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6 October 2000

ATT: Project Manager

RE:  Submissions to the Cross City Tunnel EIS

The Nature Conservation Council of NSW represents over 120 conservation groups active in NSW.  Total Environment Centre is a not-for-profit non-government organisation that campaigns on a range of environmental issues.  NCC and TEC are pleased take the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Cross City Tunnel.

The Nature Conservation Council and the Total Environment Centre are opposed to the construction of the Cross City Tunnel.  The construction and operation of the Cross City Tunnel would be environmentally damaging.  The EIS only considers environmental issues in the CBD while many environmental problems exist in surrounding suburbs.  The tunnel fails to reduce car dependency and sustainable public transport options are not adequately promoted

We are quite concerned that many parts of the EIS are not of suitable quality.  We have doubts about the validity of some of the traffic modelling.  The EIS mainly considers impacts on the CBD area but neglects many issues impacting on surrounding suburbs.

The EIS fails to adequately consider the health effects of the proposed thirty nine metre unfiltered ventilation stack at Darling Harbour.

The EIS does not adequately consider public transport and travel demand management options that could provide solutions to Sydney’s transport problems.

We trust that our comments will receive careful consideration.

Cathy Ridge

Executive Officer, NCC
Jeff Angel
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Introduction
Greenways is the transport sub-committee of the Nature Conservation Council of NSW.  The Nature  Conservation Council of NSW (NCC) represents over 120 conservation groups active in NSW.  The Nature Conservation Council of NSW is developing comprehensive policies on how to improve transport in NSW with many of these ideas helping to reduce car dependency in the CBD. 

Total Environment Centre is a not-for-profit non-government organisation that campaigns on a range of environmental issues.

The construction and operation of the Cross City Tunnel would be environmentally damaging.  The EIS only considers environmental issues in the CBD while many environmental problems exist in surrounding suburbs.  The tunnel fails to reduce car dependency and sustainable public transport options are not adequately promoted.  For these reasons the Nature Conservation Council and the Total Environment Centre are opposed to the construction of the Cross City Tunnel.

It is essential new expressways are not built in the inner Sydney suburbs.  Expressways encourage road use, both freight and passenger transport.  Money spent on expressways reduces expenditure on public transport.  Expressways are many times more environmentally damaging than public transport.

The price of oil is over $30 a barrel.  The high price of oil is the result of limited world oil supply, a problem that will continue and worsen in the long term.  Continuing a planning emphasis on expressways is economically and environmentally inefficient.

Pedestrian Accidents

A large proportion of road trauma on inner city roads involves pedestrians, and though few pedestrian accidents occur on expressways, many more cars will use feeder roads and surrounding streets.  Often the RTA's policy on speed limits has been determined by the number of cars using a road and not on the accident hazard.  Victoria Road in Rozelle and Drummoyne has a 60 kph speed limit (suburban streets have 50 kph speed limit) and there is a very high accident rate, especially causing injury to pedestrians.  The speed limit on Victoria Road should be reduced because of the high accident rate.  This tunnel will increase the number of cars using Victoria Road and there is a high chance pedestrian accidents will increase.

Inadequate consideration of environmental issues

The EIS has fully listed the environmental gains to the CBD claimed to result from the building of the cross city tunnel.  There are many issues and concerns that will impact on the environment in the surrounding suburbs.  The EIS has ignored these problems.  No confident conclusions on the environmental impacts of the tunnel can be determined.  The EIS should be rejected and rewritten to a higher standard, suitably addressing all environmental concerns.

Flawed consideration of options

No real attempt was made to look closely at policies and projects which may be in competition to the tunnel or roads in general.  As alternatives to the cross city tunnel, the EIS designed public transport and demand management options that were weak and thus performed far below their potential.  The EIS should be rejected and the section on public transport options and demand side planning options rewritten to a suitably higher standard.

Greenways has called for an inquiry on the East/West transport needs of Central Sydney.  A whole of Government approach, including surrounding councils is required to ensure all of the needs of Sydney are met.  The road tunnel will only cater for a small number of road users.  (See Appendices).

Cross City Tunnel is not value for money

The cost of the Cross City Tunnel is exorbitant and the value for money would be far greater from well planned public transport systems.  The cross-city tunnel is estimated to cost $400 million and will only be 2km long.  The recently opened tram extension to Lilyfield cost only $20 million and is 3km long (See Appendices).

Olympics Games shows public transport is a winner

The Olympic Games has conclusively shown that public transport is a winner in Sydney.  Efficient trains and buses were able to move large crowds easily and it was obvious if cars were the dominant transport mode during the Olympics, the roads of Sydney would have been at a standstill.  Having learnt from the positive experience of better public transport we should build a better public transport network.

The Cross City Tunnel Undermines Transport Planning for the Rest of Sydney
The Cross City Tunnel undermines sustainable transport planning for greater Sydney.  The EIS focuses on immediate benefits to CBD traffic.  It does not pay due attention to surrounding suburbs where the Cross City Tunnel would greatly increase traffic congestion.  It would further encourage people destined for the CBD to drive their cars, rather than use public transport.

The Cross City Tunnel directly aims to feed traffic into suburbs surrounding the CBD.  The long term effect of the tunnel would be to increase the potential area where traffic congestion can be a major problem.  It would force residents to live in, and travel through, congested traffic, particularly when coupled with poorly developed public transport for greater Sydney.

With $400 million available for transport planning in greater Sydney, the essential element is the opportunity to provide good public transport links and interchange for travel.

Inadequate Assessment Of Economic Effects.

Regardless of whether the tunnel will have the outcomes the EIS claims, for a project intended to dramatically change the day to day movement of people around the CBD of Australia’s largest city, there is inadequate assessment of the economic effects of the Cross City Tunnel on the CBD and broader region.  How do urban economies function?  What happens when roads are built at the expense of public transport?  What happens when public transport is strengthened?

In the context both of the CBD and of wider Sydney, with roads and rail at peak capacity and high world oil prices established as a continuing long term problem, this is a critical time for the Sydney region to think about the style of economy we are to take through the next century.  

Neglect of Public Transport/ Lack Of Comprehension Of Transport Priorities
The EIS shows the percentages of people travelling to work at least partly by public transport.  (Figure 2.25 on page 2-45).  Higher proportions of people use public transport in areas of Sydney where public transport is provided, particularly where rail is provided.  This shows how accessibility to reliable public transport is a major factor influencing people’s transport decisions.

The EIS comments that both roads and rail in the city are nearing capacity (p.2-25).  Building a road is an unsuitable response to this.  If rail is nearing capacity, developing public transport must hold priority.  It is a clear, simple point that if roads and rail are both at capacity, whichever mode is expanded will be the mode that people travel by.

The government’s integrated transport strategy explicitly directs that transport planning must support a shift from the use of private motor cars to the use of public transport.  The cross city tunnel not only neglects public transport development now, but also harms the future efficacy of public transport development.

The following are appropriate public transport solutions for Sydney’s transport crisis.

Trams
City Trams

Construction of the city tram loop to Circular Quay should begin as soon as possible.  The current government policy to delay construction until the completion of the tunnel is a peculiar twist of logic.  The government's logic indicates that major problems need to be created by cars before public transport options are developed.  A sounder logic would be to develop public transport to prevent cars from creating chaos.

Inner West Trams

Extension of the existing tram line to Ashfield, Dulwich Hill or Five Dock should proceed in the near future.

Bay Light Express

A new proposal has recently been released by EcoTransit for a tram system in Southern Sydney on both sides of Botany Bay (See Appendices).  This proposed tram system would link into the existing Inner West Tram Line and would act as a major East West transport link.

Eastern Suburbs Tram Line (Coogee Tram Line)

There has been a strong call for a reopening of the Eastern Suburbs Tram Line along ANZAC Parade to Coogee.

Buses

Cross City Bus Services should be established to provide public transport for East West commuters (See Appendices).

Bicycles

There is no bicycle routes through the CBD.  There is a need for a continuous bicycle route from ANZAC Parade   through the CBD then linking up with the existing bicycle routes over Darling Harbour and onto the Glebe Island Bridge.

Many Councils support public transport.  Marrickville Council recently announced they will undertake a feasibility study of extending the Inner West Tram Line to Dulwich Hill.  Leichhardt Council supports the construction of New Tram Lines  instead of the Cross City Road Tunnel (See Appendices).

No Real Assessment of Traffic Demand Management Options.

The EIS comments on page 4-15:

“To be effective, a demand management option would need to be comprehensive, encompassing a range of behaviour modification strategies sponsored by all levels of government, and complemented by improvements to public transport services, land use policies and business reform.  Given this conclusion, no attempt was made to define an overall demand management option [our emphasis].  Rather, a more realistic approach has been to consider a range of measures as part of an integrated public transport/demand management option, which might yield significant changes to travel behaviour in the short- to medium- term.”

The EIS recognises thirty three potential demand management actions (Table 4.1, page 4-5). The Integrated Transport Option that was assessed included only three of these potential options (pages 4-15 to 4-17 and 4-29 to 4-30).

In regards to its assessment page 4-29 states:

“Available data did not allow this option to be modelled so only broad estimates of performance can be provided.”

This is an unacceptably low level of investigation into traffic demand management options.  This bias in the EIS reflects the dominance of the RTA in the planning process.  The Department of Transport, should be the body responsible for road planning, not the RTA.  That said, while the RTA does have responsibility for road planning, it must also take responsibility for adequately assessing the alternatives to roads.  In this case it must look at the full range of traffic demand management options.  If there is insufficient data to properly assess these options, then the onus must be on the RTA, as the planning body, to acquire that data, before wasting $400 million on 2km of road.

CBD Parking Spaces

The number of parking spaces in the CBD is steadily increasing by at least 500 spaces a year. The number of parking spaces in the CBD is a major factor which controls car entry into the CBD. Reducing car parking spaces is a necessary strategy in all transport policies for the CBD which aim to reduce car dependency.

Car Free CBD

Studies should now be made on the feasibility of a car free CBD.  A small area covering a couple of blocks could be made into a vibrant car free retail precinct (see Appendix)

Failure To Consider Workable Public Transport Options

The EIS compared the cross city tunnel option with alternative options designed in the EIS process.  A public transport option was shortlisted for assessment.  This public transport option focused on improvements to buses, including 24 hour bus lanes, a two lane bus tunnel and bus priority on selected intersections.

The following table presents the modelling’s predictions of Vehicle Kilometres Travelled and Vehicle Hours Travelled,

Table 4.8

Other Measures of Change to Environmental Quality in Central Sydney1 (2016)


Option

Indicator
Minimal Intervention
Public Transport
Oxford Street Tunnel
Cross City Tunnel

Change in Accidents
+0.09%
-1.59%
-3.11%
-6.54%

Change in Vehicle Kilometres Travelled
+0.12%
-0.2%
+1.97%
+1.14%

Change in Vehicle Hours Travelled
-2.02%
+10.15%
-4.9%
-13.29%

Note: 1. Options compared to the do nothing case for the morning peak hour in 2016.

(Source: EIS Table 4.8, page 4-24).

Assessing its public transport option to reduce east-west traffic in Central Sydney, the EIS states on page 4-21:

“The public transport option would remove a reasonably significant proportion of east-west traffic travelling through Central Sydney.  The result indicates the option would achieve a good performance in encouraging a shift from car usage to buses, especially given the dispersed nature of origins and destinations.”

And on page 4-27:

“Apart from the traffic relief of east-west routes across Central Sydney outlined in Table 4.7, the impacts of the public transport option on the operation of the regional road system would be adverse.

“The redistribution of traffic to other routes that are not affected by the bus lanes would result in a number of key intersections exceeding capacity.”

Questions

(a) Why wasn’t a more appropriate public transport option modelled?

· Why does the public transport option lead to such a negligible decrease in VKT (compare with the increases for the tunnel options)?
· Is the modelling of the public transport option to be taken seriously when it predicts such a large increase in vehicle hours travelled even though it predicts a decrease in average bus times and a shift from cars to buses (meaning less total vehicles on the road)?  The 10.15% increase in vehicle hours travelled is indicating either horrendous congestion for cars with the Public Transport option or an assumption that buses currently travel at speeds ridiculously slower than cars.  If indeed it does have any credibility, what it indicates is the power that public transport has to affect travel in Sydney and therefore it is a compelling signal that a workable public transport option could have, should have, and must be developed.
· When the cross city tunnel option is modelled, freeing east-west travel, why does there not occur a redistribution of traffic and consequent congestion similar to that which occurs for the public transport option?  Surely there is a public transport option that distributes traffic appropriately.

· Why does the public transport option include an expensive bus tunnel?  This is just one absurd bias in the EIS cost-benefit figures.

· Was the public transport alternative in the EIS considered with funding to the same value as the tunnel, $400 million?  It should have been.

· Has the public transport alternative in the EIS been confined to improvements within the east-west CBD “cordon”?  It should have been looked at from a much wider geographical perspective to appreciate the benefits from overall network improvements.

Car Entry Into The CBD

Despite the EIS claims that the cross city tunnel will reduce traffic in the CBD and that it will cater only to traffic from east of CBD to west of the CBD, the locations of entries and exits serving the tunnel road will facilitate car travel between locations east of the CBD to locations in the western CBD. From the east cars  have access to Bathurst and Harbour Streets which may be used by commuters who have destinations in the western precincts of the CBD.
Spurious Claims of Reduced Pollution After Construction of Cross City Tunnel

The claimed reduction in pollution relies on many assumptions and conclusions that this submission refutes.  This submission refutes that the Cross City Tunnel will create air quality benefits.  On the contrary, the Cross City Tunnel will add to air pollution – traffic congestion in surrounding suburbs will increase pollution and induced traffic will return CBD congestion to high levels.

The tunnel will jeopardise the Government’s air quality objective which requires a 43% reduction in the growth of vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT) (Action for Transport 2010, p,10).

Induced Traffic

Expressways like the Cross City Tunnel have been identified as inducers of traffic by the NSW EPA 1997 State of the Environment Report.

“State governments across Australia have been criticised for continuing major programs of road expansion in cities, particularly the provision of new high-capacity roads rather than new public transport (SoEAC 1996).  Despite a recognition from OECD countries that large-scale road investments are no longer a solution (OECD/ECMT 1995), provision for roads continues to dominate transport infrastructure construction in NSW.

“In the long term freeways induce traffic growth, both local and regional (Yencken 1996).  For example, the opening of the Mays Hill-Prospect section of the M4 resulted in a significant increase in traffic volumes (23,000 vehicles per working weekday) for the M4 and the Great Western Highway combined, measured four months after opening (Zeibots 1997).

“The increased capacity from the opening of the Sydney Harbour Tunnel in July 1992 is an interesting example of the mixed impacts of freeways in that it has reduced congestion but apparently resulted in an increase in traffic across the harbour of 21.5%: the yearly traffic count rose from an average in the three years prior of 177,604 per day to 215,715 per day in the three years following.  This may be partly due to a shift in traffic patterns from other harbour crossings, for example, there has been a reduction of an average 4,175 crossings per day (4.6%) over the three years on Gladesville Bridge.”  (NSW EPA 1997 State of the Environment Report).

Cost-Benefit figures

The cost of the public transport option was significantly increased by the inclusion of an expensive bus tunnel (p.4-19).  The cross city ‘tunnel’ requires a tunnel.  An effective public transport option does not.  This distorts the cost-benefit figures in favor of the cross-city tunnel option.

Costs of the tunnel should have included all external costs generated by the tunnel.  For example, roadworks as far afield as, say, Ryde, or Watson’s Bay, that would be needed to cope with the additional traffic generated by the tunnel, should be funded from the same source and at the same time as the tunnel. 

Recent studies have shown that road based transport in Sydney is very expensive, whereas rail and bus options can be cost effective (See Appendices).

Tunnel Ventilation Arrangements

The proposed ventilation arrangements for the Cross City Tunnel with a single 39 metre unfiltered stack at Darling Harbour raise a number of significant concerns. In particular the recent International Workshop on Tunnel Ventilation and CSIRO report of Air Quality Impact of the Emissions from the M5 East Tunnel cast serious doubts on predictions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter smaller than 10 microns in diameter. The proposed ventilation system will also require substantial quantities of electricity to operate irrespective of any future improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency and emissions.

Emissions

The EIS states that emissions from the proposed stack would add only marginally  to existing levels of air pollution in areas around the stack, on an annual average basis. It is stated that emissions from the stack would only be a small proportion of the short term Air Quality Goals at an example location in Ultimo. 

The data presented to justify this statement is misleading as it attempts to present 'average' data without stating the averaging period. It is known that levels of carbon monoxide regularly exceed the NEPM air quality goals across the city and yet the EIS suggests that CO levels are only 15% of the goal, CO is a pollutant of short term significance and long term averages are of little significance. The information which should be presented are the maximum levels likely to be experienced  for pollutants such as CO and NO2 and the cumulative exposure to long term pollutants such as particulate matter. These problems were clearly identified at the ventilation conference.

The accuracy of estimates for ground level and elevated concentrations of CO, NO2 and PM10 are also questionable. The recent CSIRO investigation of the air quality impacts of the M5 East Tunnel found that stack emissions of particulate matter would be more than double that expected by the RTA. The CSIRO report was also unable to agree with the approach taken by the RTA consultants in parts of their report.

In view of the serious doubts cast on the estimated concentrations of pollutants (especially PM10) emitted from the unfiltered stack at Darling Harbour the EIS should have included modelling for in-tunnel Electrostatic Precipitators. The EIS dismisses this option, stating that air quality goals would be exceeded near the ends of the tunnels.

This statement misrepresents the position regarding filtration systems. There are actually a number of different options available including filtration in a stack, progressive filtration at tunnel ends, either above or beside the tunnel with dispersal through vertical dispersal units (mini stacks) besides filtration and portal emission. The capacity of vertical dispersal at the end of the tunnels was discussed at the ventilation meeting, where it was also stated that improvements in dispersal of several orders of magnitude were possible. The suggestion that air quality goals would necessarily be exceeded near the ends of tunnels is, therefore inaccurate.

The EIS also states that electrostatic precipitators are generally used to reduce the concentration of particles inside the tunnels for visibility reasons. It further states that this technology was not considered appropriate for the Cross City Tunnel, as it would provide little reduction in ground level concentrations of particles.

This ignores the fact that the majority of residential buildings in the affected area are many stories high so considering ground level exposure is too simplistic. It is also not tenable to regard all particulate exposure as of equal importance since particles resulting from combustion and especially vehicle emissions are clearly the most dangerous. The statement that precipitators are used in tunnels for visibility reasons is also inaccurate. One use is to reduce the quantity of air required for tunnel ventilation by removing particles in tunnel, thus reducing the overall need and, therefore, cost of ventilation. Increasingly, they are being used to control emissions from tunnels and the most recent installations have been for this reason. 

This is linked to another serious problem with the proposed ventilation arrangements for the tunnel. That is, the large amounts of energy required to constantly operate ventilation fans.

Energy Consumption

The EIS argues that the Cross City Tunnel will result in a reduction in energy use in the form of fuel consumption. This is estimated at up to 26.6 million litres of fuel by 2016. This argument ignores the fact that the design of the filtration system will require the use of substantial amounts of energy to constantly drive the large axial fans needed to move air through the tunnels to the unfiltered stack at Darling Harbour. 

The International Conference on Tunnel Ventilation noted in the case of the M5 East Tunnel that massive amounts of energy would be required in perpetuity, irrespective of any improvements in fuel consumption and vehicle emission standards in the future. 

The EIS states that the Cross City Tunnel proposal would result in only a minor decrease of 0.5% of CO2 from the Sydney fleet in 2002. This does not take into consideration the effect of CO2 from energy required to operate the ventilation fans. In the case of the M5 East Tunnel greenhouse gas production as a result of electricity required for the proposed exhaust system has been estimated to be in excess of 25,000 tonnes per year based on the 1997 DUAP representations Report.

Significantly in-tunnel filtration with electrostatic precipitators would achieve improvements in air quality without the need to use massive amounts of electricity.

Public Space

Many of the improvements to public space mentioned in the EIS, do not rely on the tunnel being built and could be implemented without the tunnel.

The most refreshing improvements to public space in the CBD should be led with the removal of CBD car parks.

The EIS also fails to consider the adverse aesthetic/visual aspects of a 39 metre chimney in one of Australia’s most visited tourist destinations.

APPENDICES

Appendix 1

TRANSPORT  INQUIRY

CROSS CITY TRANSPORT NEEDS FOR SYDNEY

Joint Inquiry by

City of Sydney

South Sydney City Council

Leichhardt Municipal Council

State Government of New South Wales


Department of Urban Affairs and Planning


Department of Transport


Roads and Traffic Authority 


Environment Protection Authority

Terms of Reference

1.
The inquiry give preference to options which give the greatest benefit to the 
residents of New South Wales as a whole.

 2.
The inquiry report on: 


(a) The needs of east/west through transport in the CBD of Sydney.


(b) Alternative viable options for east/west  through transport.

 
(c) Financial analysis of all options.


(d) Non financial consequences of all options including environmental problems, 
   
      vehicle kilometres travelled and social issues.


(e) The wider impact of all options beyond the boundaries of the CBD.

3.
The inquiry should identify the impact of options on Local Government,


State Government and Commonwealth Government including Kyoto international 
greenhouse treaties.

GREENWAYS is calling for an inquiry to be carried out on the transport needs for East/West through transport in Sydney’s CBD.   The RTA has proposed a Cross City road tunnel to relieve traffic congestion and to improve pedestrian amenities in the CBD.  

An Inquiry is needed to ascertain all viable alternatives including: trams, cross regional bus services and management of parking facilities in CBD.  Will the road tunnel provide long term relief to excessive car numbers in the CBD?  Will normal historical growth trends of the number of cars entering the CBD rapidly cancel any gains made from the road tunnel?  Will increased traffic on the major road arteries into the CBD tunnel cause extra problems in the surrounding shopping centres of Edgecliff, Rozelle and Drummoyne?

Many of the problems created by the road tunnel will be felt in the surrounding suburbs.  Local Councils will have to cope with the extra traffic travelling to the CBD tunnel. It is proposed  the surrounding Councils of South Sydney and Leichhardt be members of this Inquiry to represent the people who will suffer the most from extra cars in their suburbs.
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Appendix 3

GREENWAYS

NCC transport committee

BETTER BUSES

Real Solutions to:-----------------------Traffic Chaos

Plans are being prepared to build an East-West road tunnel under the CBD.  Cars using the tunnel will pay a toll.

Real solutions to the problem of too many cars in the CBD will have to involve programs which will help to reduce the total number of cars throughout Sydney.

Cross City Bus Services- should be introduced so as to provide public transport between the Eastern Suburbs and the Inner Western Suburbs.  The provision of good East/West services will provide an alternate transport option to car drivers who are prospective uses of the Cross City Tunnel.  Poor East/West public transport is an important factor creating a demand for a road tunnel.

Better Buses Working Towards:------

• Reduced car use-Commuters now travelling through the CBD have to change buses and often need to walk across the CBD (from George to Elizabeth Street).  The changing of buses can add up to 1/2 hour in travelling times.  Cross City Bus Services will reduce travelling time and encourage travellers to leave their car at home.

• Less congestion in George Street-During peak hours many buses now travel to Circular Quay.  Cross City Bus Services will enable the redirecting of several George and Elizabeth Street services to appropriate surrounding suburbs.  Cross City Bus Services will reduce congestion in George Street.

• Fewer bus layovers on city streets-Throughout the CBD and especially near Circular Quay space for bus layovers is scarce.  Cross City Bus Services will enable bus layovers to be located in appropriate surrounding suburbs.

Road tunnels will increase traffic congestion throughout Sydney,

improved public transport will reduce traffic chaos.

Transport Planning for the CBD

Better Buses


- - - - -  - -

Modern Trams

Upgraded City Rail

- - - - - - -

Rationalized Parking

Greenways, Level 5, 362 Kent St., SYDNEY  9279 2466         
9/6/2000

Appendix 4

GREENWAYS

NCC TRANSPORT COMMITTEE
draft
$400, 000, 000

O’ What a Waste!

 The NSW State Government is planning to build an east/west Cross City Road Tunnel at an estimated cost of $400, 000, 000.  The tunnel will run from Kings Cross to Darling Harbour and will be 2kilometres long.  A toll of  $2.50 will be charged.

The Roads and Traffic Authority claims the two major benefits will be faster east/west vehicular travel and better conditions for pedestrians, bicycles and buses in the CBD.

The above benefits can be obtained by cheaper and more permanent solutions to the traffic chaos on the CBD streets. The State Government needs to have very compelling reasons to spend           $400, 000, 000 on a road from nowhere to nowhere.  The RTA fully supports this very expensive, short road which will help to entice more cars to use and pay tolls on the Eastern Distributor and other tollways connected to the Sydney tollway system.

It is doubtful if tolls paid by cars will generate a high enough income to justify the expenditure of $400, 000, 000.  The EIS claims 50, 000 car trips will occur on the tollway each day.  It is doubtful if this high predicted number of car trips would occur in the near future.  It will be very difficult to block cars avoiding the toll by rat running.  Many car drivers in Sydney are now avoiding tollways and the number of cars using the Eastern Distributor is lower than predicted.

The Question should be asked.  “If the government decides to build the Cross City Tunnel should the owners of the existing tollways pay a contribution towards the construction cost because they are expected to make a windfall profit?”

Transport Planning for the CBD

Better Buses


- - - - -  - -

Modern Trams

Upgraded City Rail

- - - - - - -

Rationalized Parking

Greenways, Level 5, 362 Kent St., SYDNEY  9279 2466         
10/8/2000

LEICHHARDT COUNCIL

COUNCIL MEETING  7/9/2000

Minutes of Local Traffic Committee

Matter Arising From Local Traffic Minutes

Cross City Tunnel

Resolved
Windsor/Pilkinton

Council oppose the proposed Cross City Tunnel and lobby the State Government

to:


1. Extend the Inner West Tramline from Lilyfield to Leichhardt and

to consider further extensions from Leichhardt to Ashfield or Five Dock.


2. Build the City Tramline from Central Railway to Circular Quay.


3. That Council consult with Randwick and Waverly Councils and the

STA on the desirability of further public transport links between the

eastern suburbs and the inner west and to also commence feasibility studies

on a tramline from the CBD to Moore Park linking into the existing Inner

West Tramline.  Extensions of this tramline to Coogee or La Perouse should

also be considered.


4. Rationalise parking in the CBD.

To ensure the best possible transport system serving the CBD, a whole of

government approach needs to be followed including the involvement of the

surrounding Local Councils.

Appendix 5

It's time for a car-free CBD

By Ted Floyd 
Hell on Wheels No 5 January 1997 
          The City of Sydney and the NSW Government should aim to eliminate private passenger cars from

      the centre of Sydney before the 2000 Olympics. 

          Generally, the motor car is a very poor form of mass transport. Where large numbers of people are

      travelling to and from the same point, the car is most expensive, least efficient, and definitely the most

      environmentally damaging, form of transport. In the Central Business District, cars reduce the social

      amenity of the area for employees and visitors and they hinder commerce. 

          The uncontrolled rise in the use of private cars in central Sydney is causing many environmental and

      social problems. Conversely, reducing cars entering the CBD would reduce smog and greenhouse gases

      and the CBD would become a pleasant and almost vehicle free place where people could walk around

      freely and safely. 

          The centre is, illogically, the central pivot of major freeway development. Under the RTA's relentless

      plans, more freeways are gradually snaking their way towards the CBD. The Glebe Island Bridge

      opened recently, connecting with the half complete City West Link. The construction of the M2 is

      carving up many northern suburbs. The RTA's latest scheme is the M5 East which is designed to funnel

      cars from Sydney's southern suburbs down narrow streets into traffic laden central Sydney. 

          In the morning peak, approximately 35,000 cars carry an average of 1.3 people per car to their offices

      in central Sydney. Eliminating non-essential passenger cars in central Sydney will reduce traffic

      congestion in inner suburbs. It will allow essential vehicles such as buses, taxis, ambulance and fire

      brigade vehicles to travel freely and quickly. Commerce will benefit greatly and the whole economy of

      Sydney will improve. Disabled people with a parking permit will have better access. 

          Most people already travel to Central Sydney by public transport. Only wealthy people can afford the

      regular high cost of parking. Nearly half the passenger cars, which enter the CBD in business hours, are

      company cars. Many company executives consider it a status symbol to drive their company cars to the

      company car park in the basement of the company office but there is no valid economic or social reason

      why governments should subsidise and facilitate this luxury. 

          Currently 75 per cent of travellers to the CBD use public transport and only 25 per cent use cars. If

      there were no cars, and everybody travelled by public transport, the capacity of public transport into the

      CBD would need to be increased by about thirty per cent. 

          Although train, ferry and bus services will need to be increased to service a car free CBD there will be

      greater efficiencies too. With fewer cars on the road, buses will travel faster. Less congested roads will

      enable each bus to complete more services each day and carry more passengers. Light rail, now being

      reintroduced to Sydney, is a very efficient and cost-effective mass passenger transport system. The State

      Government should, immediately approve the extension of the Pyrmont light rail through the City to

      Circular Quay. 

          It is essential that plans are now developed to create a people-friendly, car-free CBD. The Premier Mr

      Carr has announced the Government is studying the possibility of the city being traffic-free during the

      Olympic Games. This plan should be introduced permanently as a gift for the millennium to the people

      of Sydney. 

