603 2202 1758 

15:00:00 1263 1266 1441 1455 1584 2193 1636 

16:00:00 1273 1427 1422 1561 1696 2123 1765 

17:00:00 1279 1441 1558 1499 1703 1634 1619 

18:00:00 1246 1484 1722 1748 1736 1751 1454 

19:00:00 1121 1334 1583 1601 1704 1810 1311 

20:00:00 807 907 1190 1216 1844 1784 957 

21:00:00 683 722 866 1038 1663 1350 806 

22:00:00 553 677 380 890 1482 1253 708 

23:00:00 403 450 306 732 1420 1189 550 

0:00:00 272 246 411 423 1025 897 324 

Table 3.13 indicates the volume exceeded the 800 vehicles typically from 5am to 9pm. Friday and 

Saturday nights were consistently above 800 vehicles until midnight. The 800 vehicles per hour criteria 

was met from 5am to midnight on Saturday and from 8am to 9pm on Sunday. 
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Southbound Survey Results 
A summary of the volume data covering the entire survey week for the corridor in a northbound 

direction is provided in Figure 3.44 to Figure 3.49. 

Figure 3.44:  Dobroyd Parade - Southbound Kerb Side Lane - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.45:  Dobroyd Parade - Southbound Median Lane - Weekday Results 

 

Figure 3.46:  Dobroyd Parade - Southbound Combined Lanes - Weekday Results 
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Figure 3.44 to Figure 3.46 indicate the following: 

 Highly consistent traffic volume characteristics on all lanes across all surveyed days for the 

majority of the entire day. 

 Overall, the combined traffic volume peaked at 1,445 vehicles per hour during the AM peak 

period and peaked at 1,757 vehicles per hour during the PM peak, which is clearway from 

3pm to 7pm. 

Figure 3.47:  Dobroyd Parade – Southbound Kerb Side Lane - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.48:  Dobroyd Parade – Southbound Median Lanes - Weekend Results 

 

829

0
100
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900

H
o
u
rl
y 
V
eh

ic
le
 V
o
lu
m
e

Hour Ending

Sat 25‐Jun‐16 Sun 26‐Jun‐16

1008

0

200

400

600

800

1000

1200

H
o
u
rl
y 
V
eh

ic
le
 V
o
lu
m
e

Hour Ending

Sat 25‐Jun‐16 Sun 26‐Jun‐16



 

16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report Page 48 

Figure 3.49:  Dobroyd Parade – Southbound Combined Lanes - Weekend Results 

 

Figure 3.47 to Figure 3.49 indicate the following: 

 Similar traffic volume characteristics for both days on the kerbside and median lanes, with 

the exception of the post-9pm period, where the traffic volumes diverged. 

 On the surveyed Saturday, the combined traffic volumes exceeded 1,600 vehicles per hour 

between 1pm to 6pm and peaked at 1,725 vehicles per hour at 3pm.  

 On the surveyed Sunday, the combined traffic volumes exceeded 1,600 vehicles per hour 

between 3pm to 6pm and peaked at 1,722 vehicles per hour at 4pm. 

The times where a combined volume of 800 vehicles per hour passed all tube locations throughout the 

entire weekday and weekend survey period, is illustrated in Table 3.14. A dark green highlight indicates 

times where combined lane volumes exceeded 800 vehicles per hour and a light green highlight 

indicates periods where volumes were higher than 750 vehicles per hour. 
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Table 3.14:  Dobroyd Parade - Southbound Combined Lanes Summary 

Hour 
Ending 

Monday 

21/03/16 

Tuesday 

15/03/16 

Wednesday 

16/03/16 

Thursday 

17/03/16 

Friday 

18/03/16 

Saturday 

19/03/16 

Sunday 

20/03/16 

1:00:00 394 420 245 585 577 991 1181 

2:00:00 288 283 185 386 387 727 1007 

3:00:00 214 240 251 352 365 700 1010 

4:00:00 226 193 235 253 323 544 851 

5:00:00 332 321 329 356 348 513 657 

6:00:00 488 475 541 484 509 395 392 

7:00:00 955 964 958 994 1004 543 426 

8:00:00 1355 1318 1445 1358 1328 841 505 

9:00:00 1383 1383 1001 1364 1187 1230 781 

10:00:00 1258 1294 1297 1216 1211 1367 1169 

11:00:00 1270 1278 1341 1320 1349 1478 1290 

12:00:00 1240 1219 1374 1358 1318 1488 1521 

13:00:00 1509 1337 1450 1506 1528 1652 1600 

14:00:00 1482 1448 1602 1611 1589 1578 1399 

15:00:00 1618 1757 1724 1730 1703 1725 1647 

 16:00:00 1600 1705 1577 1457 1628 1627 1722 

17:00:00 1450 1544 1553 1565 1507 1712 1718 

18:00:00 1509 1530 1460 1452 1459 1683 1671 

19:00:00 1362 1545 1540 1535 1470 1440 1404 

20:00:00 1211 1329 1411 1358 1280 1096 1035 

21:00:00 976 1230 1075 1230 1122 1036 1067 

22:00:00 1055 1001 993 1346 1164 1254 999 

23:00:00 841 950 1286 1201 1441 1502 830 

0:00:00 615 749 825 913 1479 1544 634 

Table 3.14 indicates that traffic volumes generally exceeded or were close to the limits of 800 vehicles 

per hour from 6am to midnight on weekdays and nearly for the entire Saturday and Sunday period.   
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4. Summary of Analysis 
It is understood that Roads and Maritime Services are considering implementing clearways on Milton 

Street, Frederick Street, Wattle Street, Dobroyd Parade and City West Link between Hume Highway and 

James Craig Road. There are currently existing clearways on part of the corridor on weekdays from 6am 

to 10am in a northbound direction and from 3pm to 7pm in a southbound direction. 

Based on the analysis presented within this report, a summary is set out in the following sections. 

 Vehicle Speeds 

A summary of when the travel speeds on the corridor were recorded below the average of 30km/h is 

provided in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1:  Times when the Average Speed was Slower than an Average of 30km/h 

Direction Weekday Weekend 

Section 1 

Northbound 6am to 6pm 8am to 3pm and 5pm to 7pm (Saturday) 

8am to 6pm (Sunday) 

Southbound 6am to 5pm 8am to 1pm and 6pm to 7pm (Saturday) 

8am to 7pm (Sunday) 

Section 2 

Northbound 6am to 6pm 8am to 7pm (Saturday) 

8am to 7pm (Sunday) 

Southbound 7am to 6pm 8am, 10am to 7pm (Saturday) 

9am, 12pm to 5pm (Sunday) 

Section 3 

Northbound 6am to 6pm 10am to 7pm (Saturday) 

11am to 6pm (Sunday) 

Southbound 6am to 5pm 8am to 7pm (Saturday) 

9am and 11am to 6pm (Sunday) 

Table 4.1 indicates that travel speeds were slower than an average of 30km/h for all sections regularly 

throughout the entire survey period. 

 Volume on the Corridor 

The analysis in Section 3.3.1 indicates that during peak weekday and weekend periods, the traffic 

volumes exceeded or were close to the volume limit of 800 vehicles per hour per lane. The times are 

identified in Table 4.2.  
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Table 4.2:  Times when Vehicle Volumes Exceeded 800 or 1600 Vehicles Per Hour 

Location Weekday Weekend 

Tube Survey 1 – Frederick Street 

Section 1 
Northbound 

800:  6am – 12pm & 4pm – 7pm 800:  7am – 8pm (Saturday) 

800:  9am – 5pm (Sunday) 

Section 1 
Southbound 

800:  12pm – 7pm 800:  10am – 7pm (Saturday) 

800:  11pm – 6pm (Sunday) 

Tube Survey 2 – Dobroyd Parade 

Section 2 

Northbound 

800:  5am- Midnight 

1,600:  6am – 7am, 10am – 9pm 

800:  5am – Midnight (Saturday) 

800:  8am – 9pm (Sunday) 

1,600:  6am – 7am, 9am – 8pm (Saturday) 

1,600:  9am – 5pm (Sunday) 

Section 2 

Southbound 

800:  6am – Midnight 800:  7am to Midnight (Saturday) 

800:  Midnight to 4am, 8am to 11pm (Sunday) 

 Strategic Bus / Freight Corridor 

A review of Transport for New South Wales’ Sydney’s Bus Future indicates that Route 5 is not a Strategic 

Bus Corridor as it is not identified as a Major or Suburban Bus Route1 in Sydney’s Bus Future.  The 

Transport for New South Wales Metropolitan Road Freight Hierarchy identifies Route 5 as a tertiary 

freight corridor2. 

 Is there Sufficient Public Parking Nearby? 

PeopleTrans has reviewed the demand on the side streets through aerial photography and site 

inspections across a number of days and has identified that there are sufficient vacancies in nearby 

side streets to cater for the existing demand along the corridor on all weekdays and weekends. 

We have assumed that if a clearway was implemented along Route 5 that all advertising trailers would 

be relocated permanently away from the corridor. 

 Area A 

For parking in a northbound direction in Area A, there are a number of nearby side streets close to 

Area A with unrestricted parking which could provide suitable alternative for public parking to cater for 

the existing observed demand along the corridor in Area A.  The highest demand PeopleTrans observed 

in Area A was 2 vehicles on a weekend and 6 vehicles on a weekday.  The side streets that offer parking 

availability include Arthur Street and Cromwell Street.  These locations are identified in Figure 4.1. 

                                                         

1  Sydney’s Bus Future, December 2013, Transport for New South Wales  

mysydney.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/user-files/uploads/bus-future-final-web.pdf - Accessed 22/6/16 

2  http://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/b2b/publications/dotmetroadfreightpracticenotes.pdf - Accessed 12/8/16 
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Figure 4.1:  Area A - Alternative Parking Options 

 

As this parking is a combination of residential and visitor purposes, these side streets offer suitable 

alternatives within appropriate walking distance to the existing parking demand in Area A.  

 Area B 

For parking in both the northbound and southbound directions, there are a number of nearby side 

streets close to Area B with unrestricted parking, providing suitable options for alternative public 

parking to cater for the existing demand along the corridor in Area B. The highest demand PeopleTrans 

observed in Area B was 4 vehicles3. The side streets that offer parking availability include Hedger 

Avenue, Albert Parade, MacKay Street and Eccles Avenue. The location of these side streets are 

indicated in Figure 4.2. 

                                                         

3  Note:  Due to the width of the carriageway, vehicles were often observed parked partially on the footpath and the carriageway. 

Existing Hospital Car Park 
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Figure 4.2:  Area B - Alternative Parking Options 

 

As this parking is predominantly for residential purposes, these side streets offer suitable alternatives 

within appropriate walking distance to the existing parking demand along Frederick Street between 

Elizabeth Street and John Street.  

Although the child care facility has an off-street car park, Roads and Maritime should undertake further 

investigation with Council and the business owner to determine whether any on-street unrestricted 

spaces could be converted to short-term for the duration of the proposed clearways to provide a close 

on-street alternative for visitors of the business.  A detailed review of the survey data does not suggest 

regular use of the spaces adjacent to the child care facility for drop off / pick up. 

 Area C 

For parking in both the northbound and southbound directions, there are some nearby streets close 

to Area C within appropriate walking distance with unrestricted parking, providing suitable options for 

alternative public parking to cater for the existing demand along the corridor in Area C. The highest 

observed demand for parking on this section of the State Road was 5 vehicles. 

Figure 4.3:  Area C - Alternative Parking Options 
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Side streets in close proximity offering alternative parking include Lucy Street, Tawa Street, Broughton 

Street and Vine Street. The location of these streets is indicated in Figure 4.3. John Street and Church 

Street also offer an alternative for parking. As this parking is predominantly for residential purposes, 

these side streets offer suitable alternatives to the existing parking demand along Frederick Street 

between John Street and Church Street. 

Although the aged care facility has an off-street car park, Roads and Maritime could consider further 

investigation with Council and the business owner to determine whether any on-street unrestricted 

spaces could be converted to short-term for the duration of the proposed clearways to provide a close 

on-street alternative for visitors of the business.  A detailed review of the survey data suggests regular 

use of the spaces adjacent to the aged care facility for drop off / pick up. 

 Area D 

For parking in both the northbound and southbound directions, there are some nearby streets close 

to Area D with unrestricted parking, providing suitable options for alternative public parking to cater 

for the existing demand along the corridor in Area D. The highest demand for parking on this part of 

Frederick Street that PeopleTrans observed was 10 vehicles. 

Following a review of aerial photography and site inspections across a number of days, there are 

sufficient vacancies available in Lucy Street, Earle Avenue, Church Street, Henry Street and Tawa Street. 

The location of these streets is provided in Figure 4.4. 

Figure 4.4:  Area D - Alternative Parking Options 

 

As this parking is predominantly for residential purposes, these side streets offer suitable alternatives 

to the existing parking demand along Frederick Street between Church Street and Henry Street. Other 

parking purposes along this area include the visitors of Hammond Park.  

As previously indicated, PeopleTrans has contacted Inner West Council and identified that there are no 

regular and scheduled sports events at Hammond Park from tenant clubs and the park is only open for 

general public use. 
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 Area E 

For parking in the northbound direction, there are two nearby streets close to Area E with unrestricted 

parking which offer viable nearby options for alternative public parking to cater for the existing demand 

along the corridor in Area E. These streets include Northcote Street and Ash Lane, which are indicated 

in Figure 4.5.  

Figure 4.5:  Area E - Alternative Parking Options 

 

Parking in the northbound direction in Area E was observed only on the surveyed weekends, with no 

parking observed in this location during the surveyed weekdays. The highest demand observed in this 

parking location was 7 vehicles.  Based on the review of aerial photography, the identified streets offer 

suitable alternatives to the existing parking demand along Wattle Street between Parramatta Road and 

Ramsay Street. 

 Next Steps 

This report provides a good basis for Roads and Maritime to commence discussions with affected 

Councils and the wider community regarding the possible implementation of clearways along Frederick 

Street, Wattle Street, Dobroyd Parade and City West Link between Georges River Road and James Craig 

Road. 

This report is based on surveys undertaken in June and September 2016.  It does not consider any 

proposals by Council or private developments which could impact on the parking demand, both now 

and in the future, within the vicinity of the proposed clearway corridor. 
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5. References 
In preparing this report, the following references were used: 

 A number of site inspections by the authors and reviewers of this report on a number of 

different days including but not limited to those documented in this report. 

 Sydney Clearways Strategy Keeping Sydney Moving, Transport for New South Wales, 

December 2013 

 Australian Standard AS2890.5-1993, Parking facilities Part 5:  On-street parking, Standards 

Australia 1993 

 Other documents as nominated in the report. 
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Travel Time Survey Results 
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16S540 - Route 5 (NorthBound)
Travel Time Surveys

520 metres 1800 meters 1300 meters 3620 meters

Date Timing Point 1 Timing Point 2 Timing Point 3 Timing Point 4 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Travel Time
Section 1 

30km/h Avg 
Speed

Section 2 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Section 3 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Total 30km/h 
Avg Speed

Saturday 18/06/2016 8:01:12 8:01:56 8:05:44 8:08:31 0:00:44 0:03:48 0:02:47 0:06:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Saturday Total Sunday Total
Saturday 18/06/2016 8:59:42 9:00:58 9:05:24 9:08:08 0:01:16 0:04:26 0:02:44 0:07:10 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Min 0:00:40 0:02:46 0:01:34 0:04:53 0:05:28 0:04:53
Saturday 18/06/2016 10:00:23 10:01:09 10:07:13 10:09:54 0:00:46 0:06:04 0:02:41 0:08:45 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Max 0:03:04 0:08:39 0:05:33 0:11:51 0:11:51 0:11:12
Saturday 18/06/2016 10:59:57 11:02:24 11:06:08 11:09:08 0:02:27 0:03:44 0:03:00 0:06:44 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Median 0:01:20 0:04:34 0:02:53 0:07:20 0:08:26 0:07:00
Saturday 18/06/2016 12:01:39 12:02:43 12:08:00 12:12:20 0:01:04 0:05:17 0:04:20 0:09:37 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Average 0:01:23 0:04:44 0:02:57 0:07:40 0:08:28 0:06:53
Saturday 18/06/2016 13:01:56 13:03:18 13:09:21 13:11:35 0:01:22 0:06:03 0:02:14 0:08:17 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability 208% 171% 188% 157% 155% 141%
Saturday 18/06/2016 13:59:41 14:01:05 14:05:59 14:09:01 0:01:24 0:04:54 0:03:02 0:07:56 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability = Average / Minimum
Saturday 18/06/2016 14:57:40 15:00:17 15:05:13 15:08:23 0:02:37 0:04:56 0:03:10 0:08:06 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 15:59:28 16:00:08 16:05:05 16:09:53 0:00:40 0:04:57 0:04:48 0:09:45 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 16:58:01 17:00:40 17:04:52 17:08:31 0:02:39 0:04:12 0:03:39 0:07:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 17:59:46 18:02:09 18:08:10 18:13:43 0:02:23 0:06:01 0:05:33 0:11:34 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 19:00:27 19:01:09 19:06:24 19:09:55 0:00:42 0:05:15 0:03:31 0:08:46 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 7:58:58 7:59:49 8:02:38 8:04:42 0:00:51 0:02:49 0:02:04 0:04:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 8:58:34 8:59:52 9:02:54 9:05:17 0:01:18 0:03:02 0:02:23 0:05:25 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 9:59:31 10:00:56 10:04:19 10:06:29 0:01:25 0:03:23 0:02:10 0:05:33 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 10:59:43 11:01:23 11:04:09 11:06:27 0:01:40 0:02:46 0:02:18 0:05:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 12:00:57 12:01:44 12:07:17 12:09:41 0:00:47 0:05:33 0:02:24 0:07:57 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 12:59:19 12:59:59 13:04:14 13:06:52 0:00:40 0:04:15 0:02:38 0:06:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 13:59:40 14:01:03 14:04:56 14:07:47 0:01:23 0:03:53 0:02:51 0:06:44 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 14:59:37 15:00:20 15:05:12 15:07:46 0:00:43 0:04:52 0:02:34 0:07:26 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 15:59:17 16:00:34 16:04:54 16:07:57 0:01:17 0:04:20 0:03:03 0:07:23 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 17:00:06 17:01:29 17:06:35 17:09:32 0:01:23 0:05:06 0:02:57 0:08:03 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 17:59:21 18:00:27 18:04:57 18:07:43 0:01:06 0:04:30 0:02:46 0:07:16 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 18:59:38 19:00:33 19:04:40 19:06:25 0:00:55 0:04:07 0:01:45 0:05:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 8:24:34 8:26:20 8:30:25 8:32:29 0:01:46 0:04:05 0:02:04 0:06:09 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 9:00:18 9:01:11 9:06:11 9:08:15 0:00:53 0:05:00 0:02:04 0:07:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 10:00:36 10:02:15 10:06:58 10:10:54 0:01:39 0:04:43 0:03:56 0:08:39 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 10:59:00 11:00:29 11:06:37 11:09:07 0:01:29 0:06:08 0:02:30 0:08:38 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 11:59:50 12:02:05 12:08:43 12:12:40 0:02:15 0:06:38 0:03:57 0:10:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 12:59:26 13:02:30 13:05:41 13:08:52 0:03:04 0:03:11 0:03:11 0:06:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 14:00:21 14:01:22 14:09:37 14:13:13 0:01:01 0:08:15 0:03:36 0:11:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 15:02:29 15:04:07 15:09:46 15:12:41 0:01:38 0:05:39 0:02:55 0:08:34 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 16:03:01 16:03:41 16:12:20 16:15:30 0:00:40 0:08:39 0:03:10 0:11:49 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 16:59:57 17:00:46 17:04:16 17:07:59 0:00:49 0:03:30 0:03:43 0:07:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 18:00:34 18:01:25 18:07:06 18:11:05 0:00:51 0:05:41 0:03:59 0:09:40 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 19:00:28 19:01:44 19:05:10 19:07:12 0:01:16 0:03:26 0:02:02 0:05:28 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 8:05:15 8:06:49 8:10:06 8:12:13 0:01:34 0:03:17 0:02:07 0:05:24 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 9:00:10 9:01:01 9:04:35 9:06:09 0:00:51 0:03:34 0:01:34 0:05:08 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 10:00:01 10:01:45 10:05:20 10:08:20 0:01:44 0:03:35 0:03:00 0:06:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 11:00:23 11:01:04 11:04:39 11:08:35 0:00:41 0:03:35 0:03:56 0:07:31 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 11:58:55 12:01:18 12:07:08 12:10:15 0:02:23 0:05:50 0:03:07 0:08:57 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 12:59:31 13:01:41 13:09:10 13:12:53 0:02:10 0:07:29 0:03:43 0:11:12 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 14:01:23 14:02:07 14:06:44 14:09:23 0:00:44 0:04:37 0:02:39 0:07:16 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 15:00:00 15:01:52 15:05:20 15:08:18 0:01:52 0:03:28 0:02:58 0:06:26 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 15:59:16 16:01:00 16:06:21 16:08:14 0:01:44 0:05:21 0:01:53 0:07:14 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 17:00:56 17:02:27 17:06:59 17:10:31 0:01:31 0:04:32 0:03:32 0:08:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 17:59:17 18:01:11 18:05:51 18:08:18 0:01:54 0:04:40 0:02:27 0:07:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 19:00:07 19:00:48 19:04:31 19:06:34 0:00:41 0:03:43 0:02:03 0:05:46 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
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02:36

0:00:00

0:00:43

0:01:26

0:02:10

0:02:53

0:03:36

0:04:19

0:05:02

0:05:46

0:06:29

8:00 9:00 10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00

Tr
av

el
 T

im
e

Time Run Commenced

Weekend Travel NB Time Survey Times - Section 3

Saturday 18/06/2016 Sunday 19/06/2016 Saturday 25/06/2016
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16S540 - Route 5 (SouthBound)
Travel Time Surveys

520 metres 1800 meters 1300 meters 3620 meters

Date Timing Point 1 Timing Point 2 Timing Point 3 Timing Point 4 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Travel Time
Section 1 

30km/h Avg 
Speed

Section 2 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Section 3 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Total 30km/h 
Avg Speed

Saturday 18/06/2016 8:18:09 8:16:54 8:12:24 8:10:06 0:01:15 0:04:30 0:02:18 0:08:03 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Saturday Total Sunday Total
Saturday 18/06/2016 9:18:04 9:16:50 9:14:10 9:10:41 0:01:14 0:02:40 0:03:29 0:07:23 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Min 0:00:39 0:02:08 0:01:33 0:05:03 0:06:05 0:05:03
Saturday 18/06/2016 10:18:43 10:17:58 10:14:13 10:12:38 0:00:45 0:03:45 0:01:35 0:06:05 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Max 0:03:19 0:08:12 0:08:33 0:16:54 0:16:54 0:14:17
Saturday 18/06/2016 11:20:53 11:19:06 11:15:38 11:12:41 0:01:47 0:03:28 0:02:57 0:08:12 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Median 0:01:09 0:03:39 0:03:04 0:08:09 0:09:23 0:07:26
Saturday 18/06/2016 12:24:20 12:22:41 12:18:03 12:15:25 0:01:39 0:04:38 0:02:38 0:08:55 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Average 0:01:13 0:04:22 0:03:21 0:08:56 0:10:02 0:07:50
Saturday 18/06/2016 13:24:55 13:23:23 13:17:12 13:14:40 0:01:32 0:06:11 0:02:32 0:10:15 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability 186% 205% 216% 177% 165% 155%
Saturday 18/06/2016 14:24:25 14:23:28 14:16:26 14:13:05 0:00:57 0:07:02 0:03:21 0:11:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability = Average / Minimum
Saturday 18/06/2016 15:21:01 15:20:11 15:15:36 15:11:21 0:00:50 0:04:35 0:04:15 0:09:40 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 16:26:05 16:25:21 16:17:46 16:11:36 0:00:44 0:07:35 0:06:10 0:14:29 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 17:21:59 17:20:59 17:16:42 17:12:52 0:01:00 0:04:17 0:03:50 0:09:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 18:24:51 18:23:19 18:20:06 18:17:49 0:01:32 0:03:13 0:02:17 0:07:02 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 18/06/2016 19:18:19 19:17:28 19:14:13 19:11:30 0:00:51 0:03:15 0:02:43 0:06:49 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 8:11:14 8:10:10 8:08:02 8:06:11 0:01:04 0:02:08 0:01:51 0:05:03 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 9:14:00 9:13:21 9:10:43 9:08:49 0:00:39 0:02:38 0:01:54 0:05:11 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 10:15:17 10:14:04 10:11:03 10:08:58 0:01:13 0:03:01 0:02:05 0:06:19 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 11:15:46 11:14:51 11:11:14 11:07:47 0:00:55 0:03:37 0:03:27 0:07:59 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 12:20:34 12:18:47 12:16:14 12:13:14 0:01:47 0:02:33 0:03:00 0:07:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 13:16:45 13:15:07 13:11:37 13:08:13 0:01:38 0:03:30 0:03:24 0:08:32 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 14:16:30 14:15:19 14:11:46 14:09:26 0:01:11 0:03:33 0:02:20 0:07:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 15:16:39 15:15:52 15:12:15 15:09:46 0:00:47 0:03:37 0:02:29 0:06:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 16:17:53 16:17:04 16:13:49 16:10:20 0:00:49 0:03:15 0:03:29 0:07:33 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 17:20:23 17:18:40 17:15:00 17:11:27 0:01:43 0:03:40 0:03:33 0:08:56 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 18:16:13 18:15:15 18:12:16 18:09:41 0:00:58 0:02:59 0:02:35 0:06:32 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 19/06/2016 19:15:04 19:13:41 19:10:09 19:07:57 0:01:23 0:03:32 0:02:12 0:07:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 8:41:49 8:40:49 8:37:25 8:35:01 0:01:00 0:03:24 0:02:24 0:06:48 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 9:19:14 9:18:14 9:15:13 9:11:27 0:01:00 0:03:01 0:03:46 0:07:47 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 10:24:14 10:22:54 10:19:08 10:15:09 0:01:20 0:03:46 0:03:59 0:09:05 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 11:21:26 11:19:51 11:13:46 11:10:43 0:01:35 0:06:05 0:03:03 0:10:43 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 12:26:59 12:25:44 12:21:08 12:15:42 0:01:15 0:04:36 0:05:26 0:11:17 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 13:24:40 13:23:13 13:18:02 13:13:50 0:01:27 0:05:11 0:04:12 0:10:50 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 14:31:27 14:30:43 14:22:31 14:16:35 0:00:44 0:08:12 0:05:56 0:14:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 15:30:50 15:30:08 15:22:29 15:13:56 0:00:42 0:07:39 0:08:33 0:16:54 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 16:29:21 16:28:32 16:21:43 16:17:16 0:00:49 0:06:49 0:04:27 0:12:05 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 17:26:56 17:26:16 17:19:11 17:12:36 0:00:40 0:07:05 0:06:35 0:14:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 18:24:16 18:22:55 18:16:43 18:13:38 0:01:21 0:06:12 0:03:05 0:10:38 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Saturday 25/06/2016 19:17:46 19:16:40 19:13:01 19:09:42 0:01:06 0:03:39 0:03:19 0:08:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 8:19:35 8:18:50 8:15:26 8:13:53 0:00:45 0:03:24 0:01:33 0:05:42 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 9:16:30 9:15:27 9:11:23 9:08:17 0:01:03 0:04:04 0:03:06 0:08:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 10:16:16 10:15:16 10:12:06 10:09:54 0:01:00 0:03:10 0:02:12 0:06:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 11:17:43 11:16:31 11:13:39 11:11:15 0:01:12 0:02:52 0:02:24 0:06:28 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 12:22:25 12:21:09 12:16:58 12:14:18 0:01:16 0:04:11 0:02:40 0:08:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 13:24:02 13:22:00 13:19:05 13:14:50 0:02:02 0:02:55 0:04:15 0:09:12 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 14:20:28 14:18:55 14:14:01 14:10:38 0:01:33 0:04:54 0:03:23 0:09:50 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 15:22:44 15:21:37 15:15:06 15:12:38 0:01:07 0:06:31 0:02:28 0:10:06 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 16:22:36 16:21:17 16:14:12 16:11:11 0:01:19 0:07:05 0:03:01 0:11:25 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 17:26:25 17:23:06 17:16:41 17:12:08 0:03:19 0:06:25 0:04:33 0:14:17 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 18:16:58 18:15:56 18:12:48 18:09:24 0:01:02 0:03:08 0:03:24 0:07:34 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Sunday 26/06/2016 19:15:00 19:13:43 19:11:27 19:08:46 0:01:17 0:02:16 0:02:41 0:06:14 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
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Weekend SB Travel Time Survey Times- Section 2

Saturday 18/06/2016 Sunday 19/06/2016 Saturday 25/06/2016

Sunday 26/06/2016 Total 30km/h Avg Speed
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Weekend SB Travel Time Survey Times - Section 3

Saturday 18/06/2016 Sunday 19/06/2016 Saturday 25/06/2016

Sunday 26/06/2016 Total 30km/h Avg Speed
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Weekend SB Travel Time Survey Times - Total

Saturday 18/06/2016 Sunday 19/06/2016 Saturday 25/06/2016
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160928-16S540 -Travel Time Survey Results-Milton-City West Link.xlsx

16S540 - Route 5 (NorthBound)
Travel Time Surveys

520 metres 1800 meters 1300 meters 3620 meters

Date Timing Point 1 Timing Point 2 Timing Point 3 Timing Point 4 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Travel Time
Section 1 

30km/h Avg 
Speed

Section 2 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Section 3 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Total 30km/h 
Avg Speed

Monday 20/06/2016 5:59:19 6:01:02 6:04:43 6:06:44 0:01:43 0:03:41 0:02:01 0:05:42 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total
Monday 20/06/2016 6:58:28 7:00:20 7:04:11 7:07:42 0:01:52 0:03:51 0:03:31 0:07:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Min 0:00:37 0:02:24 0:01:28 0:04:18
Monday 20/06/2016 8:00:21 8:04:55 8:14:21 8:16:35 0:04:34 0:09:26 0:02:14 0:11:40 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Max 0:06:11 0:12:29 0:06:31 0:16:27
Monday 20/06/2016 8:59:49 9:00:42 9:04:46 9:07:00 0:00:53 0:04:04 0:02:14 0:06:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Median 0:01:43 0:05:02 0:02:37 0:08:02
Monday 20/06/2016 10:03:55 10:04:37 10:09:00 10:11:13 0:00:42 0:04:23 0:02:13 0:06:36 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Average 0:01:55 0:05:23 0:02:59 0:08:22
Monday 20/06/2016 11:00:31 11:02:26 11:06:02 11:08:15 0:01:55 0:03:36 0:02:13 0:05:49 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability 311% 224% 203% 195%
Monday 20/06/2016 12:00:08 12:01:48 12:05:31 12:07:45 0:01:40 0:03:43 0:02:14 0:05:57 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability = Average / Minimum
Monday 20/06/2016 12:59:22 13:00:33 13:05:25 13:07:59 0:01:11 0:04:52 0:02:34 0:07:26 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 13:59:10 14:01:09 14:05:39 14:07:18 0:01:59 0:04:30 0:01:39 0:06:09 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 14:58:48 15:01:13 15:06:22 15:08:50 0:02:25 0:05:09 0:02:28 0:07:37 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 15:58:35 16:01:04 16:06:05 16:08:46 0:02:29 0:05:01 0:02:41 0:07:42 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 17:01:22 17:02:56 17:09:52 17:14:07 0:01:34 0:06:56 0:04:15 0:11:11 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 17:59:21 18:01:01 18:06:55 18:09:03 0:01:40 0:05:54 0:02:08 0:08:02 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 6:00:24 6:01:59 6:08:44 6:12:46 0:01:35 0:06:45 0:04:02 0:10:47 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 7:00:06 7:02:14 7:07:34 7:11:36 0:02:08 0:05:20 0:04:02 0:09:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 7:59:21 8:05:18 8:09:32 8:13:34 0:05:57 0:04:14 0:04:02 0:08:16 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 9:00:07 9:01:36 9:05:47 9:10:29 0:01:29 0:04:11 0:04:42 0:08:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 10:00:11 10:01:32 10:06:39 10:10:35 0:01:21 0:05:07 0:03:56 0:09:03 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 11:00:54 11:01:31 11:06:49 11:08:46 0:00:37 0:05:18 0:01:57 0:07:15 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 12:00:16 12:01:59 12:05:13 12:07:29 0:01:43 0:03:14 0:02:16 0:05:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 12:59:30 13:02:01 13:07:06 13:08:56 0:02:31 0:05:05 0:01:50 0:06:55 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 13:59:15 14:00:52 14:06:34 14:09:12 0:01:37 0:05:42 0:02:38 0:08:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 14:59:37 15:01:37 15:06:01 15:10:45 0:02:00 0:04:24 0:04:44 0:09:08 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 15:58:35 16:00:27 16:05:27 16:07:57 0:01:52 0:05:00 0:02:30 0:07:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 16:59:28 17:01:21 17:06:55 17:09:38 0:01:53 0:05:34 0:02:43 0:08:17 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 17:59:29 18:01:13 18:04:50 18:08:42 0:01:44 0:03:37 0:03:52 0:07:29 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 6:05:24 6:06:25 6:08:49 6:10:43 0:01:01 0:02:24 0:01:54 0:04:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 6:59:23 7:00:50 7:05:49 7:12:20 0:01:27 0:04:59 0:06:31 0:11:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 7:57:40 8:01:30 8:07:50 8:11:50 0:03:50 0:06:20 0:04:00 0:10:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 9:02:04 9:04:16 9:16:45 9:20:43 0:02:12 0:12:29 0:03:58 0:16:27 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 9:59:58 10:01:41 10:06:35 10:09:50 0:01:43 0:04:54 0:03:15 0:08:09 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 11:01:03 11:01:42 11:05:21 11:08:33 0:00:39 0:03:39 0:03:12 0:06:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 12:00:58 12:01:50 12:05:33 12:07:51 0:00:52 0:03:43 0:02:18 0:06:01 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 13:02:19 13:03:24 13:08:08 13:10:55 0:01:05 0:04:44 0:02:47 0:07:31 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 14:00:34 14:01:49 14:06:17 14:09:02 0:01:15 0:04:28 0:02:45 0:07:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 14:59:51 15:01:18 15:06:38 15:08:42 0:01:27 0:05:20 0:02:04 0:07:24 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 15:59:30 16:02:49 16:08:53 16:10:53 0:03:19 0:06:04 0:02:00 0:08:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 17:00:39 17:02:37 17:09:06 17:13:44 0:01:58 0:06:29 0:04:38 0:11:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 17:59:09 18:01:11 18:07:04 18:12:45 0:02:02 0:05:53 0:05:41 0:11:34 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 6:01:51 6:02:34 6:06:36 6:08:47 0:00:43 0:04:02 0:02:11 0:06:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 6:57:41 7:02:01 7:07:32 7:09:43 0:04:20 0:05:31 0:02:11 0:07:42 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 8:00:06 8:01:57 8:08:59 8:11:10 0:01:51 0:07:02 0:02:11 0:09:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 8:59:16 9:00:51 9:08:21 9:10:32 0:01:35 0:07:30 0:02:11 0:09:41 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 10:00:22 10:02:01 10:07:21 10:10:03 0:01:39 0:05:20 0:02:42 0:08:02 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 10:59:37 11:02:07 11:06:48 11:09:06 0:02:30 0:04:41 0:02:18 0:06:59 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 11:59:41 12:01:18 12:06:13 12:08:30 0:01:37 0:04:55 0:02:17 0:07:12 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 12:59:09 13:00:48 13:05:26 13:07:51 0:01:39 0:04:38 0:02:25 0:07:03 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 13:59:08 13:59:49 14:04:27 14:05:55 0:00:41 0:04:38 0:01:28 0:06:06 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 15:00:26 15:01:25 15:06:45 15:08:27 0:00:59 0:05:20 0:01:42 0:07:02 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 16:00:46 16:02:36 16:09:14 16:11:44 0:01:50 0:06:38 0:02:30 0:09:08 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 17:01:44 17:03:07 17:11:11 17:15:51 0:01:23 0:08:04 0:04:40 0:12:44 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 18:00:11 18:02:44 18:06:23 18:10:57 0:02:33 0:03:39 0:04:34 0:08:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 5:59:56 6:01:39 6:08:57 6:10:37 0:01:43 0:07:18 0:01:40 0:08:58 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 6:57:58 7:02:07 7:07:47 7:10:57 0:04:09 0:05:40 0:03:10 0:08:50 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 7:55:01 8:01:12 8:08:50 8:12:00 0:06:11 0:07:38 0:03:10 0:10:48 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 8:59:32 9:01:24 9:10:56 9:13:10 0:01:52 0:09:32 0:02:14 0:11:46 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 9:58:53 10:00:58 10:07:00 10:10:05 0:02:05 0:06:02 0:03:05 0:09:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 10:58:56 11:00:48 11:05:48 11:10:03 0:01:52 0:05:00 0:04:15 0:09:15 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 12:01:24 12:02:47 12:07:33 12:10:10 0:01:23 0:04:46 0:02:37 0:07:23 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 13:00:55 13:02:00 13:05:45 13:08:22 0:01:05 0:03:45 0:02:37 0:06:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 14:01:13 14:01:50 14:07:44 14:09:54 0:00:37 0:05:54 0:02:10 0:08:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 15:01:09 15:02:21 15:07:23 15:09:41 0:01:12 0:05:02 0:02:18 0:07:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 16:00:10 16:02:21 16:07:45 16:10:39 0:02:11 0:05:24 0:02:54 0:08:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 17:01:14 17:02:36 17:06:54 17:10:28 0:01:22 0:04:18 0:03:34 0:07:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 17:58:36 18:00:09 18:07:47 18:13:42 0:01:33 0:07:38 0:05:55 0:13:33 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
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160928-16S540 -Travel Time Survey Results-Milton-City West Link.xlsx

16S540 - Route 5 (SouthBound)
Travel Time Surveys

520 metres 1800 meters 1300 meters 3620 meters

Date Timing Point 1 Timing Point 2 Timing Point 3 Timing Point 4 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total Travel Time
Section 1 

30km/h Avg 
Speed

Section 2 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Section 3 
30km/h Avg 

Speed

Total 30km/h 
Avg Speed

Monday 20/06/2016 6:13:33 6:12:55 6:09:38 6:08:03 0:00:38 0:03:17 0:01:35 0:04:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Total
Monday 20/06/2016 7:18:21 7:16:46 7:13:29 7:09:45 0:01:35 0:03:17 0:03:44 0:07:01 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Min 0:00:38 0:02:26 0:01:27 0:04:52
Monday 20/06/2016 8:29:01 8:27:21 8:21:41 8:19:30 0:01:40 0:05:40 0:02:11 0:07:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Max 0:02:19 0:09:53 0:16:01 0:19:26
Monday 20/06/2016 9:16:21 9:15:22 9:11:42 9:09:55 0:00:59 0:03:40 0:01:47 0:05:27 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Median 0:01:11 0:04:02 0:03:12 0:07:33
Monday 20/06/2016 10:19:35 10:18:39 10:15:15 10:13:14 0:00:56 0:03:24 0:02:01 0:05:25 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Average 0:01:11 0:04:49 0:03:55 0:08:45
Monday 20/06/2016 11:17:57 11:16:41 11:12:45 11:10:20 0:01:16 0:03:56 0:02:25 0:06:21 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability 186% 198% 270% 180%
Monday 20/06/2016 12:17:12 12:16:06 12:12:21 12:10:23 0:01:06 0:03:45 0:01:58 0:05:43 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14 Variability = Average / Minimum
Monday 20/06/2016 13:17:02 13:15:29 13:12:34 13:09:59 0:01:33 0:02:55 0:02:35 0:05:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 14:18:04 14:16:53 14:12:59 14:10:13 0:01:11 0:03:54 0:02:46 0:06:40 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 15:25:20 15:24:33 15:16:44 15:11:41 0:00:47 0:07:49 0:05:03 0:12:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 16:22:06 16:20:13 16:13:38 16:10:21 0:01:53 0:06:35 0:03:17 0:09:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 17:26:24 17:25:32 17:20:21 17:16:13 0:00:52 0:05:11 0:04:08 0:09:19 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Monday 20/06/2016 18:21:02 18:20:06 18:14:15 18:11:42 0:00:56 0:05:51 0:02:33 0:08:24 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 6:20:19 6:19:08 6:15:36 6:12:39 0:01:11 0:03:32 0:02:57 0:06:29 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 7:21:43 7:20:43 7:17:32 7:14:27 0:01:00 0:03:11 0:03:05 0:06:16 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 8:29:18 8:27:47 8:21:46 8:19:45 0:01:31 0:06:01 0:02:01 0:08:02 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 9:21:11 9:19:41 9:15:14 9:11:41 0:01:30 0:04:27 0:03:33 0:08:00 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 10:19:59 10:18:38 10:14:20 10:12:12 0:01:21 0:04:18 0:02:08 0:06:26 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 11:17:49 11:16:32 11:14:06 11:11:25 0:01:17 0:02:26 0:02:41 0:05:07 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 12:17:24 12:16:13 12:12:37 12:08:52 0:01:11 0:03:36 0:03:45 0:07:21 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 13:20:50 13:19:24 13:14:27 13:12:08 0:01:26 0:04:57 0:02:19 0:07:16 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 14:18:16 14:17:33 14:13:41 14:11:02 0:00:43 0:03:52 0:02:39 0:06:31 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 15:27:03 15:25:35 15:15:42 15:12:17 0:01:28 0:09:53 0:03:25 0:13:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 16:26:06 16:24:59 16:17:39 16:11:08 0:01:07 0:07:20 0:06:31 0:13:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 17:23:54 17:23:14 17:17:37 17:13:21 0:00:40 0:05:37 0:04:16 0:09:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Tuesday 21/06/2016 18:24:19 18:23:19 18:16:18 18:11:33 0:01:00 0:07:01 0:04:45 0:11:46 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 6:21:03 6:19:39 6:16:04 6:14:11 0:01:24 0:03:35 0:01:53 0:05:28 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 7:22:46 7:21:22 7:18:13 7:14:30 0:01:24 0:03:09 0:03:43 0:06:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 8:36:00 8:33:42 8:30:17 8:14:16 0:02:18 0:03:25 0:16:01 0:19:26 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 9:34:34 9:32:55 9:26:46 9:24:02 0:01:39 0:06:09 0:02:44 0:08:53 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 10:18:27 10:17:42 10:13:51 10:11:50 0:00:45 0:03:51 0:02:01 0:05:52 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 11:17:42 11:16:27 11:12:35 11:10:46 0:01:15 0:03:52 0:01:49 0:05:41 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 12:15:46 12:14:50 12:11:58 12:09:15 0:00:56 0:02:52 0:02:43 0:05:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 13:20:07 13:19:05 13:15:24 13:13:00 0:01:02 0:03:41 0:02:24 0:06:05 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 14:22:35 14:21:36 14:15:50 14:12:17 0:00:59 0:05:46 0:03:33 0:09:19 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 15:29:11 15:28:29 15:19:17 15:11:54 0:00:42 0:09:12 0:07:23 0:16:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 16:34:10 16:31:51 16:26:15 16:14:00 0:02:19 0:05:36 0:12:15 0:17:51 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 17:29:31 17:28:12 17:21:53 17:15:16 0:01:19 0:06:19 0:06:37 0:12:56 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Wednesday 22/06/2016 18:27:06 18:26:19 18:21:08 18:14:51 0:00:47 0:05:11 0:06:17 0:11:28 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 6:17:21 6:16:03 6:13:34 6:10:54 0:01:18 0:02:29 0:02:40 0:05:09 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 7:20:09 7:18:46 7:14:41 7:12:16 0:01:23 0:04:05 0:02:25 0:06:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 8:26:08 8:24:46 8:21:30 8:16:41 0:01:22 0:03:16 0:04:49 0:08:05 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 9:24:10 9:22:28 9:15:57 9:12:45 0:01:42 0:06:31 0:03:12 0:09:43 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 10:20:24 10:18:53 10:15:17 10:13:12 0:01:31 0:03:36 0:02:05 0:05:41 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 11:18:37 11:17:15 11:14:10 11:10:30 0:01:22 0:03:05 0:03:40 0:06:45 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 12:17:46 12:16:45 12:13:03 12:10:32 0:01:01 0:03:42 0:02:31 0:06:13 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 13:16:48 13:15:34 13:12:27 13:09:28 0:01:14 0:03:07 0:02:59 0:06:06 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 14:19:52 14:18:41 14:11:51 14:08:37 0:01:11 0:06:50 0:03:14 0:10:04 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 15:26:39 15:25:30 15:16:34 15:09:33 0:01:09 0:08:56 0:07:01 0:15:57 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 16:31:06 16:30:19 16:23:53 16:14:01 0:00:47 0:06:26 0:09:52 0:16:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 17:27:40 17:26:45 17:20:50 17:17:27 0:00:55 0:05:55 0:03:23 0:09:18 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Thursday 23/06/2016 18:23:38 18:22:51 18:17:46 18:14:16 0:00:47 0:05:05 0:03:30 0:08:35 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 6:20:05 6:19:21 6:15:58 6:13:01 0:00:44 0:03:23 0:02:57 0:06:20 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 7:18:11 7:17:25 7:14:49 7:11:55 0:00:46 0:02:36 0:02:54 0:05:30 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 8:34:35 8:32:38 8:26:12 8:14:24 0:01:57 0:06:26 0:11:48 0:18:14 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 9:24:37 9:23:05 9:18:21 9:16:19 0:01:32 0:04:44 0:02:02 0:06:46 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 10:19:49 10:18:11 10:14:14 10:12:47 0:01:38 0:03:57 0:01:27 0:05:24 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 11:19:24 11:18:05 11:14:53 11:11:43 0:01:19 0:03:12 0:03:10 0:06:22 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 12:21:25 12:20:39 12:16:46 12:12:56 0:00:46 0:03:53 0:03:50 0:07:43 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 13:19:39 13:18:35 13:14:42 13:11:07 0:01:04 0:03:53 0:03:35 0:07:28 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 14:19:59 14:19:16 14:15:14 14:11:38 0:00:43 0:04:02 0:03:36 0:07:38 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 15:27:55 15:27:16 15:20:16 15:13:31 0:00:39 0:07:00 0:06:45 0:13:45 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 16:22:06 16:21:14 16:15:20 16:11:51 0:00:52 0:05:54 0:03:29 0:09:23 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 17:26:27 17:25:49 17:16:55 17:13:35 0:00:38 0:08:54 0:03:20 0:12:14 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
Friday 24/06/2016 18:25:15 18:24:28 18:19:51 18:14:54 0:00:47 0:04:37 0:04:57 0:09:34 01:02 03:36 02:36 07:14
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16S540 Issue:  B - 26/10/16 

Sydney Clearways Strategy, Route 5:  Milton Street / Frederick Street / Wattle Street / Dobroyd Parade / City West Link from Georges River 

Road, Ashfield to James Craig Road, Rozelle, Data Report  

  

Tube Survey Results 



Copyright 1996 Data displayed has been compiled from pneumatic traffic count processes and is subject to the documented limitations 

One Page Summary
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     49

  13690
  13750

Count Number

FREDERICK STREET, ASHFIELD  : Between ELIZABETH STREET & PARRAMATTA ROAD (bidirectionalStreet

Route 5, northeast, between John Street and Church Street, near House No. 114, No Stopping Sign, near John Location

3831

Weekly 85th Percentile Speed
Five Day AADT
Seven Day AADT

22-JUN-16Start Date

7 DAYS
1 HOURInterval

100Start Time
Duration

Weekly 50th Percentile Speed      41
     49

       
       

     41
     49

  13690
  13750

     41

Class 0
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
Class 6
Class 7
Class 8
Class 9
Class 10
Class 11
Class 12
Class 13

NORTH EAST NONE COMBINED

Short %
Med %
Long %

24Hr Tot
7-7pm

Speed Limit 60

85%ile
50%ile

> 70 k

> 80 k
%age

%age

UBD 234 C-15Lat/Long : S33 52.790  /  E151 07.426

AM Pk Vo
PM Pk Vo

       

  12684
     45

    730
     74
     30
     43
      9
      3

     25
      1
       
       

    107
11782 12288 12445 12745 13014 14267 12248

38 41 57 47 42 60 33
845 807 869 854 854 550 330
88 73 101 98 102 39 15
27 20 60 48 37 16 4
49 66 46 49 47 33 12

7 4 10 18 11 9 4
2 3 5 5 2 1 0

27 32 33 35 28 14 4
0 1 1 2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

91 124 126 128 117 94 66
11782 12288 12445 12745 13014 14267 12248

38 41 57 47 42 60 33
845 807 869 854 854 550 330
88 73 101 98 102 39 15
27 20 60 48 37 16 4
49 66 46 49 47 33 12

7 4 10 18 11 9 4
2 3 5 5 2 1 0

27 32 33 35 28 14 4
0 1 1 2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  12956   13459   13753   14029   14254   15083   12716

91 124 126 128 117 94 66

NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTHNONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE

  12956   13459   13753   14029   14254   15083   12716

  91.9   92.5   91.8   92.1   92.4   95.6   97.1
   7.4    6.7    7.5    7.1    7.0    4.0    2.7
    .7     .8     .7     .8     .6     .4     .2

  91.9   92.5   91.8   92.1   92.4   95.6   97.1
   7.4    6.7    7.5    7.1    7.0    4.0    2.7
    .7     .8     .7     .8     .6     .4     .2

   9268    9518    9567    9659    9623   10510    9639   9268    9518    9567    9659    9623   10510    9639

  49.2   49.5   48.9   48.3   48.9   49.2   49.9
  41.2   41.3   39.9   38.9   38.6   40.8   42.3

17 20 14 14 12 21 19

7 8 6 7 4 4 5

  49.2   49.5   48.9   48.3   48.9   49.2   49.9
  41.2   41.3   39.9   38.9   38.6   40.8   42.3

17 20 14 14 12 21 19

7 8 6 7 4 4 5
    .1     .1     .1     .1     .1     .1     .1

    .1     .1     .0     .0     .0     .0     .0

    .1     .1     .1     .1     .1     .1     .1

    .1     .1     .0     .0     .0     .0     .0

BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir

    986    1001     980    1032     911     931    1015
    762     837     861     814     904     948     997

    986    1001     980    1032     911     931    1014
    762     837     861     814     904     948     997

27-JUN-16 28-JUN-16 22-JUN-16 23-JUN-16 24-JUN-16 25-JUN-16 26-JUN-16MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN
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Copyright 1996 Data displayed has been compiled from pneumatic traffic count processes and is subject to the documented limitations 
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     51

  13692
  13833

Count Number

FREDERICK STREET, ASHFIELD  : Between ELIZABETH STREET & PARRAMATTA ROAD (bidirectionalStreet

Route 5, southwest, between John Street and Church Street, near House No. 141, No Stopping Sign near ChurcLocation

3832

Weekly 85th Percentile Speed
Five Day AADT
Seven Day AADT

22-JUN-16Start Date

7 DAYS
1 HOURInterval

100Start Time
Duration

Weekly 50th Percentile Speed      41
     51

       
       

     41
     51

  13692
  13833

     41

Class 0
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
Class 6
Class 7
Class 8
Class 9
Class 10
Class 11
Class 12
Class 13

SOUTH WEST NONE COMBINED

Short %
Med %
Long %

24Hr Tot
7-7pm

Speed Limit 60

85%ile
50%ile

> 70 k

> 80 k
%age

%age

UBD 234 C-15Lat/Long : S33 52.744  /  E151 07.517

AM Pk Vo
PM Pk Vo

       

  12745
     52

    748
     67
     33
     43
     11
      2

     35
      1
       
       

     96
11517 12448 12329 12701 13163 13929 13129

47 46 54 57 62 56 39
842 869 877 892 868 535 352
73 87 97 85 78 35 17
29 29 67 37 53 14 5
31 45 46 71 45 38 25
14 11 13 9 11 9 10

3 1 2 1 5 2 0
42 56 36 41 26 39 4

0 3 2 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

70 106 127 120 117 76 57
11517 12448 12329 12701 13163 13929 13129

47 46 54 57 62 56 39
842 869 877 892 868 535 352
73 87 97 85 78 35 17
29 29 67 37 53 14 5
31 45 46 71 45 38 25
14 11 13 9 11 9 10

3 1 2 1 5 2 0
42 56 36 41 26 39 4

0 3 2 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  12668   13701   13650   14014   14428   14735   13638

70 106 127 120 117 76 57

SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTHNONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE

  12668   13701   13650   14014   14428   14735   13638

  91.8   92.0   91.6   91.9   92.5   95.4   97.0
   7.5    7.2    7.6    7.2    6.9    4.0    2.7
    .7     .8     .7     .9     .6     .6     .3

  91.8   92.0   91.6   91.9   92.5   95.4   97.0
   7.5    7.2    7.6    7.2    6.9    4.0    2.7
    .7     .8     .7     .9     .6     .6     .3

   9246    9892    9697    9584    9781    9863    9183   9246    9892    9697    9584    9781    9863    9183

  51.2   51.3   49.8   49.8   49.8   50.4   52.7
  41.3   42.3   41.1   41.1   41.3   40.8   41.8

43 39 18 23 29 25 27

15 7 4 5 6 4 9

  51.2   51.3   49.8   49.8   49.8   50.4   52.7
  41.3   42.3   41.1   41.1   41.3   40.8   41.8

43 39 18 23 29 25 27

15 7 4 5 6 4 9
    .3     .3     .1     .2     .2     .2     .2

    .1     .1     .0     .0     .0     .0     .1

    .3     .3     .1     .2     .2     .2     .2

    .1     .1     .0     .0     .0     .0     .1

BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir

    739     756     773     752     755     856     801
    901    1003     952     938    1000     992    1059

    739     756     773     752     755     856     801
    901    1003     952     938    1000     992    1059
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Copyright 1996 Data displayed has been compiled from pneumatic traffic count processes and is subject to the documented limitations 
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     58

  24584
  24912

Count Number

WATTLE STREET, HABERFIELD  : Between PARRAMATTA ROAD & WARATAH STREET (bidirectional)Street

Route 5, Combined Counts 3881 and 3882 Northbound, between Martin Street and Waratah Street, adjacent ReLocation

3835

Weekly 85th Percentile Speed
Five Day AADT
Seven Day AADT

28-JUL-16Start Date

7 DAYS
1 HOURInterval

100Start Time
Duration

Weekly 50th Percentile Speed      47
     58

       
       

     47
     58

  24584
  24912

     47

Class 0
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
Class 6
Class 7
Class 8
Class 9
Class 10
Class 11
Class 12
Class 13

NORTH EAST NONE COMBINED

Short %
Med %
Long %

24Hr Tot
7-7pm

Speed Limit 60

85%ile
50%ile

> 70 k

> 80 k
%age

%age

UBD 234 H-12

AM Pk Vo
PM Pk Vo

       

  21049
    157

   2146
    505
     79

    336
     83
     32

    158
      3
       
       

    364
18418 18535 16545 22763 24035 25063 21985

182 170 265 123 133 124 99
2405 2485 2571 2378 2535 1583 1067

655 703 807 492 479 237 163
95 107 119 93 71 42 26

438 466 513 284 338 161 149
115 120 127 69 78 30 45
48 33 47 31 29 21 12

239 208 160 170 156 91 84
6 6 5 4 2 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

451 402 496 335 378 263 223
18418 18535 16545 22763 24035 25063 21985

182 170 265 123 133 124 99
2405 2485 2571 2378 2535 1583 1067

655 703 807 492 479 237 163
95 107 119 93 71 42 26

438 466 513 284 338 161 149
115 120 127 69 78 30 45
48 33 47 31 29 21 12

239 208 160 170 156 91 84
6 6 5 4 2 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  23052   23235   21655   26742   28234   27615   23853

451 402 496 335 378 263 223

NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTH NORTHNONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE

  23052   23235   21655   26742   28234   27615   23853

  82.6   82.2   79.9   86.8   86.9   92.2   93.5
  13.7   14.2   16.1   11.1   10.9    6.7    5.3
   3.7    3.6    3.9    2.1    2.1    1.1    1.2

  82.6   82.2   79.9   86.8   86.9   92.2   93.5
  13.7   14.2   16.1   11.1   10.9    6.7    5.3
   3.7    3.6    3.9    2.1    2.1    1.1    1.2

  15953   16437   15005   18026   18441   16864   17233  15953   16437   15005   18026   18441   16864   17233

  58.9   58.5   57.5   58.7   57.4   57.6   59.8
  48.3   47.9   43.2   48.0   43.6   42.1   51.1

370 307 308 333 233 271 424

61 60 60 52 30 32 74

  58.9   58.5   57.5   58.7   57.4   57.6   59.8
  48.3   47.9   43.2   48.0   43.6   42.1   51.1

370 307 308 333 233 271 424

61 60 60 52 30 32 74
   1.6    1.3    1.4    1.2     .8    1.0    1.8

    .3     .3     .3     .2     .1     .1     .3

   1.6    1.3    1.4    1.2     .8    1.0    1.8

    .3     .3     .3     .2     .1     .1     .3

BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir

   1846    1611    1547    1959    1878    1704    1718
   1346    1485    1453    1726    1748    1756    1611

   1845    1611    1547    1959    1878    1704    1718
   1346    1484    1453    1726    1747    1756    1611

01-AUG-16 02-AUG-16 03-AUG-16 28-JUL-16 29-JUL-16 30-JUL-16 31-JUL-16MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN

  24912

  86.6
  11.0
   2.5

  16851

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

500
1000
1500
2000

NORTH EAST

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

50
100
150
200
250
300

NONE

       

  21049
    157

   2146
    505
     79

    336
     83
     32

    158
      3
       
       

    364

  24912

  86.6
  11.0
   2.5

  16851

   1752
   1589

   1752
   1589

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

20

40

60

80

NORTH EAST

0

20

40

60

80

NONE

  58.4
  46.3

320.9

52.71
   1.3

    .2

  58.4
  46.3

320.9

52.71
   1.3

    .2

NORTH NONE BiDir

SEVENDAY AVERAGE



Copyright 1996 Data displayed has been compiled from pneumatic traffic count processes and is subject to the documented limitations 

One Page Summary

CFE Information Technologies

CfeIT     bob.white@cfeit.com   (02) 9740 8600

     60

  26011
  26462

Count Number

WATTLE STREET, HABERFIELD  : Between PARRAMATTA ROAD & WARATAH STREET (bidirectional)Street

Route 5, Combined Counts 3836 and 3837 Southbound, between Martin Street and Waratah Street, adjacent ReLocation

3838

Weekly 85th Percentile Speed
Five Day AADT
Seven Day AADT

22-JUN-16Start Date

7 DAYS
1 HOURInterval

100Start Time
Duration

Weekly 50th Percentile Speed      51
     60

       
       

     51
     60

  26011
  26462

     51

Class 0
Class 1
Class 2
Class 3
Class 4
Class 5
Class 6
Class 7
Class 8
Class 9
Class 10
Class 11
Class 12
Class 13

SOUTH WEST NONE COMBINED

Short %
Med %
Long %

24Hr Tot
7-7pm

Speed Limit 60

85%ile
50%ile

> 70 k

> 80 k
%age

%age

UBD 234 H-12Lat/Long : S33 52.418  /  E151 08.218

AM Pk Vo
PM Pk Vo

       

  24071
     62

   1635
    210
     58
     65
     17
     14

    112
      3
       
       

    215
22022 22796 22712 24082 24493 27002 25393

50 63 85 61 70 58 46
1865 1870 1924 1973 1947 1113 756

206 225 322 261 259 125 71
52 63 95 66 71 41 18
74 71 87 61 62 56 41
17 22 36 12 16 5 8

7 14 22 21 17 12 3
172 151 134 130 99 63 37

2 11 3 4 1 1 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

165 227 283 259 241 190 141
22022 22796 22712 24082 24493 27002 25393

50 63 85 61 70 58 46
1865 1870 1924 1973 1947 1113 756

206 225 322 261 259 125 71
52 63 95 66 71 41 18
74 71 87 61 62 56 41
17 22 36 12 16 5 8

7 14 22 21 17 12 3
172 151 134 130 99 63 37

2 11 3 4 1 1 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

  24632   25513   25703   26930   27276   28666   26516

165 227 283 259 241 190 141

SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTH SOUTHNONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE NONE

  24632   25513   25703   26930   27276   28666   26516

  90.3   90.5   89.8   90.6   90.9   95.1   96.5
   8.6    8.5    9.1    8.5    8.3    4.5    3.2
   1.1    1.1    1.1     .8     .7     .5     .3

  90.3   90.5   89.8   90.6   90.9   95.1   96.5
   8.6    8.5    9.1    8.5    8.3    4.5    3.2
   1.1    1.1    1.1     .8     .7     .5     .3

  17037   17358   17365   17472   17277   17821   16427  17037   17358   17365   17472   17277   17821   16427

  59.5   59.7   59.6   59.7   59.5   59.6   61.5
  51.0   50.9   50.2   50.6   50.9   51.4   53.2

411 431 448 471 448 448 509

53 45 55 48 67 48 59

  59.5   59.7   59.6   59.7   59.5   59.6   61.5
  51.0   50.9   50.2   50.6   50.9   51.4   53.2

411 431 448 471 448 448 509

53 45 55 48 67 48 59
   1.7    1.7    1.7    1.7    1.6    1.6    1.9

    .2     .2     .2     .2     .2     .2     .2

   1.7    1.7    1.7    1.7    1.6    1.6    1.9

    .2     .2     .2     .2     .2     .2     .2

BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir BiDir

   1383    1383    1445    1364    1349    1488    1521
   1618    1757    1724    1730    1703    1725    1722

   1383    1383    1445    1364    1349    1488    1521
   1618    1757    1724    1730    1703    1725    1722

27-JUN-16 28-JUN-16 22-JUN-16 23-JUN-16 24-JUN-16 25-JUN-16 26-JUN-16MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN

  26462

  92.0
   7.2
    .8

  17251

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

500

1000

1500

SOUTH WEST

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

50
100
150
200
250
300

NONE

       

  24071
     62

   1635
    210
     58
     65
     17
     14

    112
      3
       
       

    215

  26462

  92.0
   7.2
    .8

  17251

   1419
   1711

   1419
   1711

. . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 M
on

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
ue

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 W
ed

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 T
hu

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 F
ri

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
at

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . - . . . . .   6am
. . . . .   12pm

 S
un

. . . . .   6pm
. . . . . -0

20

40

60

80

SOUTH WEST

0

20

40

60

80

NONE

  59.9
  51.2

452.3

53.57
   1.7

    .2

  59.9
  51.2

452.3

53.57
   1.7

    .2

SOUTH NONE BiDir

SEVENDAY AVERAGE



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

peopletrans.com.au People, Passion, Perseverance 



Appendix F(a)
Construction noise assessment



1

Easing	Sydney’s	Congestion
Construction	noise	assessment

Intersection improvements on Georges River Road and Milton
Street, Ashfield

1. Proposal details

1.1  Proposed scope of works

Roads and Maritime Services NSW (Roads and Maritime) proposes to perform intersection improvements
on Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield to improve road safety and ease traffic congestion at
this location (the proposal).

Key features of the proposal would include:
· Widening of Milton Street by four metres and installation of a dual right turn lane into Georges River

Road with a storage length of 80 m
· Installation of a new shared footpath along the widening length connecting into the existing park at the

corner
· Removal of approximately 12 off-street parking spaces in a parking area at the front of an apartment

building on the corner of Blackwood Avenue
· Installation of a right turn restriction into and out of Blackwood Avenue from Milton Street
· Property acquisition of one private property frontage at 98 Milton Street
· Installation of a mast arm light facility on the eastern side of Milton Street at the intersection with

Georges River Road
· Removal of 14 planted trees to accommodate the road widening
· Removal of on-street parking spaces on the following roads:

· One on-street parking space on Blackwood Avenue
· Five on-street parking spaces on Georges River Road
· 13 on-street parking spaces on Milton Street

1.2  Duration of works

A total of 12 months are estimated to complete the work.

1.3  Proposed activities and/or equipment. Identify the noisiest activity/plant

Equipment proposed to be used includes but is not limited to the following:
· Hand tools
· Excavator
· Piling rig
· Crane
· Light vehicles and delivery trucks
· Elevated work platform
· Generator
· Concrete trucks
· Road line marking trucks
· Rollers
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· Asphalt pavers
· Concrete saw
· Hydro-demolition machinery
· Scaffolding
· Vacuum Truck
· Chainsaws

As the proposal involves road works, vegetation clearing and the operation of a site compound which is
not located directly adjacent to the proposal, a construction noise assessment would be prepared for each
activity.

1.4  Proposed schedule, including out of hours works

Standard construction work hours are as follows:
· Monday to Friday: 7am – 6pm
· Saturday: 8am – 1pm
· Sunday, Public Holidays: No work

Due to the high traffic volumes in the area, and to ensure the safety of the workers, majority of the work
would be carried out outside of standard working hours. Outside of hours would be performed in
accordance with relevant road occupancy licences (ROL).The outside of standard working hours are as
follows:

· Monday to Friday: 6:00 pm to 7:00 am
· Saturday: 1:00 pm to 8:00 pm
· Sunday and public holidays: no work

It is anticipated that work would be conducted for a maximum of five night shifts per week.

2. Noise estimator input data

2.1  Identify the noise sensitive receivers and the distance to the nearest receivers

The proposal site and the compound site are both located in a residential area in the suburb of Ashfield.
For the proposal site, the surrounding buildings are mostly residential. To the south-west of the intersection
on Georges River Road there are a few small businesses and to the south-east, there is a grassed, public
reserve.

For the compound site, two motels are located to the immediate east, a grassed, public reserve to the
immediate west and residential housing to the north.

A visual representation of the sensitive receivers surrounding the proposal area and the compound site is
shown in Attachment A and B, respectively.

2.2  Identify the noise area category (ie R0 – R4). Give reasoning

The Roads and Maritime construction noise estimator tool was used to assess the impacts during
construction. Noise area category has been selected as R3 for this proposal. Georges River Road carries
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approximately 26,538 AADT (the nearest traffic volume station count is approximately 550 m west of the
proposal) with posted speed limit of 60 km/h.

The noise area category for the compound site located on Liverpool Road was also selected as R3.
Liverpool Road has a posted speed limit of 60 km/h and carries 24,165 AADT (the nearest traffic volume
station count is approximately 20 m to the south-east of the compound site.

Background noise environment for both the proposal area and compound site is influenced by road traffic
noise.

2.3  Indicate type of noise assessment selected (ie ‘distance based (noisiest plant)’ or
‘distance based (scenario)’). Give reasoning

Based on the above listed methodology, it was identified that the distance based assessment (scenario)
would be best for the road works and the operation of the site compound. As the plant inventory to perform
the vegetation clearing differs significantly from the ‘corridor clearing’ scenario and plant inventory in the
distance based (scenario) assessment, the distance based (noisiest plant) would be used.

The three activities assessed were as follows:

· Distance based (scenario) using ‘paving / asphalting’
· Distance based (scenario) using ‘compound operation’
· Distance based (noisiest plant) using ‘chainsaw’

2.4  Identify the background noise levels (RBL or LA90) and the noise management levels
(NML or LAeq(15minute))

The table below provides the background noise levels (also referred to as Rating Background Level (RBL))
and noise management levels.

Noise Area Category R3
RBL or LA901

Background
level (dB(A))

Day 50
Evening 45

Night 40

LAeq(15minute)
Noise

Management
Level2 (dB(A))

Day 60
Day (OOHW) 55

Evening 50
Night 45

Notes: 1 LA90 = Background noise level
   2 Noise Management Level for works during standard hours = Background level plus 10dB(A)
    Noise Management Level (NML) for out of hours works = Background level plus 5dB(A).

2.5  Determine if receivers are in line of sight or behind the barrier (noise wall or row of
buildings)

Distance based (scenario) using ‘compound operation’

The first row of residential receivers is located in line of sight of construction activity. The distance to the



4

Easing	Sydney’s	Congestion
Construction	noise	assessment

nearest building is about 15m. For second row of building and all the rows beyond ‘behind the rows of
building) was selected.  The outcome of the assessment is recorded in section 3 below.

For the first row of buildings:
Scenario Compound operation

Is there line of sight to receiver? Yes

For the second and all further rows of buildings:
Scenario Paving/ asphalting

Is there line of sight to receiver? No (behind rows of buildings)

Distance based (scenario) using ‘paving / asphalting’

The first row of residential receivers is located in line of sight of construction activity. The distance to the
nearest building is about 15m. For second row of building and all the rows beyond ‘behind the rows of
building) was selected. The outcome of the assessment is recorded in section 3 below.

For the first row of buildings:
Scenario Paving/ asphalting

Is there line of sight to receiver? Yes

For the second and all further rows of buildings:
Scenario Paving/ asphalting

Is there line of sight to receiver? No (behind rows of buildings)

Distance based (noisiest plant) using ‘chainsaw’

As was described earlier the nosiest activity was defined to be structural demolishing (breaking the
median. The first row of residential receivers is located in line of sight of construction activity. The distance
to the nearest building is about 15m. For second row of building and all the rows beyond ‘behind the rows
of building) was selected.  The outcome of the assessment is recorded in section 3 below.
For the first row of buildings:

Noisiest plant Chainsaw
Is there line of sight to receiver? Yes

For the second and all further rows of buildings:
Noisiest plant Chainsaw

Is there line of sight to receiver? No (behind rows of buildings)

3. Noise estimator output data

3.1 Predicted noise levels

The noise estimator tool produced predicted noise levels at different locations for various receivers. To
assist with the assessment common residential receivers were grouped into noise catchment areas (NCA)
for construction noise assessment. NCAs are the areas that are affected by the same works and located at
similar distances from the noise generating activity. For each of the NCA affected distances (or the
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distances up to which noise levels are expected to exceed the Noise Management Level) are recorded in
the tables below together with the predicted noise levels.

Distance based (scenario) using ‘compound operation’

Catchment distances NML,
dB(A)

Predicted
noise levels,

dB(A)

Level of impact Recommended
additional mitigation

measures
NCA1 (40 m) –
in line of sight 45 70

Highly intrusive
AA, N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA2 (40 m) –
No line of sight –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 60

Moderately intrusive

N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA3 (125 m) –
No line of sight- behind
the rows of buildings

45 50
Clearly audible

N, R2, DR

NCA4 (200 m) –
No line of sight- behind
the rows of buildings

45 45
Noticeable

N

Distance based (scenario) using ‘paving / asphalting’

Catchment distances NML,
dB(A)

Predicted
noise levels,

dB(A)

Level of impact Recommended
additional mitigation

measures
NCA1 (70 m) –
in line of sight 45 70 Highly intrusive AA, N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA2 (70m) –
No line of sight –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 60

Moderately intrusive

N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA3 (180m) –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 50
Clearly audible

N, R2, DR

NCA4 (280m) –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 45
Noticeable

N

Distance based (noisiest plant) using ‘chainsaw’

Catchment distances NML,
dB(A)

Predicted
noise levels,

dB(A)

Level of impact Recommended
additional mitigation

measures
NCA1 (50 m) –
in line of sight 45 70 Highly intrusive AA, N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA2 (135 m) – in line
of sight 45 60 Clearly audible N, R2, DR

NCA3 (50 m) –
No line of sight –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 60

Moderately intrusive

N, PC, SN, R2, DR

NCA4 (135 m) –
behind the rows of 45 50 Clearly audible N, R2, DR
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buildings
NCA5 (200 m) –
behind the rows of
buildings

45 45
Noticeable

N

The outcomes of the assessments are provided in Attachment C through to E to visualise the impacts.

4. Review of additional mitigation measures

4.1  Review of additional mitigation measures to determine which are feasible and
reasonable to apply

· Letterbox drop (N = notification) has been recommended for receivers within 280m radius (orange
catchment area (NCA 4) in Attachment D for the proposal area and receivers within 200 m radius
(orange catchment area (NCA 4) in Attachment C).  Noise estimator tool indicates that specific
notification (SN) should be delivered to the residences within 40 m radius around the site compound
site and 70 m around the proposal area (refer to Attachment C and D) .The specific notification
provides additional information and more informative that is provided to more highly affected receivers
than covered in general letterbox drops. However, it is not reasonable to undertake separate
notifications (eg. one to 70m and one for 70m up to 280m) as this would likely cause community upset
and confusion. Instead, a single coordinated message should be delivered to the affected community.

· Phone calls (PC) detailing relevant information made to identified/affected stakeholders within 70 m of
the proposal area and 40 m of the compound site are not considered practical due to high density of
receivers which includes apartment buildings.

· Respite offer (RO) should be considered where there are high noise and vibration generating
activities near receivers. RO proposes that works should be carried out in continuous blocks that do
not exceed 3 hours each, with a minimum respite period of one hour between each block. The
purpose of such offer is to provide residents with respite from an ongoing impact. However, this is not
applicable to projects that are predominantly constructed at night as this would only cause nuisance to
the residences. As such this mitigation offer is not recommended.

· Works are unable to comply with respite condition 2 (R2) which implies that works should be limited
to two consecutive nights except for where there is a Duration Respite (DR).  For night works these
periods of work should be separated by not less than one week and 6 nights per month.

· Duration Respite (DR) is offered when works are unable to comply with R2. Were it can be strongly
justified it may be beneficial to increase the work duration (number of evenings or nights worked) so
that the project can be completed more quickly. This additional mitigation measure has been adopted
and captured within the Have Your Say consultation material. This allows to condense the night work
into five night blocks to reduce the overall works duration.

· Alternate accommodation (AA) may be offered to residents living in close proximity to construction
works that are likely to experience highly intrusive noise levels. Review of AA recommendation:

- Are works required beyond midnight? If so has a justification been provided?
Yes. The night works are necessary to avoid peak traffic conditions during the day which would
generate traffic impacts (as well as potential greater hazard and higher risk to worker safety).
However, high noise generating activities such as jackhammering and sawcutting will be
completed before 11pm.

- Does the surrounding area have a high density of receivers?
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Yes. The surrounding environment includes high density residential area with some multi-level
apartment buildings.

- Will the receivers’ exposure to the high noise generating activity occur as peak event/s or is it
consistent throughout the duration of the project?
As the works are moving progressively along the road corridor they will affect receivers as peak
events. The worst affected receivers are located within NCA 1 and would experience 75dB(A) (or
>30dB(A) above the background level) however this would be the peak.

- Could temporary alternate accommodation be consistently applied?
No, due to the high numbers of noise receivers within the noise catchment area it would be
impractical and difficult to consistently deliver alternate accommodation arrangements.

- Will the application of duration respite mitigate noise impact?
Yes, the works program has been condensed to reduce the overall duration of the works. The
works are scheduled to be undertaken over five consecutive nights (weather permitting), respite
on Sunday. This has been identified in the notification material sent to the nearby receivers.

- Will receivers receive detailed information on the proposed work activities and mitigation
measures to be applied?
Yes, the letterbox drop contains information on the proposed works as well as the proposed
mitigation measures including the scheduling of works and contact details for more information.

- Has the relevant RMS Communications officer been consulted?
Yes, the Comms officer verbally concurred with the above during the development of the
communications plan.

Outcome of the evaluation process:
Alternate accommodation is not considered feasible or reasonable to implement. This would be
reviewed in response to receiving a complaint.

4.2  Additional mitigation measures that are feasible and reasonable to apply

Based on the review of additional mitigation measures in section 4.1 the following additional safeguards
are considered feasible and reasonable to implement to the proposal in addition to standard mitigation
measures:

1. Letterbox drop (N = notification) for receivers within 280m radius. Notifications should be detailing
work activities, dates and hours, impacts and mitigation measures, indication of work schedule over
the night time period, any operational noise benefits from the works (where applicable) and contact
telephone number. Notification will be sent a minimum of 7 calendar days prior to the start of works.

2. Works are unable to comply with respite condition 2 (R2) which implies that works should be
limited to two consecutive nights except for where there is a Duration Respite (DR).  It is
considered beneficial to increase the work duration (up to four nights per week) so that the project
can be completed more quickly. This additional mitigation measure has been adopted and captured
within the Have Your Say consultation material. This will allow to condense the night work into four
night blocks to reduce the overall works duration.
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Attachment A
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Attachment B
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Attachment C
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Attachment D
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Attachment E
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13 February 2018 WM Project Number: 17403 

Our Ref: 17403 LM Report 

Email: Radha.ROCKWOOD@rms.nsw.gov.au 

 

 

Radha Rockwood 

Roads and Maritime Services 

27 Argyle Street  

PARRAMATTA, NSW 2015 

 

 

 

Dear Radha 

Re: Long Term Noise Monitoring - Milton Street, Ashfield 

Introduction  

Wilkinson Murray has been commissioned to conduct environmental noise monitoring in Ashfield, near 

the intersection of Milton Street & Georges River Road. The monitoring is associated with the proposed 

widening of the intersection to improve the flow of traffic.  

The noise monitoring equipment used for this measurement consisted of an ARL 215 environmental 

noise logger, set to A-weighted, fast response and continuously monitoring in 0.1 second intervals for 

later detailed analysis of required descriptors.  The equipment calibration was checked before and after 

the survey and no significant drift was noted. 

The analysis of the logger typically determines LAmax LA10, LA90 and LAeq levels of the ambient noise.  LA10 

and LA90 are the levels exceeded for 10% and 90% of the sample time respectively (see Glossary of 

Acoustic Terms for definitions).  The LAmax is indicative of maximum noise levels due to individual noise 

events.  This is used for the assessment of sleep disturbance.  The LA90 level is normally taken as the 

background noise level during the relevant period.  The LAeq is the energy average level which is widely 

used in many standards and guidelines to assess potential noise impact. 

Detailed results provided in graphical form are attached. The graphs show measured values of LAeq, LA90, 

LA10, LA1, LAmax and LAmin for each 15-minute monitoring period. The results of noise measurements were 

processed in accordance with the procedures of the NSW EPA’s Industrial Noise Policy (INP) and Road 

Noise Policy (RNP) guideline documents. 

Logger Location  

The logger was installed at 5 Blackwood Avenue, Ashfield at 1:30pm on Monday the 30th of January 

2018 and continued to log until 5:30pm on Sunday the 12th February, 2018. 

The logger was positioned on the front facing balcony of the property, against the railings. The 

microphone had direct line of sight to Milton street and most of the Georges River Road intersection. 

Figure 1 and 2 illustrate the location of the logger.  
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Figure 1 Photo showing location of the noise logger 

 

Figure 2 Aerial showing location of the noise logger and surrounding area 
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Results  

The noise levels measured during the monitoring are provided in Table 1. 

Table 1 Summary of measured noise levels  

 Day Evening  Night 
AM 

Shoulder 

PM 

Shoulder 
15hr 9hr 

LAeq 66 65 63 67 63 66 63 

RBL 57 55 42 50 51 - - 

Note: AM Shoulder period = 05:00 – 07:00 

Note: PM Shoulder period = 22:00 – 00:00 

Traffic noise levels have been predicted using the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CoRTN) model 

developed by the Welsh Office of the UK Department of Transport, 1988. The CoRTN method calculates 

the LA10,18hr noise level using many different factors. This procedure has been modified to determine 

a noise level difference based on the change in distance from receivers to the road. 

Based on the proposed traffic realignment at the Milton Street & Georges River Road intersection a 

noise increase of approximately 0.4 dB will occur at the nearest receiver. 

I trust this information is sufficient.  Please contact us if you have any further queries. 

Yours faithfully 

WILKINSON MURRAY 

 
Lloyd Mears 

Engineer 

 
 

 

 

 

Note 

All materials specified by Wilkinson Murray Pty Limited have been selected solely on the basis of acoustic performance.  Any other 

properties of these materials, such as fire rating, chemical properties etc. should be checked with the suppliers or other specialised 

bodies for fitness for a given purpose. The information contained in this document produced by Wilkinson Murray is solely for the 

use of the client identified on the front page of this report. Our client becomes the owner of this document upon full payment of 

our Tax Invoice for its provision. This document must not be used for any purposes other than those of the document’s 

owner. Wilkinson Murray undertakes no duty to or accepts any responsibility to any third party who may rely upon this document. 

 

Quality Assurance 

Wilkinson Murray operates a Quality Management System which complies with the requirements of AS/NZS ISO 9001:2015.  This 

management system has been externally certified and Licence No. QEC 13457 has been issued. 

AAAC 

This firm is a member firm of the Association of Australasian Acoustical Consultants and the work here reported has been carried 

out in accordance with the terms of that membership. 
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Roads and Maritime Services  

Level 3, 27 Argyle Street, Parramatta, NSW 2151   
T 02 8849 2583|  F 02 8849 2886|  E  Mark.W.Lesterr@rms.nsw.gov.au RMS |  13 22 13 

 

6/12/2018 
 
Jarita Zeng 
Environment Officer       
Easing Sydney’s Congestion Program Office | Sydney Division 

 
Dear Jarita 
 
Re: Preliminary assessment results for the Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield 
intersection improvement proposal based on Stage 1 of the Procedure for Aboriginal 
cultural heritage consultation and investigation (the procedure). 
 
The project, as described in the Stage 1 assessment checklist, was assessed as being unlikely to 
have an impact on Aboriginal cultural heritage. The assessment is based on the following due 
diligence considerations: 
 

 The project is unlikely to harm known Aboriginal objects or places. 

 The AHIMS search did not indicate any known Aboriginal objects or places in the 
immediate study area. 

 The study area does not contain landscape features that indicate the presence of 
Aboriginal objects, based on the Office of Environment and Heritage’s Due diligence Code 
of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal objects in NSW and the Roads and Maritime 
Services’ procedure.  

 The Aboriginal cultural heritage potential of the study area appears to be severely reduced 
due to past disturbance. 
 

Your project may proceed in accordance with the environmental impact assessment process, as 
relevant, and all other relevant approvals. 
 
If the scope of your project changes, you must contact me and your regional environmental staff to 
reassess any potential impacts on Aboriginal cultural heritage.  
 
If any potential Aboriginal objects (including skeletal remains) are discovered during the course of 
the project, all works in the vicinity of the find must cease. Follow the steps outlined in the Roads 
and Maritime Services’ Unexpected Archaeological Finds Procedure.  
 
For further assistance in this matter and do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Mark Lester 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Officer – Sydney Region 
27-31 Argyle St Parramatta NSW 2150 
Phone - 02 8849 2583   Mobile – 0448 731 510 
 

mailto:Mark.W.Lesterr@rms.nsw.gov.au
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Non-Aboriginal heritage database search results



Name Address Suburb LEP
Listin

g
Goodlet Conservation
Area

Forbes Street Croydon Park Ashfield LGOV

Hillside Conservation
Area

Leopold Street Croydon Park Ashfield LGOV

House 74 Georges
River Road

Croydon Park Ashfield LGOV

Flats, Nandi Court 61 Milton
Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

House 107 Milton
Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

House 109 Milton
Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

House 69 Milton
Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

Pair of Semi-detached
Cottages

67 - 67A
Milton Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

Semi-detached
houses

63 - 63A
Milton Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

Semi-detached
houses

65 - 65A
Milton Street

Croydon Ashfield LGOV

Boarding House 4 Blackwood
Avenue

Ashfield Ashfield LGOV

Name Address Suburb LEP
Listin

g Owner
House - 74 Georges
River Road, Croydon

74 Georges
River Road

Croydon Park Ashfield SGOV Roads and
Maritime

House - 56 Milton Street,
Ashfield

56 Milton
Street

Ashfield Ashfield SGOV Roads and
Maritime

House - 58 Milton Street,
Ashfield

58 Milton
Street

Ashfield Ashfield SGOV Roads and
Maritime

Sandstone Kerb, Milton
St, Ashfield

Milton Street Ashfield Ashfield SGOV Roads and
Maritime

LEP Item no Suburb Item name
Addre
ss

Property
Descriptio
n Significance

Ashfield 418 Croydon Flats 61
Milton
Street

Lot A, DP
342080

Local

Ashfield 419 Croydon Semi-detached
houses

63–
63A
Milton
Street

Lots 1 and 2,
DP 828890;
Lot B, DP
342262

Local

Ashfield 420 Croydon Semi-detached
houses

65–65A
Milton
Street

Lots 1 and 2,
DP 1092783

Local

Ashfield 421 Croydon Semi-detached
houses

67–67A
Milton
Street

Lot D, DP
342262

Local

Items listed by local government

Items listed by Government agencies

Items listed under Ashfield LEP 2013



Ashfield 422 Croydon House 69
Milton
Street

Lot 11, DP
730876

Local

Ashfield 423 Croydon House 107
Milton
Street

Lot 2, DP
644

Local

Ashfield 424 Croydon House 109
Milton
Street

Lot 2, DP
909134

Local

Ashfield 432 Croydon Park House 74
George
s River
Road

Lot G, DP
13266

Local

Ashfield 32 Ashfield Boarding house 4
Blackw
ood
Avenue

Lot 8A, DP
444835

Local
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the commission. Unauthorised use of this document in any form whatsoever is prohibited. 

Disclaimer: 

Biosis Pty Ltd has completed this assessment in accordance with the relevant federal, state and local 

legislation and current industry best practice. The company accepts no liability for any damages or loss 

incurred as a result of reliance placed upon the report content or for any purpose other than that for 

which it was intended. 
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Summary 

Biosis Pty Ltd has been commissioned by Coffey to undertake an historic period heritage assessment and 

statement of heritage impact (SoHI) for the proposed road upgrade at the corner of Milton Street and 

Georges River Road, Ashfield NSW. This assessment has been developed in support of a Review of 

Environmental Factors (REF), with the proposed works involving the removal of a section of heritage listed 

sandstone kerbing. 

A review of listings for the site has indicated that it the sandstone kerbing is currently listed as a heritage item 

on the Roads and Maritime Services s170 Register; therefore, a heritage assessment is required. 

This assessment has identified that the proposed works have the potential to negatively impact the heritage 

significance of this item by removing a large portion of its original fabric to make way for the road upgrade 

along Milton Street, Ashfield. These impacts are unavoidable if the works are to proceed, as the proposed 

upgrade requires space currently occupied by the sandstone kerbing. The detrimental effects of this 

development can be mitigated through an archival recording of the item at the time of works. This will allow 

for the recording of any sandstone guttering exposed as a part of the works prior to its removal as a part of 

the upgrade. Provided that the appropriate mitigation measures are adopted, the proposed impacts are 

acceptable from a heritage perspective. Provided that the recommendations are adopted for the project as 

well as any additional conditions of approval, the project may proceed with no further heritage input, unless 

unexpected heritage items are identified during works. 

Our recommendation was developed to respond to client requirements and the significance of the site. The 

recommendation is guided by the ICOMOS Burra Charter with the aim of doing as much as necessary to care 

for the place and make it useable and as little as possible to retain its cultural significance.1  

Recommendation 1: The project may proceed with conditions 

The project is considered to be an appropriate to the level of assessed significance in this report. Some loss of 

significance will be experienced but will be mitigated by the recommendations following. 

Recommendation 2: Prepare an archival record prior to impacts, during construction and at the 

completion of the project 

Ensure that an archival record is prepared in accordance with the Heritage Branch guidelines How to Prepare 

Archival Records for Heritage Items and Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using Film or Digital Capture 

(Heritage Office 2001, revised 2004, 2006). 

Recommendation 3: Discovery of unanticipated Aboriginal objects 

All Aboriginal objects and places are protected under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an 

offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of Environment 

and Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated with this 

proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and the find should not be moved until assessed by a qualified 

archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an Aboriginal object the archaeologist will provide further 

recommendations. These may include notifying the OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders. 

                                                        

1 "The Burra Charter 2013", The Australia ICOMOS Charter of Places of Cultural Significance. 
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Recommendation 4: Discovery of unanticipated historical relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the 

Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification. 

Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease 

and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will 

require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Project background 

Biosis Pty Ltd has been commissioned by Coffey to undertake an historic period heritage assessment and 

statement of heritage impact (SoHI) for the proposed road upgrade at the corner of Milton Street and 

Georges River Road, Ashfield NSW (Figure 1). This assessment has been developed in support of a Review of 

Environmental Factors (REF), with the proposed works involving the removal of a section of heritage listed 

sandstone kerbing. 

1.2 Study area 

The study area is the eastern side of Milton Street, adjacent to the corner of Milton Street and Georges River 

Road (Figure 1), which is located within the suburb of Ashfield, Inner West Local Government Area (LGA), 

Parish of Petersham, County of Cumberland (Figure 2). 

1.3 Planning approvals 

The proposed development will be assessed against Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 

1979 NSW. Other relevant legislation and planning instruments that will inform this assessment include: 

 Ashfield Local Environmental Plan 2013 

 Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW) 

 National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2010 (NSW) 

 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (SEPP). 

1.4 Report methodology 

This report was prepared in accordance with current heritage guidelines including Assessing Heritage 

Significance, Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and "Relics" and Burra Charter2. 

This report provides an archaeological assessment to identify whether heritage values exist within the study 

area and assesses the significance and assess the any proposed impacts to any archaeological and built 

structures to determine the most appropriate management strategy. 

1.4.1 Documentary Investigation 

Historical research relied on primary archival sources including historic maps, plans and photographs, and 

newspapers. Secondary sources such as published and unpublished works were also used to provide the 

historical context in this report, including: 

 NSW Land and Property Information 

                                                        

2 NSW Heritage Office 2001; Heritage Branch, Dept. of Planning 2009 and Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 2013 and 

associated guidelines 
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 Heritage Division Library 

 Specialist technical reports. 

Internet sources included: 

 Digitised newspapers within Trove 

 The National Heritage List (NHL) 

 The Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) 

 The State Heritage Register (SHR) 

 The State Heritage Inventory (SHI) 

 The Water NSW Heritage Register (s170 Register) 

 The Australian Heritage Places Inventory 

 The heritage Schedule of The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 

 Parish maps. 

1.4.2 Site investigation 

The site inspection involved pedestrian survey of the study area in order to understand the heritage character 

of existing heritage items and more accurately determine the nature and extent of the archaeological 

resources.  

1.4.3 Assessment objectives 

The following is a summary of the major objectives of the assessment: 

 Identify and assess the heritage values of the study area. The study aims to achieve this objective by: 

– Provide a brief summary of the principle historical influences that have contributed to creating 

the present – day built environment of the study area using recourses already available and some 

limited new research. 

– Identifying sites and features within the study area which are already recognised for their cultural 

heritage value through statutory and non – statutory heritage listings. 

– Preliminary identification of the cultural heritage significance of sites and features within the 

study area which are not recognised through statutory heritage listings. 

– Preliminary identification of known or potential archaeological sites within the study area.  

 Assess the impact of the proposed works on the cultural heritage significance of the study area. 

 Recommend measures to avoid or mitigate any negative impacts on the cultural heritage significance 

of the study area.  

1.5 Investigators and contributors 

This report was prepared by James Cole, Archaeologist, with assistance from Samantha Keats, Research 

Assistant at Biosis Pty Ltd. This report has been reviewed by Alexander Beben, Principal Archaeologist.  
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1.6 Limitations of the report 

This report is based on historical research and field inspections. It is possible that further historical research 

or the emergence of new historical sources may support different interpretations of the evidence in this 

report. 

Although this report was undertaken to best archaeological practice and its conclusions are based on 

professional opinion, it does not warrant that there is no possibility that additional archaeological material will 

be located in subsequent works on the site. This is because limitations in historical documentation and 

archaeological methods make it difficult to accurately predict what is under the ground. 

The significance assessment made in this report is a combination of both facts and interpretation of those 

facts in accordance with a standard set of assessment criteria. It is possible that another professional may 

interpret the historical facts and physical evidence in a different way. 
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2 Statutory framework 

2.1 Introduction 

The project is being assessed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979; therefore 

this report has been prepared as part of a Review of Environmental Factors (REF) to assess the impact the 

project is likely to have on the environment. The planning instrument relevant to the project is the State 

Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (Infrastructure SEPP). Under this planning instrument, 

approval for the project is obtained from the public authority responsible for the work. 

Clause 14 of the Infrastructure SEPP identifies the process to be undertaken with respect to items of local 

significance. Heritage items listed on the heritage schedule of the LEP must be considered but approval from 

the relevant council is not required. However, impacts to heritage items must be assessed and the relevant 

council provided with 21 days to comment.  

2.2 Statutory framework 

2.2.1 Heritage management in New South Wales 

In NSW cultural heritage is managed in a three-tiered system: National, State and local. Certain sites and 

items may require management under all three systems or only under one or two. The following discussion 

aims to outline the various levels of protection and approvals required to make changes to cultural heritage in 

the state. 

2.2.2 Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

The Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 (EPBC Act) is the national Act protecting the natural and 

cultural environment. The EPBC Act is administered by the Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, 

Population and Communities. The EPBC Act establishes two heritage lists for the management of the natural 

and cultural environment: 

 The National Heritage List (NHL) 

Items listed on the NHL have been assessed to be of outstanding significance and define "critical 

moments in our development as a nation".3 

 The Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) 

Items listed on the CHL are natural and cultural heritage places that are on Commonwealth land, in 

Commonwealth waters or are owned or managed by the Commonwealth. A place or item on the CHL 

has been assessed as possessing "significant" heritage value.4 

A search of the NHL and CHL did not yield any results within the study area. 

2.2.3 NSW Heritage Act 1977 

Heritage in New South Wales is principally protected by the Heritage Act 1977 (as amended) which was passed 

for the purpose of conserving items of environmental heritage of NSW. Environmental heritage is broadly 

                                                        

3 "About National Heritage" http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/about/national/index.html 
4 "Commonwealth Heritage List Criteria" 

http://www.environment.gov.au/heritage/about/commonwealth/criteria.html 
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defined under Section 4 of the Heritage Act as consisting of the following items: "those places, buildings, works, 

relics, moveable objects, and precincts, of State or Local heritage significance”. The Act is administered by the NSW 

Heritage Council, under delegation by the Heritage Division, Office of Environment and Heritage. The Heritage 

Act is designed to protect both known heritage items (such as standing structures) and items that may not be 

immediately obvious (such as potential archaeological remains or ‘relics’). Different parts of the Heritage Act 

deal with different situations and types of heritage and the Act provides a number of mechanisms by which 

items and places of heritage significance may be protected. 

The State Heritage Register 

Protection of items of State significance is by nomination and listing on the State Heritage Register created 

under Part 3A of the NSW Heritage Act. The Register came into effect on 2 April 1999. The Register was 

established under the Heritage Amendment Act 1998. It replaces the earlier system of Permanent Conservation 

Orders as a means for protecting items with State significance.  

A permit under Section 60 of the Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) is required for works on a site listed on the State 

Heritage Register, except for that work which complies with the conditions for exemptions to the requirement 

for obtaining a permit. Details of which minor works are exempted from the requirements to submit a 

Section 60 Application can be found in the Guideline “Standard Exemptions for Works requiring Heritage 

Council Approval”. These exemptions came into force on 5 September 2008 and replace all previous 

exemptions. 

A search of the SHR did not yield any results within the study area. 

Archaeological Relics 

Section 139 of the Heritage Act protects archaeological 'relics' from being 'exposed, moved, damaged or 

destroyed' by the disturbance or excavation of land. This protection extends to the situation where a person 

has 'reasonable cause to suspect' that archaeological remains may be affected by the disturbance or 

excavation of the land. This section applies to all land in New South Wales that is not included on the State 

Heritage Register. 

Amendments to the Heritage Act made in 2009 changed the definition of an archaeological ‘relic’ under the 

Act. A 'relic' is defined by the Heritage Act as: 

“Any deposit, object or material evidence: 

(a) which relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal settlement, and 

(b) which is of State or Local significance 

It should be noted that not all remains that would be considered archaeological are relics under the NSW 

Heritage Act. Advice given in the Archaeological Significance Assessment Guidelines is that a “relic” would be 

viewed as a chattel and it is stated that “In practice, an important historical archaeological site will be likely to 

contain a range of different elements as vestiges and remnants of the past. Such sites will include ‘relics’ of 

significance in the form of deposits, artefacts, objects and usually also other material evidence from demolished 

buildings, works or former structures which provide evidence of prior occupations but may not be ‘relics’.”5 If a relic, 

including shipwrecks in NSW waters (that is rivers, harbours, lakes and enclosed bays) is located, the 

discoverer is required to notify the NSW Heritage Council. 

                                                        

5 Heritage Branch, Dept of Planning 2009. Assessing Significance for Historical Archaeological Sites and Relics. Heritage 

Branch, Sydney, p. 7. 
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Section 139 of the Heritage Act requires any person who knows or has reasonable cause to suspect that their 

proposed works will expose or disturb a 'relic' to first obtain an Excavation Permit from the Heritage Council 

of NSW (pursuant to Section 140 of the Act), unless there is an applicable exception (pursuant to Section 

139(4)). Excavation permits are issued by the Heritage Council of New South Wales in accordance with 

sections 60 or 140 of the Heritage Act. It is an offence to disturb or excavate land to discover, expose or move 

a relic without obtaining a permit. Excavation permits are usually issued subject to a range of conditions. 

These conditions will relate to matters such as reporting requirements and artefact cataloguing, storage and 

curation. 

Exceptions under Section 139(4) to the standard Section 140 process exist for applications that meet the 

appropriate criterion. An application is still required to be made. The Section 139(4) permit is an exception 

from the requirement to obtain a Section 140 permit and reflects the nature of the impact and the 

significance of the relics or potential relics being impacted upon. 

If an exception has been granted and, during the course of the development, substantial intact archaeological 

relics of State or local significance, not identified in the archaeological assessment or statement required by 

this exception, are unexpectedly discovered during excavation, work must cease in the affected area and the 

Heritage Office must be notified in writing in accordance with section 146 of the Heritage Act, 1977. 

Depending on the nature of the discovery, additional assessment and, possibly, an excavation permit may be 

required prior to the recommencement of excavation in the affected area. 

Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Registers 

Section 170 of the Heritage Act requires that culturally significant items or places managed or owned by 

Government agencies are listed on departmental Heritage and Conservation Register. Information on these 

registers has been prepared in accordance with Heritage Division guidelines. Statutory obligations for 

archaeological sites that are listed on a Section 170 Register or may exist within the curtilage of an item 

include notification to the Heritage Council in addition to relics provision obligations.  

A search of the relevant Section 170 registers yielded one result within the study area. 

 Sandstone Kerb, Milton St, Ashfield, RMS s170 register, I# 4309677 

2.2.4 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1978 

Ashfield Local Environmental Plan 2013 

As the project is being undertaken under the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP 

2007), heritage items listed on the heritage schedule require a statement of heritage impact and notification 

to Council rather than approval. Relics are still protected by the Heritage Act and Aboriginal sites are protected 

by the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1979 regardless of their status on an LEP or despite the fact that they are 

unregistered. 

A search of the LEP did not yield any results within the study area. 

2.3 Non – Statutory Registers 

2.3.1 National Trust of Australia 

The National Trust of Australia is a community-based, non-government organisation, committed to 

promoting and conserving Australia's indigenous, natural and historic heritage through its advocacy work and 

its custodianship of heritage places and objects. 

A search of the NTR did not yield any results within the study area. 
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2.3.2 Register of National Estate 

The RNE was originally established under the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975 (repealed). The 

Register of the National Estate was closed in 2007 and is no longer a statutory list. All references to the 

Register of the National Estate were removed from the EPBC Act on 19 February 2012. However, the list 

remains an archive and an item that was once listed on the RNE may have been transferred to the NHL or the 

CHL. Listing on the RNE is an indication that the site or item has significance. 

A search of the RNE did not yield any results within the study area. 

2.4 Summary 

A summary of the heritage listed items present within the study area can be found in Table 1, with the 

locations of any items present shown in Figure 3. 

Table 1 Summary of heritage listings within the study area. 

Heritage register Item name Item number 

Ashfield Local Environmental Plan 

2013 

No results  

Commonwealth Heritage List No results  

National Heritage List No results  

National Trust Register No results  

Register of the National Estate No results  

Roads and Maritime Services s170 

Register 

Sandstone Kerb, Milton St, Ashfield 4309677 

State Heritage Register No results  
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3 Historical context 

3.1 Introduction 

Historical research has been undertaken to identify the land use history of the study area, to isolate key 

phases in its history and to identify the location of any archaeological resources within the study area. The 

historical research places the history of the study area into the broader context of the Ashfield area. 

3.2 Aboriginal past 

The original residents of the Ashfield area were the Wangal people, who lived in the area for more than 

40,000 years.6 The Wangal were a clan of the Darug people and spoke the coastal Eora language. Other clans 

of the area included the Cadigal, the Kameygal and the Bediagal. Aboriginal artefacts found around Cooks 

River and Alexandra Canal area indicate at least 7,000 years of occupation. The Ashfield region would have 

been a relatively attractive area for the Wangal with mangrove lined estuaries of Long Cover and Iron Cover 

creeks being rich in resources, specifically fish and molluscs. 

3.3 Ashfield – regional context 

The Ashfield region was explored relatively early on in the history of the colony, with land grants relating to 

the current study are having been made as early as 1793. A track from Sydney to Parramatta had been 

formed by 1791, which followed the alignment of the present day Parramatta Road, and in 1793 the first 

parcel of land was granted to Reverend Richard Johnson, Chaplain of the colony.7 Johnson named his farm 

Canterbury Park, which ran from Yeo Park down to Canterbury Racecourse, and he became one of the 

colony’s most successful early farmers.8 

By 1810, the majority of the Ashfield area was originally granted to officers and soldiers of the Rum Corps, 

such as the land along Milton Street, which originally formed portions of grants to Lieutenant John Piper and 

Lieutenant James Lucas (Plate 1). These individual grants did not last for a long period of time, with the 

majority of the area having been consolidated into estates by the end of the 1820s, namely: 

 Ashfield Park – between Liverpool and Parramatta roads. 

 Dobroyde Farm – Haberfield and Dobroyd Point. 

 Kable’s Farm – northern portion of Summer Hill. 

 Canterbury Estate – south Summer Hill and south Ashfield (including the current study area).9 

 

                                                        

6 NSW Office of Environment & Heritage 
7 Pratten, 2007, p. 1 
8 Pratten, 2007, p. 1 
9 Pratten, 2007, p. 1 
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Plate 1 Extract from an early Parish Map showing the extent of John Piper and James Lucas’ 

grants in relation to Liverpool Road, with the approximate location of the study area 

shown by an orange arrow (NSW LPI 2017).  

Subdivision in the area began in the late 1830s, when Elizabeth Underwood, owner of Ashfield Park, 

subdivided a number of lots along Liverpool Road, is what became known as the Village of Ashfield. These lots 

had formed a part of Ashfield Park, with this subdivision being the home St John’s Church, the oldest structure 

in the area, dating to 1841. 

The building of the railway from Sydney to Parramatta in 1855 with a railway station located at Ashfield, and a 

later station at Summer Hill in 1879 was the main impetus for the establishment of Ashfield as it provided the 

area with ready access to the inner city of Sydney.10 In the 1860s a number of 'villa' estates were established. 
11 These estates were largely self-sufficient with orchards, picking gardens, poultry and a group of servants 

and estate hands to manage them. 

                                                        

10 Pratten, 2007, p. 2 
11 Pratten, 2007 
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Plate 2 1876 subdivision plans for Ashfield, showing the progressive subdivsion of Milton 

Street adjacent to Georges River Road, plans orientated south, with the location of the 

study area shown by an orange arrow (State Library of NSW 2017). 

 

In 1871, a number of petitions were made to have the village of Ashfield erected into a municipality under the 

name ‘Municipal district of Ashfield’. The first petition was submitted 3 January 1871 and was signed by 117 

people. The proposed name of the Ashfield municipality was changed in a new petition submitted in 

September 1871. This new petition had 201 signatures and the new proposed name for the municipality was 

noted as the “Borough of Ashfield.” 12 Following the great depression in the 1890s, Ashfield continued to be 

grow with the subdivision of the former Ramsay lands at Dobroyde.13  

                                                        

12 1871 'PETITION FOR, MUNICIPALITY—ASHFIELD.', New South Wales Government Gazette (Sydney, NSW : 1832 - 

1900), 1 September, p. 1933. , viewed 02 Mar 2017, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article223716473  
13 Pratten, 2007, p. 2 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article223716473
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In 1890, a proposal was put forward by the Minister of Public Works to construct a ram line from Ashfield to 

Burwood with ‘the first section of the new line will start from Ashfield railway station, and proceed along 

Liverpool Street to Milton Street, thence to the junction of the George’s River Road”.14 The line was electrified 

in 1911 over the years of operation carried approximately 8,500,000 passengers.15 

Industrial development in Ashfield was significant with two of the largest industries dating from World War 

One. Australian Motors built a factory in 1920 on the southern side of Parramatta Road and employed 140 

workers16 and assembled nearly 1000 Australian Six motor cars. The Summer Hill flour mill, which was 

established by Mungo Scott in 1916, still operates today in a complex where the tall silos still dominate the 

landscape.17 

3.4 Milton Street 

The portion of land now occupied by Milton Street originally formed part of grants made to Lieutenant John 

Piper and Lieutenant James Lucas in 1794, consisting of 100 acres of land to the south of Liverpool Road. By 

about 1820, these two grants had been subsumed into the wider Canterbury Park Estate owned by Robert 

Campbell. Campbell was a prominent early landholder in the Sydney region, and ally of Governor Bligh. 

Campbell owned the estate until his death in 1846.18  

By the mid-1870s, Milton Street had been laid out, and the land immediately adjacent to the study area was 

owned by Sir Henry Parkes, with a portion of his holdings also being subdivided and put up for sale in the 

same year (Plate 3). Subdivisions of the estate began being advertised in the 1870s, with properties along 

Milton Street being sold off as a part of several estates advertised between the mid-1880s and the mid-1920s. 

                                                        

14 1890 ‘THE PROPOSED ASHFIELD TRAM', Australian Star (Sydney, NSW : 1887 - 1909), 12 Sep, p. 6. , viewed 02 Mar 

2017, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article227460439  
15 Pratten, 2007, p. 2 
16 1921 ‘AUSTRALIAN MOTORS LTD.’ Wellington Times (NSW : 1899 - 1954), 27 Jan, p. 2. , viewed 02 Mar 2017, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article141611756  
17 Pratten, 2007 
18 Dictionary of Sydney 2017. ‘Robert Campbell’, viewed 08 March 2017, 

http://dictionaryofsydney.org/person/campbell_robert  

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article227460439
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article141611756
http://dictionaryofsydney.org/person/campbell_robert
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Plate 3 1876 subdivision plans for Ashfield, showing Sire Henry Parkes residence, plans 

orientated south, with the location of the study area shown by an orange arrow (State 

Library of NSW 2017). 
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The 1876 subdivision plans show an outline of Milton House, the residence of Sir Henry Parkes and later R H 

D White (Plate 4). It appears that this portion of land adjacent to Milton Street was subdivided and sold off at a 

later date. 

 

 

 

Plate 4 1884 subdivision plan, showing property adjoining the study area as being in posession 

of RHD, with the location of the study area shown by an orange arrow (State Library of 

NSW 2017). 

No specific date is given for the laying of the sandstone kerbing and guttering within the study area. The 

inventory page for the item on the State Heritage Inventory suggests that these improvements occurred 

‘sometime around 1890’,19 a statement which is supported by the available documentary evidence.  

It appears that Milton Street had become a local thoroughfare with a number of residents by the mid-1880s, 

based on a number of newspaper articles relating to improvements to Milton Street. The first proposals for 

the formalisation of and improvements to Milton Street were made in 1884 at a meeting of the local council, 

however at the time it was decided that the motion should be withheld until the road was formally aligned.20 

                                                        

19 NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 2017. ‘Sandstone Kerb, Milton St, Ashfield’, viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677 
20 1884 'BOROUGH COUNCIL.', The Sydney Morning Herald (NSW : 1842 - 1954), 20 September, p. 15. , viewed 07 Mar 

2017, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13562518 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13562518


 

© Biosis 2017 – Leaders in Ecology and Heritage Consulting  24 

In 1887, a motion to asphalt the footpath along Milton Avenue between Liverpool Road and Park Avenue, 

with the footpath to be 4 feet wide, was carried,21 and in 1888 it was recommended that the local works 

committee ‘inspect Milton-street south with a view to cutting water-tables, and otherwise improving that 

street’.22 By December of 1888, the committee was asked to report on improvements to Milton Street, 

although the nature of these improvements is not specified.23 In 1892, the council requested an estimate of 

the cost to form and metal Milton Street, to be given at the subsequent meeting.24 

 

Plate 5 1943 aerial image of Milton Street at it junction with Georges River Road, current 

property boundaries overlaid, with the location of the study area shown by an orange 

arrow (NSW LPI 2017). 

                                                        

21 1887 'Borough Councils.', Evening News (Sydney, NSW : 1869 - 1931), 1 December, p. 3. , viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article108225038 
22 1888 'ASHFIELD.', The Sydney Morning Herald (NSW : 1842 - 1954), 30 November, p. 5. , viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13705531 
23 1888 'ASHFIELD.', The Sydney Morning Herald (NSW : 1842 - 1954), 14 December, p. 4. , viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13707145 
24 1892 'MUNICIPAL COUNCILS. ASHFIELD.', The Sydney Morning Herald (NSW : 1842 - 1954), 14 November, p. 3. , 

viewed 07 Mar 2017, http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13886106 

http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article108225038
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13705531
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13707145
http://nla.gov.au/nla.news-article13886106
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Plate 5 shows Milton Street in 1943, and demonstrates that by this time the road had been formed and 

kerbed. It also shows that Blackwood Avenue, which present cuts through the sandstone kerbing, was a later 

addition which led to the removal of some of the existing kerbing at the time. A 1972 Crown Plan shows this 

portion of the road in its current condition, and notes the presents of the sandstone kerbing to the north and 

south of Blackwood Avenue (Plate 6). 

 

Plate 6 Excerpt from Crown Plan 22521-3000, showing easements for potential future widening 

of Milton Street with specific reference to sandstone kerbing, plan oriented west (NSW 

LPI 2017). 

3.5 Research themes 

Contextual analysis is undertaken to place the history of a particular site within relevant historical contexts in 

order to gauge how typical or unique the history of a particular site actually is. This is usually ascertained by 

gaining an understanding of the history of a site in relation to the broad historical themes characterising 

Australia at the time. Such themes have been established by the Australian Heritage Commission and the 

NSW Heritage Office and are outlined in synoptic form in New South Wales Historical Themes, issued by the 

NSW Heritage Office (2001).  

There are 38 State Historical Themes, which have been developed for New South Wales, as well as nine 

National Historical Themes. These broader themes are usually referred to when developing sub-themes for a 

local area to ensure they complement the overall thematic framework for the broader region. 

A review of the contextual history in conjunction with the RTA Thematic History25 has identified two historical 

themes which relate to the occupational history of the study area. These are summarised in Table 2. 

                                                        

25 Kass T 2006. Roads and Traffic Authority Heritage and Conservation Register Thematic History Second Edition, 

2006. Report to NSW Roads and Traffic Authority. 
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Table 2 Identified historical themes for the study area. 

National theme State theme 

3. Economy-Developing local, 

regional and national economies 

Transport-Activities associated with the moving of people and goods from one 

place to another, and systems for the provision of such movements 

4. Settlement-Building settlements, 

towns and cities 

Towns, suburbs and villages-Activities associated with creating, planning and 

managing urban functions, landscapes and lifestyles in towns, suburbs and 

villages 
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4 Physical analysis 

4.1 Introduction 

A field inspection of the study area was undertaken on 6 March 2017, attended by James Cole, Archaeologist. 

The principal aims of the survey were to identify significant views and vistas relating to the section of kerbing; 

to identify how the heritage values of both items relate to the study area; and to identify any previously 

unrecorded heritage items which may be present. 

4.2 Site setting 

The study area is located adjacent to the junction of Milton Street and Georges River Road. The remnant 

sandstone kerbing is located on the eastern side of Milton Street, and is present to the north and south of 

Blackwood Avenue (Plate 7). To the south of Blackwood Avenue it extends for approximately 20 metres, and 

to the north for approximately 65 metres. 

 

 

Plate 7 General view of sanstone kerbing within the study area (view north). 
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4.3 Built environment 

The study area consists of the sandstone kerbing on the eastern side of Milton Street as shown in Figure 1 

and Figure 2. The condition of the kerbing is difficult to definitively grade based on the site inspection, as the 

current condition varies between each block of sandstone, with some being quite degraded, while others are 

in a comparatively good condition.  

Some blocks showed signs of having been worked or cut into (Plate 8, Plate 9). As can be seen in each of these 

plates, the condition of the worked stone appears to be relatively good, while surrounding stones appear 

more degraded. The blocks are not of a consistent size, ranging in length from approximately 75 to 120 

centimetres in length.  

The listing for this item on the State Heritage Inventory also noted the potential for sandstone guttering 

associated with the kerbing to be present within the study area, however it appears that this guttering has 

since been covered by bitumen and is no long visible on the surface.  

 

Plate 8 Detail of sandstone kerbing, showing signs of working, and with the letter 'H' carved 

into it (view west). 
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Plate 9 Detail of sandstone kerbing, showing signs of working and cuttings (view west). 

The assessment revealed that the sandstone kerbing is present along the northern portion of the study area, 

with a break where Milton Street Meets Blackwood Avenue. It then extends south to this intersection of 

Milton Street and Georges River Road, where it ends (Figure 3). The kerbing extends around 20 metres past 

the northern extent of the study area, and this portion of the kerbing will not be impacted by the proposed 

works. 

4.4 Archaeological assessment 

The heritage listing for this item has raised the potential for guttering associated with the sandstone kerbing 

to be present underlying the current bitumen surface. This feature, if present, was not observed during the 

site inspection, and so must be underlying the current road surface. 

The historical background has given no indication of any other archaeological potential underlying the 

kerbing. Prior to its use as a road, the area formed part of two early land grants, which were then purchased 

and consolidated into one larger estate. The area began to be subdivided around the 1870s, which is when 

Milton Street became a thoroughfare. The sandstone kerbing was laid as a part of road upgrade works in the 

1890s, around the time that the road was formed, and as such it is likely that prior to the kerbing being laid, 

the study area formed part of an unsealed roadway. 

Beyond the sandstone kerbing and guttering, works within the study area would also have the potential to 

uncover remains associated with the construction of Milton Street, including former road surfaces, with the 

presence of bitumen overlying sandstone guttering suggesting that the road has been resurface at least once, 

and construction fill related to the current and former road surfaces and associated works. It is considered 

that these features, if present, would have some potential to demonstrate the construction techniques used 

in the forming of Milton Road, however there would be a limited research value beyond this. 

Overall it is considered that there is some potential for archaeological remains to be present within the study 

area, however if present these remains would have limited research potential.  
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5 Comparative analysis 

A review of relevant consultancy reports and statutory and non-statutory listings has been undertaken in 

order to determine how rare the sandstone kerbing is in the context of the local area and the wider Sydney 

region 

5.1 Sample listings 

The three LEP listings identified below, like the study area, represent heritage listings of sandstone kerbing 

within Ashfield and the surrounding region.  Listing information and significance assessments for these sites 

are in Table 3, Table 4, and Table 5. 

Table 3 Assessment of significance for Sandstone Kerb, Frederick St, Ashfield. 

Sandstone Kerb, Frederick St, Ashfield 

Listing Information 

Address Frederick Street, Ashfield, NSW 2131 

Listing (s) RMS s170 register 

Description Kerbing extends approximately 600m in a northerly direction along Frederick Street. Pick 

marks are evident in many blocks all of which are of grey or light yellow quartz-rich 

sandstone. The sizes of the blocks vary from 0.60m to 1.20m. Kerbing is not continuous with 

best preserved sections located at: West side, near Hammond Park. East side, outside 

residence at 122 Frederick Street, extending east before turning north for 100 metres along 

Church Street. East side, outside residence at 45 Frederick Street. West side, outside 

residence at 36 Frederick Street. 

Significance Assessment 

Criteria A - Historical This kerbing represents the formalisation of the road boundary of Frederick Street some 

time around 1890. Local trade in Ashfield dictated the need for well-defined streets in the 

area. The sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of low local significance by this 

criterion. 

Criteria B - Historic 

Association  

The construction of the sandstone kerbing does not have any special association with the 

life or works of a person, or group of persons, of importance in the local area's cultural or 

natural history. The sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under 

this criterion. 

Criteria C - Aesthetic The sandstone kerbing contributes to the amenity and character of the area and has been 

assessed as being of local significance under this criterion. 

Criterion D - Social The sandstone kerbing contributes to the amenity and character of the area. Its significance 

has been recognised through its inclusion on the Regional Environmental Plan. The 

sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of low local significance under this criterion 
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Sandstone Kerb, Frederick St, Ashfield 

Criterion E - Research The poor condition of the sandstone kerbing has reduced its capacity to yield information of 

a scientific or technical nature. This has come about as a result of the heightened road levels 

(a product of resurfacing) that have covered over the earlier sandstone guttering and 

necessitated the installation of more modern drainage systems. The sandstone kerbing has 

been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Criterion F - Rarity While sandstone kerbing as a whole can be viewed as a declining population, kerbing of the 

quality viewed in the study area is well represented elsewhere in Ashfield. The sandstone 

kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Criterion G - 

Representativeness 

The integrity of the sandstone kerbing in the study area has been reduced as a result of the 

use of concrete and bitumen in the past to reconstitute damaged blocks and also through 

the burial of the associated sandstone guttering under more modern road material. The 

sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Statement of Significance 

This sandstone kerb is of Local significance and contributes to the amenity and character of the area and provides 

evidence of improvements undertaken to Frederick Street some time around 1890. Sandstone kerbing remains was 

once a common feature of the Ashfield area. Kerbings of stone were hard wearing, firm and serviceable in all weather 

conditions. Furthermore, due to its porous nature, sandstone provides a non-slip surface for pedestrian traffic. 

Sandstone kerbing has been gradually replaced through realignments and pavement reconstructions, though generally 

where possible it has been retained. 

Table 4 Assessment of significance for Sandstone Kerbing. 

Sandstone Kerbing 

Listing Information 

Address 22-26 Burwood Road (Adjacent To), Concord, NSW 2137 

Listing (s) Canada Bay LEP 2013 

Description Remnant section of sandstone kerbing from c.1900 or possibly earlier. West side of street, 

just north of Burton Street. 

Significance Assessment 

Criteria A - Historical Rare example of early sandstone kerbing in Municipality. 

Criteria B - Historic 

Association  

N/A 

Criteria C - Aesthetic N/A 

Criterion D - Social N/A 

Criterion E - Research N/A 

Criterion F - Rarity Rare item of sandstone kerbing in Municipality. 

Criterion G - 

Representativeness 

N/A 

Statement of Significance 

Rare item of sandstone kerbing in Municipality. 
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Table 5 Assessment of significance for Sandstone Kerbing. 

Sandstone Kerbing 

Listing Information 

Address North end Great North Road, Abbotsford, NSW 2046 

Listing (s) Canada Bay LEP 2013 

Description An important remnant of the early road construction, one of the details that is often 

overlooked in redevelopment but which gives character and context to the surrounding 

structures. 

Significance Assessment 

Criteria A - Historical N/A 

Criteria B - Historic 

Association  

N/A 

Criteria C - Aesthetic An important remnant of the early road construction, one of the details that is often 

overlooked in redevelopment but which gives character and context to the surrounding 

structures. 

Criterion D - Social N/A 

Criterion E - Research N/A 

Criterion F - Rarity A rare surviving example in the local area of early road construction. 

Criterion G - 

Representativeness 

N/A 

Statement of Significance 

 An important remnant of the early road construction, one of the details that is often overlooked in redevelopment 

but which gives character and context to the surrounding structures. 

5.2 Discussion 

There are three items of a similar nature registered in the same and nearby Local Government Areas, 

suggesting the remnant sections of sandstone kerbing are not uncommon throughout Sydney, and they have 

been registered as heritage items on LEPs and the RMS s170 register. Such items are typically registered for 

their historical and aesthetic significance, and their relative commonality suggests that this site type is not 

uncommon in the local area. This supports the existing assessment of significance for the kerbing on Milton 

Street, which states ‘While sandstone kerbing as a whole can be viewed as a declining population, kerbing of the 

quality viewed in the study area is well represented elsewhere in Ashfield. The sandstone kerbing has been assessed 

as being of no significance under this criterion’.26 

 

 

                                                        

26 NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 2017. ‘Sandstone Kerb, Milton St, Ashfield’, viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677
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6 Assessment of significance 

6.1 Background to assessing significance  

An assessment of heritage significance encompasses a range of heritage criteria and values. The heritage 

values of a site or place are broadly defined as the ‘aesthetic, historic, scientific or social values for past, 

present or future generations’.27 This means a place can have different levels of heritage value and 

significance to different groups of people.  

The archaeological significance of a site is commonly assessed in terms of historical and scientific values, 

particularly by what a site can tell us about past lifestyles and people. There is an accepted procedure for 

determining the level of significance of an archaeological site.  

A detailed set of criteria for assessing the State’s cultural heritage was published by the (then) NSW Heritage 

Office. These criteria are divided into two categories: nature of significance, and comparative significance.  

Heritage assessment criteria in NSW fall broadly within the four significance values outlined in the Australia 

ICOMOS Burra Charter.28 The Burra Charter has been adopted by State and Commonwealth heritage 

agencies as the recognised document for guiding best practice for heritage practitioners in Australia.  

The assessment criteria rely on the following four values: 

 historical significance (evolution and association); 

 aesthetic significance (scenic/architectural qualities, creative accomplishment); 

 scientific significance (archaeological, industrial, educational, research potential and scientific 

significance values); 

 social significance (contemporary community esteem). 

The NSW Heritage Office issued a more detailed set of assessment criteria to provide consistency with 

heritage agencies in other States and to avoid ambiguity and misinterpretation. These criteria are based on 

the ICOMOS Burra Charter. The following SHR criteria were gazetted following amendments to the Heritage 

Act that came into effect in April 1999. 

Criterion (a) an item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the 

cultural or natural history of the local area) 

Criterion (b) an item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of 

persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history 

of the local area) 

Criterion (c) an item is important in demonstrating the aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of 

creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area) 

Criterion (d) an item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group in 

NSW (or the local area) for social, cultural or spiritual reasons 

                                                        

27 Australia ICOMOS 2013. "The Burra Charter 2013" 
28 Australia ICOMOS 2013. "The Burra Charter 2013" 
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Criterion (e) an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of NSW’s 

cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area) 

Criterion (f) an item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural 

history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area) 

Criterion (g) an item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s cultural 

or natural places; or cultural or natural environments; or a class of the local area’s cultural or 

natural places; or cultural or natural environments. 

6.2 Levels of heritage significance 

Items, places, buildings, works, relics, movable objects or precincts can be of either local or State heritage 

significance, or have both local and State heritage significance. Places can have different values to different 

people or groups.  

6.2.1 Local heritage items 

Local heritage items are those of significance to the local government area. In other words, they contribute to 

the individuality and streetscape, townscape, landscape or natural character of an area and are irreplaceable 

parts of its environmental heritage. They may have greater value to members of the local community, who 

regularly engage with these places and/or consider them to be an important part of their day-to-day life and 

their identity. Collectively, such items reflect the socio-economic and natural history of a local area. Items of 

local heritage significance form an integral part of the State's environmental heritage. 

6.2.2 State heritage items 

State heritage items, places, buildings, works, relics, movable objects or precincts of State heritage 

significance include those items of special interest in the State context. They form an irreplaceable part of the 

environmental heritage of New South Wales and must have some connection or association with the State in 

its widest sense.  

6.3 Evaluation 

This assessment has established that the study area contains one heritage listed item, recorded on the RMS 

s170 register as ‘Sandstone Kerb, Milton Street, Ashfield‘. This assessment has not revealed any historical or 

archaeological information which alters the significance of this item. Consequently, it is not necessary to re-

assess its significance; however the assessment of significance is presented below as it appears on the State 

Heritage Inventory.29 

Table 6 Assessment of significance for Sandston Kerb, Milton Street, Ashfield. 

Sandston Kerb, Milton Street, Ashfield 

Listing Information 

Address Milton Street, Ashfield, NSW 2131 

Listing (s) RMS s170 register 

                                                        

29 NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 2017. ‘Sandstone Kerb, Milton St, Ashfield’, viewed 07 Mar 2017, 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677  

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/heritageapp/ViewHeritageItemDetails.aspx?ID=4309677
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Sandston Kerb, Milton Street, Ashfield 

Description This sandstone kerb is of Local significance and contributes to the amenity and character of 

the area and provides evidence of improvements undertaken to Milton Street some time 

around 1890. Sandstone kerbing remains was once a common feature of the Ashfield area. 

Kerbings of stone were hard wearing, firm and serviceable in all weather conditions. 

Furthermore, due to its porous nature, sandstone provides a non-slip surface for pedestrian 

traffic. Sandstone kerbing has been gradually replaced through realignments and pavement 

reconstructions, though generally where possible it has been retained. 

Significance Assessment 

Criteria A - Historical This kerbing represents the formalisation of the road boundary of Milton Street some time 

around 1890. Local trade in Ashfield dictated the need for well-defined streets in the area. 

The sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of low local significance by this criterion. 

Criteria B - Historic 

Association  

The construction of the sandstone kerbing does not have any special association with the 

life or works of a person, or group of persons, of importance in the local area's cultural or 

natural history. The sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under 

this criterion. 

Criteria C - Aesthetic The sandstone kerbing contributes to the amenity and character of the area and has been 

assessed as being of local significance under this criterion. 

Criterion D - Social The sandstone kerbing contributes to the amenity and character of the area. The sandstone 

kerbing has been assessed as being of low local significance under this criterion. 

Criterion E - Research The poor condition of the sandstone kerbing has reduced its capacity to yield information of 

a scientific or technical nature. This has come about as a result of the heightened road levels 

(a product of resurfacing) that have covered over the earlier sandstone guttering and 

necessitated the installation of more modern drainage systems. The sandstone kerbing has 

been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Criterion F - Rarity While sandstone kerbing as a whole can be viewed as a declining population, kerbing of the 

quality viewed in the study area is well represented elsewhere in Ashfield. The sandstone 

kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Criterion G - 

Representativeness 

The integrity of the sandstone kerbing in the study area has been reduced as a result of the 

use of concrete and bitumen in the past to reconstitute damaged blocks and also through 

the burial of the associated sandstone guttering under more modern road material. The 

sandstone kerbing has been assessed as being of no significance under this criterion. 

Statement of Significance 

This sandstone kerb is of Local significance and contributes to the amenity and character of the area and provides 

evidence of improvements undertaken to Milton Street some time around 1890. Sandstone kerbing remains was once a 

common feature of the Ashfield area. Kerbings of stone were hard wearing, firm and serviceable in all weather 

conditions. Furthermore, due to its porous nature, sandstone provides a non-slip surface for pedestrian traffic. 

Sandstone kerbing has been gradually replaced through realignments and pavement reconstructions, though generally 

where possible it has been retained. 
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7 Statement of Heritage Impact 

7.1 Introduction 

This SoHI has been prepared to address the proposed impacts to the sandstone kerbing along Milton Street, 

Ashfield. The site is listed on the RMS s170 heritage register. The item has been identified in the listing as 

being significant at a local level for is historic, aesthetic, and social values. The field survey also identified the 

setting and views and vistas as significant at a local level. 

The SoHI identifies the level of impact of the proposal and the steps taken to avoid or reduce those impacts. 

This section of the report has been prepared in accordance with the Heritage Manual Statements of Heritage 

Impact published by the Heritage Office and the Department of Urban Affairs & Planning 1996, revised 2002. 

7.2 Proposal details 

Roads and Maritime Services are proposing to upgrade the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton 

Street, Ashfield, to address road congestion and delays at this location, and improve pedestrian safety and 

journey time reliability. The proposed works would provide an additional southbound lane on Milton Street, 

and relocate critical infrastructure at the intersection of Georges River Road and Milton Street, Ashfield. 

 The objectives of the proposed works are to: 

 Improve the operational efficiency of Sydney’s road transport network 

 Improve traffic flow and maximise use of space 

 Improve road safety and minimise non-recurrent congestion events 

 Help ease traffic congestion and improve the consistency of travel times for motorists, particularly 

during peak hours  

 Result in the better management of responses to incidents and planned events 

 Improve access of information to motorists while they are travelling on our road network. 

The proposed works will involve the relocation of cycleway/footpath, approximately 1 – 2 metres to the east 

of the existing cycleway/footpath on the eastern footpath. 

As a part of this proposed upgrade, it has been determined that it is necessary for these works to impact on a 

portion of the current sandstone kerbing lining the eastern side of Milton Street (Figure 4) 
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Figure 4 Proposed Development (source: Roads and Maritime Services, 19 September 2016). 
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7.3 Assessment of impacts 

7.3.1 Description of impacts 

The proposed works involve the widening of Milton Street on its eastern side, including the removal of the 

current pavement and the laying of new pavement. This will include the removal of a section of the heritage 

list sandstone kerbing along the eastern side of Milton Street. The northern extent of the kerbing will ne be 

affected under the current proposal (Figure 4), however the majority of the extant feature will be removed, 

along with any sandstone guttering present underlying the bitumen in this area. 

7.3.2 Discussion 

Heritage branch guidelines provide a number of factors to consider when assessing impacts to heritage 

items. These have been considered and responded to below:  

The following sympathetic solutions have been considered and discounted for the following 

reasons: 

The only sympathetic solution available is to avoid impacts to the sandstone kerbing. The current design 

requires the use of space currently occupied by the kerbing and footpath to provide for an additional lane in 

this section of Milton Street in order to ease traffic congestion in the local area. As such, this solution is not 

viable under the current proposal.  

The following aspects of the proposal could detrimentally impact on heritage significance. The 

reasons are explained as well as the measures to be taken to minimise impacts: 

The removal of a large section of the extant sandstone kerbing will negatively impact on the heritage 

significance of the item by drastically reducing the original fabric of it present along Milton Street. While a 

section of the item will remain to indicate the original line of the kerbing and retain its historical significance to 

an extent, the removal of the majority of the item will drastically reduce its aesthetic and social significance, as 

the development will reduce its contribution to the amenity and character of the local area. 

In order to effectively mitigate this impact it would be prudent to undertake an archival recording of the item. 

The ideal time to do this would be during construction in order to record and sandstone guttering that is 

exposed as a part of the works prior to its removal. This will ensure that the current heritage values of the site 

are effectively recorded prior to the proposed works physically impacting on the item. 

The following aspects of the proposal respect or enhance the heritage significance of the item or 

conservation area for the following reasons: 

The proposed works are unlikely to enhance the heritage significance of the item, however an extensive 

archival record of the removed fabric would provide an adequate mitigation measure for the proposed 

works. As established in Section 5, items of this type are not rare in the local region, with a better preserved 

example of sandstone kerbing from the same period present in nearby Frederick Street.  
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7.4 Statement of Heritage Impact 

The proposed works have the potential to negatively impact the heritage significance of this item by removing 

a large portion of its original fabric to make way for the proposed works along Milton Street, Ashfield. It has 

been established that these impacts are unavoidable if the works are to proceed, as the proposed upgrade 

requires space currently occupied by the sandstone kerbing. The detrimental effects of this development can 

be mitigated through an archival recording of the item at the time of works. This will allow for the recording of 

any sandstone guttering exposed as a part of the works prior to its removal as a part of the upgrade. 

Provided that the appropriate mitigation measures are adopted, the proposed impacts are acceptable from a 

heritage perspective. 
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8 Conclusion and recommendations 

8.1 Conclusions 

The impacts of the proposed works have been assessed for this project against the significance of the 

heritage item. It has been considered that the removal of a part of the sandstone kerbing along Milton Street 

is a necessary impact under the proposal, and provided that the recommendations are adopted for the 

project as well as any additional conditions of approval, the impacts to the items will be appropriately 

mitigated under the current proposal. 

8.2 Recommendations 

Our recommendation was developed to respond to client requirements and the significance of the site. The 

recommendation is guided by the ICOMOS Burra Charter with the aim of doing as much as necessary to care 

for the place and make it useable and as little as possible to retain its cultural significance.30  

Recommendation 1: The project may proceed with conditions 

The project is considered to be an appropriate to the level of assessed significance in this report. Some loss of 

significance will be experienced but will be mitigated by the recommendations following. 

Recommendation 2: Prepare an archival record prior to impacts, during construction and at the 

completion of the project 

Ensure that an archival record is prepared in accordance with the Heritage Branch guidelines How to Prepare 

Archival Records for Heritage Items and Photographic Recording of Heritage Items Using Film or Digital Capture 

(Heritage Office 2001, revised 2004, 2006). 

Recommendation 3: Discovery of unanticipated Aboriginal objects 

All Aboriginal objects and places are protected under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. It is an 

offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal site without a consent permit issued by the Office of Environment 

and Heritage (OEH). Should any Aboriginal objects be encountered during works associated with this 

proposal, works must cease in the vicinity and the find should not be moved until assessed by a qualified 

archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an Aboriginal object the archaeologist will provide further 

recommendations. These may include notifying the OEH and Aboriginal stakeholders. 

Recommendation 4: Discovery of unanticipated historical relics 

Relics are historical archaeological resources of local or State significance and are protected in NSW under the 

Heritage Act 1977. Relics cannot be disturbed except with a permit or exception/exemption notification. 

Should unanticipated relics be discovered during the course of the project, work in the vicinity must cease 

and an archaeologist contacted to make a preliminary assessment of the find. The Heritage Council will 

require notification if the find is assessed as a relic. 

 

                                                        

30 "The Burra Charter 2013", The Australia ICOMOS Charter of Places of Cultural Significance. 
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