	BIKEast Inc
	Representing the community’s interest in bicycle riding  in Sydney’s Eastern Suburbs


Southern Cross Drive - Gardiners Road ramps project

BIKEast’s Submission


Ramps to provide vehicle access top Southern Cross Drive from Gardiners Road 

BIKEast’s request

On behalf of BIKEast, I'm seeking an opportunity to raise the following at Council in Committee, tomorrow evening, Tues. 8 February. 

Understanding of present position

It is understand the current position is this: 

1. The RTA is considering this project and is still preparing designs and an REF for the activity (An activity is a matter to be determined under Part V of the EPA Act). That REF must (quote Part V, Div 2 Cl. 111) "...examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment by reasons of that activity." 

2. If the REF has not yet been prepared, it is difficult to establish by anyone, whether matters of significance are likely to arise to justify an EIS and for that activity to be determined by the Minister of Infrastructure and Planning, the Hon. Craig Knowles, instead of by the proposing authority (i.e. the RTA) 

3. However, it is a fact that the proposed ramps will cause a major change to traffic patterns in this area: that is the intention and justification for the project

4. Council, in committee, is to consider its proposed response to the emerging project and is to consider a motion to request the preparation of an EIS for that project.

BIKEast’s position

On the basis of the above - BIKEast: 

Firstly, opposes a the call for the preparation of an EIS for the project. This approach is too narrow. 

Th Act, 'a priori', requires a case that will clearly convince the Minister for Infrastructure and Planning, that the ramp proposals, an activity under Part V of the EPA Act, raises matters of environmental significance. Does the Council have a case at this stage, that will likely convince the Minister, where the RTA may have already formed a view, based on a draft REF, that the project (activity) does not raise matters of significance? If so, the Minister for Roads would naturally oppose the request for an EIS. The council needs to gain access to the REF (Review of Environmental Factors), if it does not already have access.

Secondly, suggests that the Council needs to define the areas likely to be affected and establish tests for the project regarding the medium- to long-term aims and objectives for those areas. 

There should be some basis to inform Council's judgements about the effects of the project (positive and negative). These need to be in terms of the objectives for the public domain and on transport and traffic for the affected residential and business areas. Existing plans and strategies adopted by the council should inform this position, which position may be improved through public consultation. 

For example, Woollahra Council assisted this type of process - initiated by The Paddington Society, which prepared an integrated plan for the Public Domain and Transport for the whole of Paddington - in response to the Cross City Tunnel. LATM studies and measures resulted (and is still on-going).

Thirdly, recommends that the process and approach of the Council should be based on the following principles: 

The principles, are:

· Where a project proposes major change to traffic there is an obligation to foreshadow and examine all likely affects and opportunities (costs and benefits) on all areas affected by the project proposals; and 

· Measures are considered and taken, such as LATM measures, as part of such a project so that residential amenity, pedestrian and cyclist safety is enhanced and business is not adversely affected; and 

· Ensure that sufficient work is done to establish the best overall traffic and transport solutions, rather than merely accepting palliatives that may have other undesirable local effects; and 

· Measures are designed and implemented as part of the project or concurrently with it.

In other words, the project should not be considered in isolation from its local context and community interests.  Consideration of the above, may impose obligations on the Council to act, not just the RTA.

Fourthly, suggests a staged strategy be developed and considered to respond to the project that anticipates the REF. 

The strategy needs to cover points 1 to 3 above and place the Council in the best position possible to negotiate with the RTA on behalf of its community. If the process reveals significant impacts that the RTA is not addressing, a case to trigger the request for an EIS, may possibly arise. 

It should also act to:

· Approach and engage the local members and the City of Sydney Council 

· Consider a range of traffic safety options, including the introduction of 40 kph speed limits within designated precincts, before traffic patterns change, as part of any LATM project

· Involve the local residents, business and community interest groups likely to be affected, such as cyclists and pedestrians, in the process.

Conclusion

BIKEast recommends that the Council should determine a clear strategy and support it with sufficient resources to do the job.

Adrian Boss
Vice President - Projects, BIKEast
A.Boss@bigpond.com
Phone & Fax : (02) 9363 9131
43 Elizabeth St, PADDINGTON NSW 2021
7 February, 2005

NOTE: The above has been forwarded to BIKEast Executive members, for endorsement.
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