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DIRECTOR’S SUMMARY - ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications:

Nil
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1.

Purpose of Report

To provide Council with a summary of the current status of the Inner West Light Rail
Extension, in particular the revised location for access to Hawthorne Light Rail Stop.
2.

Recommendations

That Council write to Transport for NSW reconfirming its previous resolution and
requesting Transport for NSW to redesign access to the proposed Hawthorne Light
Rail Stop to include:
• A bridge across Hawthorne Canal, immediately to the north of the existing
Café Bones building; (Option A in Appendix 1).
• The construction of a new building to accommodate, Café Bones, the
Leichhardt Dog Training Group and a new amenities block at a location
approximately 15 metres to the west of the existing building;
• Demolition of the existing Café Bones building;
• Provision of a path, to Hawthorne Light Rail Stop, to the east of the proposed
new Café Bones building;
• Construction of a decorative fence along the new path’s south-western
perimeter, separating the path from the off-leash dog area, without separating
Café Bones from the off-leash area.
3.

Background

3.1

History of Proposed Access to Hawthorne Light Rail Stop

The State Government’s 2010 Inner West Light Rail Extension Environmental Impact
Assessment proposed that the “Hawthorne” Light Rail Stop be located mid-way
along the eastern side of the Hawthorne Canal Reserve (Option B in Appendix 1).
This proposed location for the bridge necessitates the associated pedestrian path, to
the “Hawthorne” Light Rail Stop, cutting across the middle of the existing off-leash
dog area, dividing it into two (2) smaller and separate areas.
The key issue associated with the provision of a path between the new bridge and
the light rail stop is the need for it to be fenced to prevent off-leash dogs conflicting
with light rail patrons. This fence would consequently divide the existing park,
wherever the path is placed.
Council considered this matter in October 2010 and subsequently included an
objection to the stop’s location in its October 2010 submission on the Environmental
Assessment.
In January 2011 the Director’s General of Planning’s project approval retained this
location for Hawthorne Light Rail Stop based on the horizontal alignment of the
tracks and its critical spacing between Leichhardt North and Marion Street stops.
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Since that time Transport for NSW has examined a series of possible location for the
canal crossing point. Subsequently Transport for NSW attempted to address
Council’s concerns by relocating the proposed bridge to a more southerly location.
Initially Transport for NSW’s revised location was the location shown as Option C in
Appendix 1.
Pursuant to further discussions with Council, Café Bones and the Leichhardt Dog
Training Club, Transport for New South Wales then nominated a location
immediately to the north of Café Bones as a possible site (Option A in Appendix 1).
This location was then supported by Council resolution on 22 May 2012.
3.2

Resolution of Council 22 May 2012

Meeting on 22 May 2012 Council resolved (in part) as follows:
That Council request Transport for NSW to redesign access to the proposed
Hawthorne Light Rail Stop to include:
• A bridge across Hawthorne Canal, immediately to the north of the existing
Café Bones building; (Option A in Appendix 1).
• The construction of a new building to accommodate, Café Bones, the
Leichhardt Dog Training Group and a new amenities block at a location
approximately 15 metres to the west of the existing building;
• Demolition of the existing Café Bones building;
• Provision of a path, to Hawthorne Light Rail Stop, to the east of the proposed
new Café Bones building;
• Construction of a decorative fence along the new path’s south-western
perimeter, separating the path from the off-leash dog area, without separating
Café Bones from the off-leash area.
3.3

Public Meeting 9 June 2012

On Saturday June 9th 2012 Council held an on-site public meeting. This meeting
was convened by Leichhardt’s Mayor (Councillor Porteous) and attended by some
69 local stakeholders, the Member for Balmain (Jamie Parker MP) and officers from
Council‘s Strategic Parks Planning Unit. This meeting discussed at length the
various options associated with Hawthorne Light Rail Stop including the Part 3A
approval and the options concerned with the placement of the bridge and associated
fencing and pathway works at both the southern and northern ends of the park.
At this meeting Park Planning officers explained the functionality of the park, its
various uses, its popularity and its intrinsic cultural and social values which are
recognised by the community at large. Importantly these officers stressed the need
to protect the integrity of the open space qualities of the park and importantly the
value which is placed on both the northern end of park as well as southern area by
both dog and non-dog owners.
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At this meeting a “community vote” was taken, indicating that approximately 55% of
attendees supported the bridge at the northern end while 45% supported the bridge
at the southern end.
4.0

Report

4.1

Current Status of Inner West Light Rail Project

In late 2011 Transport for NSW called for tenders for the Inner West Light Rail
Project. These tenders included:
• Design and construction of light rail infrastructure;
• Design and construction of street scape measures associated with the project;
• Acquisition of new rolling stock.
The tenders have now been awarded to contractors who have initiated preliminary
discussions with officers from Leichhardt, Ashfield and Marrickville Councils.
Transport from New South Wales has indicated that the community consultation
process will recommence in September 2012.
The consultation and design phase is currently planned to run until the end of 2012
with streetscape construction commencing early in 2013.1
A Community Liaison Plan is currently being prepared by the consultant team, in
conjunction with Transport for NSW and will be forwarded to Council by the end of
August 2012. Additionally, the following actions are currently underway:
• meetings between council officers and the consultant team;
• preparation of a regular stakeholder newsletter;
• preparation for a series of community information and consultation sessions;
• establishment of 1800 684 490 as an information and enquiry line (with a 24
hour turnaround guaranteed);
• establishment of 1800 775 465 to handle urgent enquiries or complaints
regarding construction activities (with a two hour turnaround guaranteed);
• door-knocking of premises immediately adjacent to the corridor’s geotech test
sites.
Council has been informed that geotech investigations and the boring of associated
test holes commenced on Wednesday, 11 July 2012.
Additionally, a Heritage Interpretation Study will be commissioned in the near future,
to examine opportunities to highlight the history of the corridor.
4.2

Resolution of Council 26 June 2012

At its meeting on 26 June 2012 Council resolved to exhibit the draft Companion
Animal Management Plan, which includes the extension of the off-leash dog area to

1

Some staged infrastructure construction (eg platforms and overheads etc) is likely to commence
simultaneously to the streetscape consultation period.
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include the complete length of Hawthorne Canal Reserve, from the Allen Street
underpass to Blackmore Park.
4.3

Public Meeting 27 June 2012

In response to concern that the community should be afforded the opportunity to
express their views, regarding the location of the proposed new bridge across
Hawthorne Canal, Council convened a public meeting, on 27 June 2012. At this
meeting Transport from New South Wales addressed a group of approximately 30
stakeholders, and outlined the possible bridge locations that had been examined and
their preference for the location immediately to the north of Cafe Bones (Option A in
Appendix 1).
Public opinion at the meeting appeared to be split over the benefits of the northern
and southern locations, with the following views expressed;
• Northern Location (north of Cafe Bones) - was considered to provide better
access to the light rail stop, provide a new building for Cafe Bones and
possibly extended premises for the Leichhardt Dog Training Club and did not
interrupt the existing off-leash dog area. However, should the off-leash area
be extended in accordance with the draft companion animal management
plan, this location would create a fenced on-leash area in the middle of the
new, larger off-leash area.
•

Southern Location (immediately north of Ashfield’s netball courts) - was
considered to isolate the southern 130 m of Hawthorne Canal by erecting a
fence along the northern edge of the proposed path Reserve (Figure 1).
However, should the off-leash area be extended in accordance with the draft
companion animal management plan, this would provide over 500 m of
uninterrupted off-leash area with Cafe Bones and the dog club office near its
centre.
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Figure 1 – Area of Park Isolated by Proposed Path to Hawthorne Light Rail
Stop
4.4

Open Space Planning Considerations

Council’s Parks and Open Space Planning Unit has actively participated in
discussions at public meetings and in formal meetings with Transport for NSW in
relation to the proposed location of the pedestrian bridge and the location of
proposed pathways through Hawthorne Reserve. Council’s Parks Planning unit has
raised concerns in relation to the proposed location of the bridge in relation to the
functionality of the park as a whole and secondly in relation to the segregation of the
open space.
Open Space is in short supply for recreation within the Leichhardt LGA. As such
Council’s Open Space Planning unit does not support proposals which would result
in segregating or dividing Hawthorne Canal Reserve into two distinct areas which
would impact upon its overall functionality. Fencing off or dividing the park would in
effect reduce the open space which is currently freely available for off leash
companion animal exercise and socialisation. Should the southern area of the park
be separated there would need to a reclassification of the space as an on leash
area. This would also imply the need for a new education and enforcement
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programme to be commenced by Council in relation to changes in the zoning of the
park. Dividing the park into two district areas would also force dog owners and their
pets to utilise the northern area of the park (Café Bones’ area) rather than freely
enjoying both the southern and the northern areas. It needs to be recognised that not
all companion animal owners visit the park to frequent Café Bones and that a
number of users value the southern area of the park as an off leash area and an
area to socialise with other pet owners.
4.5
Transport for New South Wales letter regarding Hawthorne Stop Access
(4 July 2012)
In a letter dated 4 July 2012 Transport for New South Wales informed Council that,
based on concerns raised at the public meeting on 27 June 2012, the preferred
location for the bridge across Hawthorne Canal has been reconsidered. Transport’s
preferred location is now the southern most option (immediately north of Ashfield’s
netball courts - Option C).
In reaching this decision, Transport’s consideration included:
• the level of support for the southern location voiced at a public meeting held
on 27 June 2012;
• the ability of a new bridge at this location to negate the need for Council to
reconstruct the existing steel bridge (which is likely to be closed by the time
the light rail commences operating);
• this southern most location minimises impact on the off leash area by
providing some 550 m of uninterrupted off leash area, with Cafe Bones
located roughly at its Centre;
• the absence of a need to relocate Cafe Bones.
Ultimately, after examination of all aspects associated with the options (shown in
Appendix 1), Transport for New South Wales considers that the southern option
provides the best overall outcome for park users and taxpayers.
Transport for New South Wales requested that should Council have further comment
on the southern option, these should be submitted as soon as possible because the
consultants will be commencing detailed design in the near future.
This information was forwarded to Councillors and senior staff of Leichhardt Council
on Friday 6 July 2012 and comments requested by Wednesday 11 July 2012, to
permit them to be presented at the next Inner West Light Rail Liaison Group meeting
(Thursday, 12 July 2012).
These comments were subsequently presented to Transport for New South Wales at
the 12 July 2012 liaison group meeting.
4.6

Initial Streetscape Design Meeting (6 July 2012)

On Friday 6 July 2012. An initial streetscape design liaison group meeting was held
between:
• Transport for New South Wales – inner west light rail;
• Transport for New South Wales – active transport corridor;
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•
•
•
•

Cardno Consultants (Streetscape study);
John Holland (Infrastructure design and construct);
Roads and Maritime Services
Officers from Leichhardt, Ashfield and Marrickville Councils.

At this meeting each light rail stop was individually discussed to provide the
consultants with an overview of associated issues. It was again indicated by
Transport for New South Wales that the preferred location for the Hawthorne Stop
access is the southern most location (Option C) and that the geotechnical analysis
and streetscape design work for the project is to commence within the next 1-2
weeks.
4.7

Inner West Liaison Group Meeting (12 July 2012)

The 9th Inner West Liaison Group meeting was held on 12 July 2012. At this
meeting, Leichhardt’s Senior Parks and Open Space Planner and Strategic
Transport Planner reiterated Council's current resolution (to support Option A - north
of Cafe Bones) and expressed concern regarding the potential alienation of the
southern portion of the park, and other open space considerations. Council's officers
also explained that a report regarding the location of the bridge would be presented
to Council at its meeting on 24 July 2012.
At this meeting Transport for NSW also pointed out that the geotechnical works have
been commenced and that the decision to proceed with the southern most location
(Option C) had been finalised. In order to reduce impact on the park Transport for
NSW suggested that the path between the new bridge and the existing shared path,
in Hawthorne Canal Reserve, could remain unfenced. Council officers noted
however that in all previously discussions the need to fence and provide a safe
passage for light rail patrons was a significant concern and one which would have to
be immediately addressed in the case of a dog jumping on a light patron where such
an instance could be interpreted as a dog attack.
5 .0

Consideration of Options

It is suggested that Council’s preferred location for the bridge should be immediately
to the north of Café Bones (Option A). This suggestion is based on the improved
catchment for the light rail and advice from Council’s Parks Planning Unit regarding
the likely impact on Council’s open space.
However, Council should be aware that this will not satisfy all park users and will be
at a financial penalty to Council of some $300,000 being the approximate cost of
replacing the existing old steel bridge.
Figure 2 below, summarises the key considerations associated with each of the
possible locations for the bridge over Hawthorne Canal.
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Figure 2 – Summary of Impacts of Bridge and Path Locations
Impacts to Consider
Haberfield Catchment For Light
Rail
Impacts On Existing Off-Leash
Dog Area

Impacts On Future Extended OffLeash Dog Area/Park

Possible Locations for Bridge and path to Hawthorne Light Rail Stop
Option A
Option B
(North of Café Bones)
(Central Location)
Overlaps slightly with Leichhardt North Stop.
Greatest catchment.
Retains the full existing off-leash area, with
the exception of a path way between the
bridge and the light rail stop adjacent to the
existing location of Café Bones.

Divides existing off-leash area into a
130m park (north) and a 290 m park
(south).

Divides existing off-leash area into a 330m
park (north) and a 420m park (south).

Divides future off-leash area into a
460m park (north) and a 29m park
(south).

Will require the existing hard surfaced car
park area north of cafe Bones to be made an
on leash area. This consists of an area of
348m2. The distance between the on and off
leash area of the park will be walk of 22m
from the existing car park to the cafe bones
boom gate.

Impact On Café Bones

Preference is to relocate Café Bones away
from the northern “release point” for the offleash dog area.

Option C
(Southern Location)
Overlaps with some of Marion Stop
catchment.
Divides existing off-leash area into a 290m
park (north) a 130 park (south).

Divides existing off-leash area into a 620m
park (north) and a 130m park (south).
Will require both a change to the LCAMP
provisions and the installation of a physical
barrier (fencing and gated access) making
the southern area of the park on leash only
to provide safe passage for light rail
patrons. This results in a physical
separation of the park notably in the largest
continuous area of green space and the
alienation of the open space.

Does not affect location of Café
Bones.

Does not affect location of Café Bones.

Does not affect club office but likely
to impact on open space currently
used as training area.

Does not affect club office but will
isolate and removes the southernmost
portion of the existing off-leash

This will also have an impact the open space
as it will require Café bones and possibly a
toilet to be constructed at a new, more
southerly, location.
Impact On Leichhardt Dog
Training Club

May permit the extension of club facilities if
Café Bones is relocated to new premises.
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area reducing off leash exercise in
the larger green space area for dog walkers
during club activities and training events on
weekends.
Impact On Open Space

Has the least impact on the open space
qualities of the park as a whole. Retains the
largest continuous area of green space within
the park as only the existing car park is
impacted upon in terms of on leash
requirements. This area already has restricted
car movements and forms part of the existing
road way which leads south to Blackmore
Park. Note the area south of car park will still
be able to be maintained as an off leash area
if this option is adopted.

Significantly divides the open space
into two halves significantly and
negatively impacting upon the
functionality and the value of the
open space as a whole. Will require
changes in accessibility and
importantly restrictions in terms of
companion animal access.

Impacts negatively on the largest
continuous area of green space within the
park alienating and segregating the park.
Will require changes in accessibility and
importantly restrictions in terms of
companion animal access.

Proximity To Allen Street
Underpass

Remote from Allen Street Underpass (direct
distance approx. 350m).

96m direct/diagonally across path,
144m if straight across park to
existing path.

Remote from Allen Street underpass (direct
distance approx. 240m).

Impact on Darley Street Reserve

Provides path immediately to the south of
existing fenced playground.
Requires old bridge to be replaced once
deemed unsafe for use.

Likely to require path across middle
of park.
Likely to require the old bridge to be
replaced once deemed unsafe for
use.

Likely to require path across middle of park.

Relationship To Existing (Old)
Steel Bridge
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avoid duplication and reduced future costs
for Council).
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DIRECTOR’S SUMMARY - ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications:

Consultants’ fees for design development stage.

Policy Implications:

Community Engagement Framework.

Strategic Plan Objective:

3. Place where we live and work.
5. Business in the community.
6. Sustainable services and assets.

Staffing Implications:

Nil.

Notifications:

People who made submissions, attended the
public meeting or signed the petition.

Other Implications:

Compliance with s.94 Developer Contributions
Plan for Traffic and Access (Car Parking).
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1.

Purpose of Report
To report on the public consultation about the option of adding two levels of
parking to the existing ground level car park at 48 Merton Street (Hamilton
Street Car Park), Rozelle.

2.

Recommendations
That Council proceed with development of a design for a ground and two
upper level car park at 48 Merton Street, Rozelle in consultation with the
school, residents, businesses and other stakeholders.
The design
development will include looking at increasing setbacks and otherwise
addressing concerns raised during consultation.

3.

Background
On 24 April 2012, Council resolved:
“ROZELLE CAR PARKS - MERTON AND HAMILTON STREETS,
ROZELLE
That Council officers progress consultation to build a two level (ground
plus two) car park on Hamilton Street.
That Council officers undertake a feasibility study and consultation
of the Hay Street car park for suitability for development for supported
and affordable housing above the car park addressing local needs.
Council to identify funding in the 2012/13 budget.”
This report relates to the first paragraph of the above resolution for
consultation to proceed.

4.

Report
Following the 24 April 2012 resolution, Council proceeded with obtaining
images of possible facades for an above ground car park in accordance with
the preferred plans presented with the report to the April meeting. Annexed to
this report as Attachment 1 is the concept plan on which the images were
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based. (The red outline is the site boundary.) Annexed to this report as
Attachment 2 are the images with some only of the facade options to allow
members of the community to understand better what an above ground
carpark might look like if constructed in accordance with those plans. They do
not show landscaping outside the car park. The images have both solid green
walls and areas with panels or perforated screens. These areas are to allow
natural light and ventilation into the car park and provide added safety and
security by allowing people on the street to see into the ground level at least,
as well as breaking up the façade to mitigate the effects of bulk.
The consultation period commenced on 8 June 2012 with submissions invited
until 12 July 2012. The consultation included a public meeting on 18 June
2012.
A six page outline with background and costings, the Traffic Engineer’s
Report, the Heritage Impact Statement, the two preferred concept plans as
presented to Council in April, information and photos of green walls, two
photomontage images and sketches of other façade options were placed on
Council’s website with hard copies in Citizen Service, Leichhardt Library,
Balmain Library and Hannaford Centre. Following the public meeting on 18
June, additional comments, a building footprint plan of the carpark and
surrounding properties and variations on the concept plan were added to the
website and at Citizen Service and emailed to members of the public who
attended the meeting.
The consultation was advertised in the Mayor’s column in The Courier on
Thursday 14, 21 and 28 June and 5 July 2012. There was also an
advertisement in The Courier on Tuesday 12 June 2012 prior to the public
meeting. Notification was on Council’s website and on noticeboards in
Leichhardt Library, Balmain Library and Hannaford Centre and on outdoor
Council noticeboards in the municipality. A number of laminated notices were
affixed to poles in the Hamilton Street car park (48 Merton Street) and the
other Council car park at 44-46 Merton Street. Council mailed approximately
570 letters addressed to residential and business property owners by name
and to occupiers. The Precinct committees were notified. Emails were sent
to members, for whom email addresses were held, of all Council’s committees
including the Environment and Recreation, Community Safety Services and
Facilities, Access Policy and Heritage Advisory Committees, the Seniors’
Council and Climate Change Taskforce. Emails were also sent to the
Principal of Rozelle Public School, to several officebearers of the BalmainRozelle Chamber of Commerce and to residents who had previously made
submissions on car parking issues in Merton Street.
Issues raised at Public Meeting
With the Mayor, Councillor Weiss and 4 staff members, the public meeting on
Monday 18 June 2012 at Hannaford Centre (one block from Merton Street)
was attended by:
1.
two residents from a nearby property in Merton Street across the road
from the car park,
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2.
3.

another resident from that block of Merton Street, and
the Principal of Rozelle Public School which is immediately adjacent to
the car park on two sides.

The following issues were raised.
•

It was pointed out that now parking is free in the car park and metered in
the street, visitors tried the car park first, leaving more spaces in the
street for residents with parking permits. Concern was expressed that if
there were similar charges for the car park, visitors were more likely to
park in available spaces in the street, reducing the number of on-street
spaces available for residents. Questions were also raised as to time
limits and free periods (for example all day with 2 hours free, or a limit of
2 or 4 hours similar to on-street parking.) Payment is discussed further
below in this report.

•

The Principal of the School expressed concern about parking charges for
parents of students. Often parents have to park and come into the
school to talk to teachers.

•

Concern was expressed about student drop off and pick up for the
school. It was stated at the meeting that spaces could be set aside in
the car park for 10 minute parking at school drop off and pick up times,
similar to those on Merton Street near the pedestrian gate to the school
and near Leichhardt Public School. This could be the case whether or
not charges were introduced and regardless of what other time limits
were imposed. The report to the April 2012 Council meeting stated that
if payment were introduced for the carpark, “It would also be appropriate
to have 15 minute free parking especially at the Hamilton Street car park
which would be particularly useful for parents dropping off and picking up
children from Rozelle Public School.”

•

The Principal of the School enquired whether adding levels would affect
access to the school staff car park. It wouldn’t. The vehicular gates to
the school car park open to Hamilton Street which is a public road, and
cars would continue to enter from and exit to Hamilton Street which
would be two-way. Hamilton Street is wider at the school end. The
school has a 14 metre frontage to Hamilton Street which is wide enough
for the existing vehicular entry to the staff car park including for delivery
trucks. The Principal enquired if there would still be a road at the rear of
the car park between it and the school. There isn’t now a road across
the rear of the car park site. That is a vehicular carriageway within the
car park site. However, as stated above, the school has a 14m frontage
to the public road and access for its staff cars and delivery vehicles is not
affected.

•

The Principal also enquired about the setbacks from the school
playground and distance from the car park structure to buildings on
nearby sites.
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It was subsequently confirmed and advised to the meeting attendees
that the concept plan had a 3m setback on its west boundary with the
school playground. The setback was on that boundary, not on the
Hamilton Street boundary, because of the school trees on or close to
that boundary. Amongst other things, those trees provide screening for
the car park from the playground although the heritage adviser
recommends planting some more trees. The final setbacks, and whether
it is appropriate to have a footpath down that west side outside the car
park to the Merton Street footpath near the pedestrian gate to the school,
or to fence off the setback area, is a matter for the design development
stage in consultation with the school if the project proceeds.
After the meeting, a building footprint plan was obtained and forwarded
to the meeting attendees and put on the website. A copy is annexed to
this report as Attachment 3. There is a small school building about 4m in
from the boundary and therefore about 4m from the car park. Between
the public car park and the main school building is the school staff car
park. Across Hamilton Street are two new townhouses fronting Hamilton
Street but constructed at the rear of 655-657 Darling Street. Both that
Darling Street property and the car park site are zoned Business. If the
project proceeds, whether the rear of the car park at the school boundary
is left open or has a façade and of what type, is a matter for the detailed
design stage in consultation with the school.
•

There were some comments about the appearance and internal
circulation space, and one resident enquired if the site were large
enough for multi-level parking. It is considered that this site is just large
enough for additional levels provided the entire site is used, as indicated
by the number of additional spaces obtained by adding levels based on
the concept plans.

•

There was an enquiry as to whether the car park could be built without a
lift, which would reduce the size of the tower, as there were
disabled/accessible spaces on the ground level. Building now a car park
with more than one level without a lift would breach both the Disability
Discrimination Act and Council’s own policies on accessibility. Disabled
car parking spaces are reserved for persons with the appropriate permit,
but persons with mobility disabilities are not restricted to using only those
spaces. Many do not require the extra width but are able to use other
parking spaces. There are also parents with prams and strollers. If the
project proceeds, it is considered that it must have a lift.

•

There was a suggestion that there needed to be articulation at the
Merton Street frontage, that there be a set in section. This could be
used for a seat, fountain or other public art work, as well as further
breaking up the façade. The Traffic Engineer was instructed to prepare
an amendment of the concept plan with a 2m deep inset in part of the
Merton Street frontage. A copy of the amended plan is annexed to this
report as Attachment 4. This has the 2m inset section on all levels,
ground and two upper levels. The 2m deep inset in the middle of the
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Merton Street frontage, for a 3 level (ground plus two) carpark, results in
the loss of 13 spaces compared to one without this inset. The additional
two levels add 18 spaces rather than 31 spaces over the existing ground
level car park, which basically means a 42% increase in the cost of each
space added to the existing car park. The traffic engineer advised that
for this concept plan further setbacks on any boundary would adversely
affect traffic circulation.
The inset section could be on the ground level only with the two upper
levels cantilevered over that inset section. This is shown in the plan
which is annexed to this report as Attachment 5. It means the loss of 3
spaces on the ground floor (compared to the plan with no inset.)
The amended plan with inset section was based on the preferred
concept plan as presented to the April meeting and made available for
review as part of the consultation. The final setback would be a matter
for the design development stage. The traffic engineer had prepared
other concept plans which were annexed to the traffic engineer’s report
(available as part of the documents for review during the consultation) or
annexed to the report to the April Ordinary Council Meeting. The other
concept plans had fewer car spaces and/or had the vehicular entry
and/or exit to Merton Street whereas both the traffic engineer and the
heritage adviser had recommended car entry and exit both be via
Hamilton Street with the Merton Street car crossing closed as this is
preferable for safety, traffic efficiency, the amenity of Merton Street
residents and the Merton streetscape. If the project proceeds to the next
stage, development of the design would include looking to maximise
setbacks with the minimum loss of parking.
Another option may be to have the façade to the boundary but broken up
by different treatments, green walls and panels, and use the footpath
and adjacent traffic island. The concept plans have the existing Merton
Street driveway closed and three rear angle parking spaces introduced
in this section of Merton Street to replace the three lost by returning
Hamilton Street to a two-way road. However, there is still a significant
traffic island marking the change from two-way to one-way in Merton
Street, which could possibly be enlarged and/or be combined into the
footpath to create a wider walkway and provide a better setting for the
carpark and a space for a seat or item of public art.
•

One Merton Street resident enquired why the extension was required at
all, in view of other projects with parking such as redevelopment of the
former Tigers’ site. The reply was that the Tigers’ site development was
inward looking and this additional Hamilton Street parking would assist
businesses in the high street strip shopping area. By comparison,
another Merton Street resident asked if Council was sufficiently looking
to the future and perhaps should build underground levels of parking
now with provision to add above ground levels later.
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Submissions Received
In addition to comments raised at the public meeting, the following
submissions were received.
•

Seven submissions were received from residents in that block of Merton
Street (between 47 and 75 Merton Street) north of Darling Street on the
opposite side of the road to the car park. Their main concerns are about:
o increased traffic and congestion;
o increased noise;
o anti-social behaviour in a covered car park;
o visual impact: height, bulk, blocking of views to the school;
o effect on residents’ on-street parking;
o effect on residents’ lifestyle;
o decrease in property values;
o effect on the school;
o site size;
o cost and value for money.
Annexed to this report as Attachment 6 is a table setting out issues
raised by residents with Council officers’ comments.

•

Rozelle Public School, by the Principal on behalf of the students, families
and staff, made a submission objecting to the current proposal and
requesting further consultation with the school. As well as the school’s
current 540 students mainly from the local catchment area, expected to
increase, there is an Out of School Hours Care facility from 7:15 to 9:00
am and 3pm to 6pm. The school’s submissions and officers’ comments
are also set out in Attachment 6 to this report. The school’s submissions
are under the following headings.
o Increased risk to student safety as a result of increased traffic.
o Increased risk to student safety as a result of lack of privacy and
security.
o Lack of adequate parking provision for families.
o Impact on movement in and out of the staff car park due to
increased traffic congestion.

•

A resident from Merton Street south of Darling Street was mainly
concerned that the proposal was not for 44-46 Merton Street, across
from her house, but objects to any development.

•

A submission was received from a local architect and resident of Rozelle
(not in Merton Street). His submissions are similar to and are included
with the residents’ submissions in Attachment 6.

•

A submission supporting the proposal was received from the Balmain
Rozelle Chamber of Commerce. It is set out in the final section of
Attachment 6.

ITEM 17A

PAGE 21
•

A business proprietor from Darling Street, close to Merton Street,
forwarded a petition signed by 62 people “to express my support for the
proposed Leichhardt Council public car parking development off
Hamilton and Merton Street Rozelle which will result in a much needed
increase in the number of available spaces for vehicles.”

•

A resident from Wulumay Close telephoned and said the extension to
the car park was a great idea. They didn’t know why it hadn’t been done
before. It was now quite difficult to get a parking space and impossible
at school pick up times.

Following Stages
If the project proceeds, the next stage would be design development. This
will involve the appointment of an architect to work with the heritage
consultant and traffic engineer to develop a more detailed design in
consultation with stakeholders.
The stakeholders to be consulted further include the Rozelle Public School,
residents, business owners and the Chamber of Commerce. There will also
be consultation with Planners, either internal or external, particularly to
discuss DA requirements and development at the Business zone / Residential
Zone interface (see below.)
Following the design development stage, if Council decided to proceed, a
development application would have to be lodged which would be
accompanied by the same supporting documents as required from any other
applicant including a heritage impact statement, a traffic report, a statement of
environmental effects, shadow diagrams and a SEPP 1 objection. These
would be reviewed not only by internal assessment, heritage and traffic staff.
As the applicant would be Council, the application would be referred to an
external planner to assess against the relevant sections of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act, Leichhardt’s Local Environment Plan 2000
(“LEP”) and Development Control Plan 2000 (“DCP”), state government
planning policies and other requirements. The external planner would then
provide a report. Part A4.1 of the DCP states:
“A4.1 Development at the Business Zone / Residential Zone interface.
For development at the Business Zone / Residential Zone interface, any
proposal for development on land zoned Business must recognise and
take into account the form of existing development, and/or development
likely to occur, in adjoining land zoned Residential.
Where development is proposed in excess of 2 storeys in land zoned
Business at a Business zone / Residential zone interface, any storey
above the second storey should not be visible (or at most partially visible)
from the rear yards of adjoining land zoned Residential.
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Applicants for development in the Business zone must also consider
amenity impacts upon adjoining land owners in the Residential zone.”
Option of Charging for Parking
As set out in the Report to the April Ordinary Council meeting and in the
documents available for review by the public as part of the consultation, an
option for part of the funding for any extension is by a loan repayable over 10
years. This loan could be repaid from general operating revenues (rates) or
from additional revenue generated by the project itself (user pays) or a
combination.
Currently, all Council off-street public car parks provide free parking. They
usually have a 2 hour time limit from 8am to 6pm or 8am to 8pm.
For on-street parking in the main commercial and retail areas of Rozelle,
Balmain and Leichhardt, there is metered / paid parking usually between 8am
and 10pm with mostly a 2 hour limit from 8am to 6pm then a four hour limit to
10pm. In some areas, there is 15 minute free parking. Parking permits are
issued to certain residents, commercial property owners and employees which
allow the holder to park on certain streets, as specified in the permit, for free
and without any time limit.
An argument for having paid metered parking in the car parks is that as offstreet public car parks involve Council purchasing or making land available for
car parking rather than other uses, there is more reason to charge for it to
raise funds or recoup costs, both capital and operating costs. However, the
main reason to charge is the same as for on-street parking which is to ensure
parking turnover.
Merton Street residents have pointed out that when on-street parking is
metered and the car parks are free, many visitors to the area try the car parks
first which leaves more of the on-street parking available for residents with a
permit. The concern was expressed that if the car parks were charged at the
same rates as on-street parking, there was no incentive for shoppers and
other visitors to try to park in the car parks first and would take the first onstreet space available.
The car park could have paid parking but be cheaper than on-street paid
parking. It could, for example, have the first 15, 30 or 60 minutes free (not just
for stays of 15, 30 or 60 minutes, but the first 15, 30 or 60 minutes free for all
users of the car park) and/or it could be charged at a lower rate than on-street
parking. This still provides incentive for visitors to seek a space in the car
park first, leaving more on-street parking for residents with permits, but makes
it easier for parking officers to check how long a car has been parked in the
car park, allows sufficient time for shoppers and visitors to attend but
encourages parking turnover, and the revenue could be applied to the
extensions or operating costs. If any charges were introduced to an extended
Hamilton Street car park, it would have to be decided whether to introduce the
same charges to the other Merton Street car park, so as not to skew traffic
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towards that car park, and whether to introduce it to other Council car parks.
The exact time length of free parking and amount of the charges would have
to be determined.
There could also be further restrictions of 15 minute only parking in certain
spaces at school drop off and pick up times.
One proposal raised at the meeting was that the first two hours be free with
charges for parking longer than 2 hours, similar to many shopping centres,
which would mainly affect commuters including those driving to Rozelle,
parking and then taking a bus into the city. There were concerns expressed
about this defeating the purpose of providing parking for the Rozelle high
street shops. The car park extension would be built to a large extent with s.94
funds contributed by local businesses to provide parking for their customers,
not for commuters going into the city nor Rozelle workers who either have
permits or could park further away and walk to the retail strip or take public
transport. Parking turnover in the car parks is desirable to encourage
shoppers and visitors to businesses in the retail and commercial strips. The
car parks are also available to visitors to residents.
The decision on whether or not to charge for parking in the Hamilton Street
car park and/or other car parks and if so how much to charge, is a matter for
Council to determine in consultation with stakeholders. This issue could be
considered by the Budget and Parking Management Taskforce.

5.

Summary/Conclusions
Over a number of years, Council has looked at different options to increase
public parking in Rozelle, near the main retail and commercial strip east of
Victoria Road. Most recently, in April 2012, Council resolved that council
officers proceed with consultation on the option of adding two levels above
ground or underground at the existing ground level car park on the corner of
Merton and Hamilton Streets. There are objections from some residents
including from that block of Merton Street. The adjacent school also has
concerns. Council did receive submissions in support including from the
Balmain-Rozelle Chamber of Commerce.
It is recommended that Council proceed with the design development stage.
This would be in consultation with stakeholders and include looking to
maximise setbacks.
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Attachment 1
Concept Plan presented to April Meeting and Public Consultation
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Attachment 2
Images showing some possible Façades
Based on concept plan in Attachment 1
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Attachment 3
Building Footprints
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Attachment 4
Amended Plan with inset on Merton Street frontage on all Levels
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Attachment 5
Amended plan with inset on Ground Level Only

ITEM 17A

PAGE 29

Attachment 6
Submissions and Council Officers’ Comments
Submissions

Officers’ Comments

Residents’ Submissions
The car park is close to the heritage Rozelle Public School building
and would block views from certain places.
The houses directly across the road from the car park now look out
over the ground level car park to the school with mature trees on the
right, but this would be replaced by a new imposing structure which
comes right up to the footpath, significantly reducing the quality of
the outlook from our home and substantially reducing the value of all
homes in the vicinity.
Visually the current carpark is suitable for the current situation. Your
three storey building will look out of place against the old school
building and I’m sure the children playing in the playground will be
disappointed with the block out effect.
The S&T Heritage Impact Advice raises various concerns about the
relationship to the surrounding heritage items and the conservation
area. I share those concerns but am less optimistic that a good
urban design solution can be found. Certainly a wall of dead
poisoned and vandalised plants will not enhance the ‘fit’ to the
residential streetscape. Underground parking would have less
impact but the costs would be significantly higher along with public

A heritage impact assessment was obtained from an external
recognised heritage architect, and would be required to be lodged
with any DA. This would be reviewed by Council’s internal heritage
officers and the external planner to whom the DA would be referred.
The school building is still visible down Hamilton Street. From the
north end of Merton Street, views of the school building are now
blocked by the trees on the school playground. The concept plans
have the car park set in from that school boundary due to the trees
referred to in the submission. View loss and view sharing is
considered as part of the DA assessment.
The car park site is zoned Business. Whether Council built an
above ground car park or affordable housing or a youth centre or
other facility over the ground level car park or with underground car
parking, or if the site were sold by Council, any construction would
have some effect and whether it is reasonable is a matter for DA
assessment against the LEP and DCP including the provisions for
development at the Business/Residential zone interface.
The existing trees on the school are taller than the building would
be. It is unlikely that there would be further block out or shading of
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Submissions
safety issues, environmental and noise issues from basement car
exhaust requirements.

Officers’ Comments
the playground, but shadow diagrams would be required with any
DA.

Visual impact. It would be an imposing structure built to the footpath.

Leichhardt DCP has specific provisions for development on
Business zoned land at the interface with Residential zoned land.
The car park site is zoned Business and the height of a ground plus
2 upper level car park would be equivalent to two storeys in height
except for the tower. The town houses facing Hamilton Street, built
on Business zoned land fronting Darling Street, are 2 storeys as is
one house in Merton Street opposite the car park.

The size is out of keeping with nearby residences. Those opposite
on Merton Street have 1 storey whilst the tower on the proposed
carpark extends up to 3 storeys high.
Using Council’s own criteria, it should be rejected on the grounds of
bulk, overshadowing, privacy of surrounding areas and creating
traffic chaos.
The height of the proposed building is significantly out of proportion
to the existing streetscape. The height of the car park would be
overwhelming from street level in Merton Street and does not fit in
with the height of the existing buildings. The impact would be even
worse when walking or driving up Merton Street. The building is to
the footpath. It would create a very narrow street. The proposal to
have a setback section might only slightly reduce the effect of a 3
level car park.
We have never seen a vertical garden look anything other than
depressing after a year or two. The pictured representations look
terrible and not in keeping with the look of the area. Most houses
along Merton street are single storey. This development threatens
to tower over us all.
I seriously question the suggestion of providing the so-called ‘green
walls’ to the car park. Green walls are the latest ‘funky’ add-on to

The stair and lift tower is higher and can be on the corner (as
indicated in the mocked up photo images) or could be further down
Hamilton Street away from Merton Street to reduce its visibility from
Merton Street, but the advice of the heritage architect is that the
tower can provide some interest to the building and so improve its
appearance.
Bulk is more of an issue than height. The concept plans prepared
for the consultation show the car park taking up most of the site.
Amended plans showing a requested inset section in the Merton
Street frontage reduce the number of additional spaces (over the
existing ground level car park, compared to the plans with no inset)
by 40%.
A varied façade with one or more treatments, for example both
green walls and panelling, would provide some relief. Landscaping
the footpath and traffic island including perhaps a seat and/or public
art work would also assist.
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Submissions
buildings. For private residential development they are expensive,
for commercial they are even more expensive when maintenance is
included and for public buildings like a car park they will be an
expensive disaster.

Officers’ Comments
Green walls are one of a number of options to break up the façade.
The heritage architect also advised that maintenance of green walls
can be an issue.

Security. Having a covered public space may attract people at night
as a comfortable place to congregate. This may result in increased
noise, graffiti and damage to cars parked at the rear of the carpark
especially on the elevated levels where there is no visibility from the
street. Currently, the whole ground level car park is visible from the
street which discourages unsociable behaviour.

The information available for review during the consultation period
included the recommendation that there be breaks in the façade with
panelling, for example. This is not only to break up the façade to
improve the appearance and allow natural light and ventilation, but
is to enable people to see into the car park from the street to
increase security and safety within the car park. This would allow
passive surveillance of the ground level but only limited sight into the
upper levels.

The covered parking at night may encourage people to hang out or
congregate as it is not visible from the street especially the higher
levels. This may result in anti-social behaviour and allow people to
use the area to consume alcohol, take illicit drugs, for vandalism and
so on. This is particularly of concern when the car park is adjacent
to the school and for young children living in Merton Street.
We are not convinced a large empty car park, which this would
surely be after hours, would not become a haven for bad behaviour.
The Bridge Hotel is a notorious gathering point in the late evenings
and most Saturday nights see young drunks wandering up Darling
Street from Victoria Road looking for trouble.

There are measures which may be taken. Parking demand is
highest in daylight hours and it may be possible to lock off the upper
levels at night, although this is not preferred prior to the evening
dining hour is over at least. Security cameras could be installed
and there could be regular patrols by Council Rangers and/or
Council’s external security providers.

An overlarge enclosed building can only entice crime, break-ins of
cars, stealing of cars, groups of people meeting there, lurking in the
shadow, people coming from the shops, restaurants and hotels,
urinating in every corner, all right next to a primary school.
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Officers’ Comments

Natural daylight to the school and residences in Hamilton and
Merton Streets would be greatly reduced.

Above ground levels on the car park would not give any views over
the rear gardens of any house. There are no houses immediately
adjacent to the car park site. There are houses on the other side of
Merton and Hamilton Streets which face the streets and the car
park.

Overshadowing and loss of privacy to surrounding areas.
The northern end of Merton Street is primarily a residential area.

Leichhardt DCP has provisions for development at the Business
zone / Residential zone interface.

Council should be subject to the same requirements as a house
owner seeking to add a second storey.

There are trees between the car park and the school playground on
Merton Street. At the rear of the public car park is one small school
building. The school staff car park is between the public car park
and the main school heritage building.
In view of the distances, orientation and trees, it considered that
there would not be overshadowing of the Merton Street houses or
the school. Council is subject to the same DA requirements as any
other applicant and would have to obtain and lodge shadow
diagrams.
The proposal would destroy the very nature of why I chose to live
here and raise my children. It would have an outrageous impact on
our way of life.
We cannot understand why Council continually considers the needs
of visitors over the needs of its rate paying residents.
The increased noise pollution and traffic will make it extremely
uncomfortable for residents within the area and likely to reduce the

Rozelle is an old area subdivided before cars were invented and so
many, if not most, houses do not have off-street parking. There is
competition for on-street parking between residents, business
owners, employees, shoppers, visitors to residents and patrons of
restaurants and other businesses. Balancing the competing claims
is difficult. Part of the balancing act is the issue of parking permits to
residents which allows them to park all day and so reduces timelimited on-street parking available to visitors.
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value of all homes in the vicinity. What attracted me to living in
Merton Street was the “green” and family oriented culture in the
area. Increased noise pollution, traffic and potential crime will make
Rozelle no different to what has become of Newtown.

Officers’ Comments
The Hamilton Street car park site is 50m from the main retail and
commercial strip of Rozelle east of Victoria Road. Closeness to this
strip is a benefit for nearby residents who live in a vibrant area and
can walk to cafes and restaurants and enjoy the lifestyle of the area.
Those same cafes, restaurants and other businesses provide
employment and attract patrons from outside walking distance, and
indeed must do so to survive financially. The owners of commercial
and business properties also pay Council rates.

Light pollution at night will increase from the additional lighting in the
car park and from the light sweeping into properties from car
headlights as they drive around the upper levels at night.

For lighting in a carpark, on one hand there is a desire for minimal
lighting to reduce energy and carbon emissions and the effect on
neighbours. On the other hand, higher levels of lighting may be
desirable for security and safety.

The proposed car park will be unsightly, noisy and polluting both
from the perspective of car fumes and light.

The effect of car park lighting and car headlights on opposite houses
may be another factor in the selection of an appropriate façade
treatment of any above ground car park, for example the selection
and angle of any panels.

Increased noise from car engines straining to drive up levels and
from tyre-squeal going round and round the ramps.
The noise generated with tyre squeal, horn blowing, car revving and
exhaust fumes during the day will affect children playing in the
school ground. What about at night with the lights glaring into the
neighbourhood homes and shops and happy drivers skidding up the
road?

Headlights on cars exiting via Hamilton Street may have a larger
effect although this may just replace the effect of the cars now
exiting the car park at the Merton Street driveway.

Additional public parking at Hamilton Street is not wanted by the
residents due to noise, traffic and congestion.

Council commissioned a traffic impact assessment from an external
traffic engineer. The conclusion was that additional traffic from the

If the projects proceeds, Council may want to consider and consult
as to whether the car park would be open all night or locked at a
particular time.

ITEM 17A

PAGE 34
Submissions
It should be rejected on the grounds of creating traffic chaos. The
proposal will create a traffic nightmare. It is very difficult now to exit
Merton Street to Darling Street on Saturday or Sunday and it will be
more difficult with extra cars leaving the carpark. There will be traffic
gridlock. Council’s previous experts [on another matter] were clearly
wrong and there is no reason to believe these experts are not just as
inept.
Currently the area is already heavily congested and often gridlocked
on peak hour and markets days. The increased volume of vehicles
going in and out of the car park will mean the congestion will extend
further beyond the busy periods and have a knock on effect to
surrounding streets.

Officers’ Comments
car park will not have any significant impact on traffic flow or
intersection performance for either the two or three storey options.
A complaint by many of the residents was the traffic for the markets
on Saturdays and Sundays. This would not be made worse by
increasing the number of car parking spaces. Indeed it may improve
it as more cars would be able to park and so would not just drive
through the car park and out again.
Council will continue to work with the school about student drop off
and pick up with child safety the main criterion.

It will add to the traffic nightmare that already exists, especially on
weekends with visitors to the Rozelle Markets. Funnelling many
more cars in is a recipe for chaos. Witness the traffic jam at the
Merton/Darling intersection every school day around 9am and 3pm.
Saturday and Sunday morning is worse.
Traffic congestion is at its maximum at the moment in Merton Street.
On Saturdays and Sundays with the markets, the street becomes a
carpark. Also, Monday to Friday is chaotic with the drop off and pick
up of children from the school. There needs to be a suitable drop off
and pick up zone for the children. Residents will tell you it’s a
nightmare and a serious incident is only a matter of time.
Traffic prediction and engineering is a ‘black art’ at best, a
speculative guess otherwise. Council has just spent a lot of money
recently debunking the Rozelle Village traffic modelling. Has this
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carpark been assessed with similar rigour one should ask?

Officers’ Comments

The current car park is used as a safe and practical drop-off point for The public car park is not a safe drop off and pick up point for the
school parents, which the proposed solution would impact.
school nor is it a usual purpose of a public car park. Following
discussions, the school is now using the pedestrian gate from its
We also cannot understand why Council is looking to make it more
playground to the Merton Street footpath. The many children who
attractive to increase traffic movement around a primary school with walk, and who are not being dropped off or collected in cars, no
children still learning the dangers of crossing roads and carpark
longer have to walk through a car park but enter and leave the
thoroughfares. Council should be examining ways to reduce traffic
school via the footpath which is safer. One concern expressed by
in Merton Street and encourage the school to manage the
the school is the existing vehicular exit from the car park, across the
movement of children from safe drop off points under the
footpath to Merton Street, close to the pedestrian gate. With the
supervision of adults.
proposed extension, this vehicular exit would be closed, thus
increasing the safety of students using the Merton Street footpath.
Impact on Rozelle Public School. Safety of the students must be a
The set back from the school playground boundary, due to the trees,
primary concern for the whole community. There needs to be
appears at this stage to be wide enough for a footpath outside the
provision for student drop off and pick up. Safe access to the school car park along its side if this were desired by the school. Issues
is unclear.
relating to the school, including safety and access points to the
school, would be the subject of consultation during the design
Rozelle School is already finding it difficult coping with school traffic
development stage, if the project proceeds.
at peak times, morning and afternoon. Adding to or prolonging this
congestion would be unwise.
Practicality. The small footprint of the site isn’t well suited to a multistorey solution. On busy market days it would be very easy for the
carpark and Hamilton Street to become gridlocked. There will be a
further knock-on effect of congestion due to increased traffic leaving
the carpark and exiting onto Darling Street.

The site is considered just large enough for multi-level parking if the
whole site is used, as indicated by the number of additional spaces
which can be provided. A larger site would be better but there are
not many options.
Council engaged a traffic engineer to assess the impact on traffic
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The size of the footprint is not suitable for a multi- level development
of this scale.
The site is too small for an efficient multi-storey car parking layout.
As an open carpark it works reasonably well but if conceived as a
multi-storey carpark then the added ramps, access provision, lift and
fire stairs all make it questionable as a public car park. It would
operate as a private parking arrangement for a commercial building,
whether there is an imperative to have on site parking for various
reasons but not an economic public parking facility. At over $50k
per space, the costs is too high.
Not value for money. Council may have to use up funding that has
been earmarked for parking but $2m for 31 extra car park spaces is
not a good use of valuable council funds.
The gain of only a possible maximum 31 spaces for the estimated
cost of $2m is not a reasonable use of limited Council funds. The
proposal to set back a section on Merton Street reduces the spaces
to 18 and makes a multi-level car park on this site even more
unacceptable.

Officers’ Comments
and to prepare the concept plans for an expanded car park.
Underground parking is more expensive to construct than above
ground parking and also has higher operating costs due to the
requirements for mechanical ventilation and artificial lighting all day.
See comments below about cost.

Ground level parking is cheaper to construct than multi-level parking
and of course for ground level parking only, ramps are not needed
which gives more spaces for the floor area. However, land in
Rozelle (and elsewhere in the Leichhardt LGA) is very expensive.
Using the airspace above or the area underground an existing car
park is an option.

The most cost effective solution would be to revisit the 44-46 Merton
Street car park proposal for 18 spaces instead of the original 30.
The existing car park was recently re-levelled, drained and resurfaced at rate payers’ expense.
With excavation, the budget of $2m is ridiculous. What about the
roads and footpaths after heavy machinery has churned it up.

The budget estimate was stated to be preliminary only based on
standard construction costs and may change due to specific site
conditions.
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Please include all the associated costs in a “fixed price contract” so
the residents and especially all the other ratepayers can actually see
the final cost for this project, then we can see who is responsible for
spending this amount. The amount the council has spent so far
including all reports, investigations etc are to be included in the
budget costs.

Officers’ Comments

The $3-4 million for the carpark is too much for Council to pay out
from ratepayers’ funds when the car park on Rozelle Village will be
done by an eventual developer at no cost to ratepayers.

The cost of any expansion of the car park will to a large extent be
paid from s.94 Developer Contribution Funds paid by business
owners.

Resident parking on Merton Street is already very limited, due to the
bays that have been reserved for the school on weekdays. If the car
park is not free, drivers will just as likely choose to park in Merton
Street making the problem much worse.

As stated above, there is competition for on-street parking in an
older suburb where most houses do not have off-street car parking.

The introduction of metered parking will reduce the existing amenity
of all residents. This will place additional daily pressure on limited
parking spaces in Merton Street in an attempt to avoid having to
pay.
Charging will have a negative effect on business and the residents.
The solution would be to make it the same as on street parking,
allowing residents with the appropriate permits to park free of
charge.
Residents can currently use the Hamilton Street carpark for 2 hours
so they are able to return to their homes during busy times eg
market days and at the end of the school day and then move when
other parking is available. When metered parking is introduced, it is

It is not recommended that parking in the car park be dearer than
on-street parking.
The body of the report outlines an option where parking in the car
park could be free for the first 15, 30 or 60 minutes and/or at a lower
rate than on the street which would still provide incentive for visitors
to try the car parks first before seeking an on-street space, and
encourage parking turnover.
Council would need to consider carefully allowing those with parking
permits to be permitted to park in the car park. This may result in
cars parked for long periods, possibly all day and night, reducing the
number of spaces available to visitors, shoppers, restaurant patrons,
parents of school children and others.
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unreasonable that our access to resident parking will be limited.

Officers’ Comments

Local businesses regularly complain about the effect of parking
meters on business. Removing the current 2 hour free parking will
further discourage residents from shopping locally. It is
unreasonable that residents not within walking distance might have
to pay to access the local businesses.
If the development on the Tigers’ site goes ahead, it would become
the preferred parking spot for most visitors due to the ample amount
of undercover parking available. No decision on Hamilton Street
should be made until the outcome of that planning development is
finalised.

If the former Tigers’ site is developed, it may be more important to
have public parking east of Victoria Road to attract patrons to and
support the businesses in that strip shopping centre in Rozelle.

Council should reconsider the original plan of expanding the car
park at 44-46 Merton Street with entrances or exits through the
laneway to National Street where there are traffic lights to control the
flow. Failing that, the proposed ‘Tigers’ development, in whatever
form it is finally approved, will more than adequately cope with
increased need for parking in this area.
What about parking on the Rozelle Village (former Tigers) Site? I
question the justification of Council spending any more money on
the car park at this stage until the outcome of the former Tigers site
is determined. The current proposal by Rozelle Village may not be
approved but even under Leichhardt LEP and DCP, 300-400 car
spaces could be provided or considered. I suggest no further
headway should be made on the outcome of the Hamilton Street car
park until the future of the Rozelle Village development is known.
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Officers’ Comments

In the photomontages, parking is shown on both sides of Merton
Street. This will create a problem as to where the cars would turn to
leave. A turning space would be necessary as Merton Street is one
way [south from Wellington Street to the car park and Wellington
Street] and it is illegal to drive the wrong way down a one way street.

There is no proposal to alter the parking on Merton Street except
where the existing vehicular crossing will be closed. There is no
proposal to alter Merton Street being one-way south from Wellington
Street to the car park and then two-way between the car park and
Darling Street. Cars entering from Darling to Merton are heading to
a limited number of places being those properties which are entered
from that section of Merton and Hamilton Streets including the car
park. Currently, the few motorists who turn into Merton Street in
error or those who are unable to find a parking space go down
Hamilton Street, through the car park and out the Merton Street exit
and back up Merton to Darling. If the proposal proceeds, they may
either turn at the widened end of Hamilton Street or still go around
the ground level of the car park to exit back onto to Hamilton Street
and then back to Merton Street to Darling Street.

We assume you are going to close the school and relocate residents
for 6 months while you excavate the ground pollutants, especially
asbestos.

There is not known to be any asbestos or other contaminants that
make the site unsuitable for use as a public car park. Council must
comply with its own DCP and EP&A requirements for testing
excavated material and disposal of any contaminants.

My other concerns include On-going costs (cleaning, electricity,
maintenance etc)? Traffic control (especially at Darling and Merton
Street)? Period of construction? Dilapidation reports? Pollution into
the school? Stormwater run off? Who will certify construction?

There would be on-going operational costs which are higher than for
a ground level only car park.
As part of the traffic impact study, the traffic engineer was asked to
consider banning right turns from Merton to Darling Street but the
advice was that this would make traffic worse due to the need to go
east then back west, and that the time required to turn right is
acceptable.
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Officers’ Comments
If Council applies for development consent, it must lodge all usual
supporting documents including a stormwater plan. If consent were
granted, Council must comply with all usual requirements including
as to hours of construction, control of run off and certifications.

Why parking anyway? I appreciate Council has been harvesting,
clawing and otherwise gauging s.94 contributions for a while now
(sometimes inappropriately in my view) but this practice needs to be
seen in the context of a changing strategic view on cars, parking and
traffic that needs to be further developed by Council. I understand
that is a review underway on Council’s overall strategic view on
private conveyances. One outcome could be less reliance on cars,
policy to discourage traffic and directing s.94 contributions toward
public and semi-public transport and bicycle options. Maybe the $34 million could be reserved for more environmentally appropriate
transport options than a citadel for privately owned scrap metal.

Council is developing a Transport Plan and is seeking a reduction in
private car ownership and use and increased public transport use.

Why not use an architect? I may be wrong in my reading of the
documents but it does appear that this design so far has been
generated by a traffic engineer. I am sure Council has had some
important input on the practicalities, requirements and brief but I
question why at the conceptual stage of the creation of a $3-4
million public structure the skill of an architect was not included.

The consultant appointed to provide a heritage impact assessment
is a recognised heritage architect. He also advised on options for
facades and prepared the photomontages based on the concept
plans.

There is competition for parking and part of the balance is the
issuing of resident parking permits which reduces available on-street
parking for other members of the public. The Balmain Rozelle
Chamber of Commerce has previously expressed concerns about a
lack of public parking in and near the shopping and commercial
areas and has argued that this is a large contributor to business
difficulties. The Leichhardt 2020 Strategic Plan has a section on
Business in the Community with a goal of thriving businesses and
employment growth which allows residents to work locally.

As noted by a number of residents the site is not large and the first
issue to be determined was if it was feasible to have multi-level
parking. (This site and the 44-46 Merton Street were considered.
The one at 44-46 Merton Street is too small but this 48 Merton street
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Officers’ Comments
Site is considered just large enough for levels to be added.) For that
reason, a traffic engineer was instructed to prepare the first concept
parking layout plans due to the more detailed knowledge they have,
not only of parking space and aisle widths, but of the circulation
space needed for cars to turn easily onto and off ramps and similar
measures. It was a case of checking function first before form to
ensure that the option was feasible.
It was always intended to appoint an architect if it was determined
the site were large enough. If the project proceeds to the next
stage, it is proposed to appoint an architect.

Rozelle Public School’s Submissions
Increased risk to student safety as a result of increased traffic. The
school has been co-operating with Council to improve student safety
at the National Street intersection and in the Council car park. It has
changed its pedestrian entrance to the one on Merton Street rather
than the one immediately off the car park. The traffic study does not
sufficiently detail the potential impact of the proposed two or three
level car park in regards to the current operation of the school. The
traffic count indicates that there is approximately 4 times the traffic
generated by the car park between 8 am and 9:30am as the number
of vehicles generated by the school. In increasing the number of car
spaces, careful attention needs to be given to the impact on the
number of students coming and going from the school. Given the
existing one-way traffic flow on Merton Street from Wellington Street
to the car park and then two way from the carpark to Darling Street,
the entry/exit from the proposed car park will exacerbate existing

Council recognises that as the only immediately adjacent property,
the school has concerns. Council agrees that student safety is
paramount.
For children being collected by car, additional car spaces will allow
more parents to park and escort their children from the Merton
Street footpath.
One concern previously expressed by school parents about using
the pedestrian gate to the Merton Street footpath was the risk from
cars exiting the car park and driving across the footpath to Merton
Street relatively close to the school gate. With the current concept
plans, that existing crossing would be closed and exiting cars would
no longer be crossing the Merton Street footpath which should
address the school’s concerns.
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traffic congestion at the intersection of Hamilton and Merton Streets
impacting on safety to pedestrian and vehicular access to the school
via Merton Street.

Officers’ Comments
The traffic engineer’s report contained other concept plans with
vehicular entry from Hamilton Street and exit to Merton Street as is
now the case (or vice versa), but the recommendation from the
traffic engineer was that entry and exit should both be via Hamilton
Street for reasons of safety and residential amenity for Merton Street
residents, and that the existing car driveway exit from the car park to
Merton Street be closed. The conclusion in the report is that
additional traffic from the car park will not have any significant
impact on traffic flow or intersection performance. The traffic
engineer can be asked to comment more specifically on the Merton
and Hamilton Street intersection and entry to the school staff car
park and other properties with vehicular access from Hamilton
Street.
Council could consider a pedestrian crossing across Hamilton Street
at the Merton Street corner, for those walking and not using the car
park.

Increased risk to student safety as a result of lack of privacy and
security. The size and scale of the development immediately on the
school boundary means the school playground is directly overlooked
by members of the public using the car park. The lack of privacy and
security afforded to students while playing several times a day in the
school playground is of concern.
Of further concern for safety and security reasons is the narrow
spaces created between the car park building and the school fence.

There are a number of trees on the school, on its boundary with the
car park, which are taller than the car park would be and would
provide some screening. The heritage consultant recommended
additional trees be planted.
The façades on the two sides of the car park on school boundaries
would be a matter for consultation with the school. For example,
while retaining sufficient openness to ensure natural light and
ventilation, there could be panels on the side facing the school
playground which are angled so as not to provide a view from the
car park to the playground.
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The setback strip at the side of the car park on the concept plans
was due to the trees. The traffic engineer had recommended that it
be closed off for security reasons. Whether it were open as a
footpath, fenced off permanently, or gated with the gates locked and
unlocked at certain times, would be a matter for consultation with the
school.

Lack of adequate parking provision for families. There is no access
to the school grounds from Victoria Road, no parking on the school
frontage to Darling Street and only limited parking on Wellington and
Merton Streets. This means that the existing free Council car park is
used extensively by school families, as well as by visitors to the
school. The Council car park enables parents to park appropriately
and escort their children safely in to school, to meet with their child’s
teacher, see office staff or the Principal, meeting with other parents
and to attend special events at the school. In the consultation
documents provided, no consideration has been given to the way in
which school families use the existing car park. Council was unable
to say whether the new car park would be paid parking. This would
clearly create difficulties for school families using it on a daily basis,
twice a day. There is very little alternative parking, paid or unpaid,
in the surrounding streets.

At the public meeting on 18 June, the Mayor assured the school
principal that Council had to make it work for the school.

Impact on movement in and out of staff car park due to increased

The existing school staff car park opens to Hamilton Street which is

Any increase in the number of car spaces will be available to
parents and other visitors to the school, not just shoppers. There
will be more spaces available for parents to park to visit the school
than there are now. Officers have previously discussed with the
principal the option to have 15 minutes only parking within the
existing car park, for spaces near the Merton Street gate, for school
drop off and pick up. This could be the case with an extended car
park whether or not the parking is paid or unpaid. The report to the
April Council meeting stated that if payment were introduced for the
carpark, “It would also be appropriate to have 15 minute free parking
especially at the Hamilton Street car park which would be
particularly useful for parents dropping off and picking up children
from Rozelle Public School.” The body of the report also states that
if paid parking were introduced, it may allow the first 15, 30 or 60
minutes free. This is a matter for consultation and determination if
the project proceeds.
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traffic congestion. School staff members park in the small car park
on the school grounds accessed via Hamilton Street. Further
investigation needs to be undertaken to ensure that staff are still
able to easily enter and leave the staff car park.

Officers’ Comments
a public road. Hamilton Street road reserve (including the footpath
on the south side) is 8.5m wide at the Merton Street end but has a
wider 14m section near the school, that is a 14m x 15.635m section
giving access to the rear of the post office fronting Darling Street,
the school and the public car park. The school’s 14m frontage to
the public road and its existing gateway to the staff car park are not
affected by any extension to the car park.
The traffic engineer’s report states that there would not be any
significant impact on traffic flow from an increased public car park
but the engineer can be asked to comment more specifically on
access to and from the school staff car park.

Chamber of Commerce’s Submission
The Balmain Rozelle Chamber of Commerce supports the extension
of the Hamilton St Carpark. The schemes proposed look viable and
suitable for the site.
We do believe though that Council while looking at this carpark
extension should look at the extension of Beattie Street at the same
time. There are economies to be made by addressing both car parks
together, same tenders, same assessment procedures etc.
Beattie Street carpark is perfectly viable for 3, if not 4 levels of
carpark. It is currently raised several metres above Beattie St and
could be lowered. It is surrounded by tall buildings on both sides (3
levels at least) and on the north side by a carpark behind the
commercial buildings on Darling St. It would have little effect of
surrounding buildings’ solar access. Its southern side faces the

The Chamber of Commerce has previously expressed concern
about lack of public parking.
Council did obtain a traffic impact assessment if one or two levels
were added to the Beattie Street car park in Balmain and this was
reported to the Ordinary Council Meeting on 28 June 2011. Council
may wish to look at this but it is considered it should be separate
from the option of adding levels to the Hamilton Street car park in
Rozelle. An additional vehicle access from Llewellyn Street to
upper levels on Beattie Street was not supported, although
pedestrian access would be maintained if that proposal proceeded.
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street. There could even be another access from Llewellyn Street as
it is much higher than Beattie Street. There would even be an
opportunity for Council to provide some office space or low cost
housing apartments on a top level.

Officers’ Comments

Council raised 7 million dollars from parking last year and the
community would appreciate the provision of more parking and it
would allow people to be able to come and enjoy our peninsula and
its unique local businesses.
We would appreciate it if Council would consider a look at this
proposal along with Hamilton Street as a way of addressing the
parking issues in Balmain and Rozelle.
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DIVISION:
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SUBJECT:

ITEM 17B LOCAL HISTORY GRANTS - REVIEW OF
CRITERIA

AUTHOR:

Marilyn Taylor, Library Manager

FILE REF:
16 July 2012
DATE:
WORD PROCESSING REF:

DIRECTOR’S SUMMARY - ORGANISATIONAL IMPLICATIONS
Financial Implications:

Budgeted grant program recommended to
commence.

Policy Implications:

Support for Local History

Strategic Plan Objective:

1.2 Community Well - being
1.3 Community Well - being
3.1 Places Where We Live & Work
6.2 Sustainable Services & Assets

Staffing Implications:

Nil

Notifications:

Nil

Other Implications:

Nil
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1. Purpose of Report
To submit to Council for decision and approval of the addition of one new
criteria and the release of the 2012-13 Local History Grant funds, to be
opened to the community.
2. Recommendation
2.1

That regardless of format political historical research projects will only
be considered provided the political events are more than 10 years old

2.2

That the Local History 2012-13 round of grants be publicised to the
community

2.3

That a report be prepared on the viability of a book tracing 150 years of
social history in Leichhardt 1860–2010 and presented to Council

3. Background
In 2004 – 2005 the Local History Grants were launched by Council following
extensive consultation with the local community and members of the local
history community.
The criteria developed at that time were as follows:
Key criteria considered in the assessment of an application will
include:
• That the project is about people, events and places of
historical significances to the Leichhardt LGA,
• That the project’s format comprises of research, collections,
archiving, conservation, publications and exhibitions,
• Preference will be given to applications for projects which have
not been undertaken before or should at least propose a new
approach,
• Priority will be given to local groups or persons,
• That $5,000 will be the maximum grant given in any one year,
• Large projects may apply for further grants in subsequent
years and
• Projects or project stage when initially funded should not have
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substantially commenced prior to applying for funding.
Who can apply?
Individuals, societies and community organisations are eligible to
apply.
Who cannot apply?
Territory, State, Local and Federal government agencies are not
eligible to apply.
Council at the December 2011 General Council Meeting resolved in respect of
the 2011 Grant Allocations:
1. That Council revise the criteria for the Local History Grants and seek
to align the projects selected more closely with the strategic goals of
Council
2. Council defer the grant monies until updated criteria are developed
and new applications are sought.
4. Report
The Local History Grants are to encourage and support original research
comprising of research, collections, archiving, conservation, publication and
exhibitions about Leichhardt’s social and cultural history, by providing grants
of up to $5,000. The Grants aim to support voluntary local history work in the
Leichhardt community.
The Leichhardt Council Grant & Community Resourcing Policy 2012
(c254/12) now encompasses the Local History Grants Program. Whilst this
policy was being developed, in consultation with the local community, the
Local History Grants Program was considered to ensure consistency, equity
and fairness across all Council’s Grant programs. The development of the
Grant & Community Resourcing Policy 2012 includes alignment and definition
of the legislative framework, relationship to other Council Policies and the
Council’s Strategic Framework.
To date the Local History Grants Program has included wide range of formats
in which this historical research projects have been presented and no
restrictions have been placed on the grant applicant’s choice of format
e.g. books, research papers, image collections, photographs, CD’s, websites,
oral histories and mixed media.
Research was undertaken into local history programs and the only
comparable government local history grants programs identified were in
Victoria and the Northern Territory; these do not restrict the format of the
projects. As an example, the Victorian Archive Centre funds a large Local
History Grants program. This year it is embracing a wide range of formats
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including 7 projects with DVD formats ranging in grant funding from $3,200 $7,600 per project.
Additionally oral histories collected nationally are moving to include DVDs as
a format, as community expertise in this medium, at a grass roots level
continues to grow with the changing generations.
As a mechanism to ensure the Local History Grants cannot be used as a
political tool the inclusion of a new criteria is recommended. That regardless
of format political historical research projects will only be considered provided
the political events are more than 10 years old.
Following the review of the Local History Criteria, in line with the Grants and
Resourcing Policy 2012, it is recommended that the 2012-13 round of grants
be opened and publicised to the Community.
The 2011-12 Local History Grant funding has been held in abeyance whilst
the development and approval of the new Grant and Community Resourcing
Policy 2012 occurred.
The unspent 2011-12 funds, totalling $25,000, would provide Council with the
opportunity and ability to commission a new book of 150 years of social
history in Leichhardt 1860-2010, and it is proposed that this be the subject of
an additional report, on the viability of this proposed project, back to Council.
5. Summary
That the high level of professional historic research and the commitment of
the researchers continues to reveal the rich and diverse history of the
Leichhardt LGA. That the researchers be encouraged to continue using a
range of formats within the new proposed criteria.
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SUBJECT:

ITEM 20 BELLS FORESHORE PLAQUE

DATE:

18 July 2012
G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\24 07 12\NOM – BELLS
WORD PROCESSING REF:
FORESHORE PLAQUE

Cr Stamolis
Background
As the major project at Bells Foreshore comes to completion, it would seem
reasonable to have this project commemorated by a suitable plaque acknowledging
the Councillors on this Council as well as local community groups and the precinct.
It is the community who first saw the strategic value of this site. Our community was
always united in seeing:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the restoration of Bells Store
public access and amenity to this foreshore area
connection of Illoura Reserve to the ferry wharf and Thornton Park
enhancement of this harbourside gateway to the Balmain Peninsula
enhancement of the inner-city harbour foreshores
extension to Illoura Reserve
appropriate ‘greening’ of the area
maximization of public benefit

For three decades this site was degraded and derelict and was likely to remain so for
many years ahead until this Council committed to this major project. Over a very
long period, developers put forward various proposals. These proposals were
assessed by Council while the community fought to maximise public gains.
For many years, opportunities to acquire this site (including compulsory acquisition)
were not taken by Council which sent conflicting messages to the community about
Councils’ vision for the site. Even after acquisition, works were scheduled in budget
after budget but did not commence until this Council made the decision to move
forward with these important works.
Care of our heritage, improvement to public amenity, extension of our parks, care for
our foreshores and the leadership to commit to undertaking major infrastructure
projects which benefit the wider community are precisely the reasons why
Councillors and the community should be appropriately recognised.
It also
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recognises the unprecedented commitment to overall infrastructure projects and
works during the term of this Council, possibly unmatched by any previous Council.
A number of photos have been attached to this item showing the wonderful
restoration to the ‘store’ and the wider scope of the works being completed. The
photos also show the location of this site on the inner-city foreshores of Sydney
Harbour, being in close proximity to the city and with viewlines to North Sydney and
the harbour bridge (not shown).
Recommendation
A plaque commemorating the opening of the Bells Foreshore (2-8 Weston Street) to
be placed at Bells Foreshore acknowledging the Councillors on this Council, by
name, as well as local community groups and the precinct.
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DIVISION:
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SUBJECT:

ITEM 21 SAFETY AUDIT - LANES ADJOINING JUSTIN
AND LAMB STREETS IN LILYFIELD

DATE:

18 July 2012

WORD PROCESSING REF:

G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\ 24 07 12\ NOM SAFETY AUDIT - LANES ADJOINING JUSTIN
AND LAMB STREETS IN LILYFIELD

Cr Byrne
Recommendation:
That an urgent safety audit be undertaken of lanes adjoining Justin and Lamb
Streets in Lilyfield and that if necessary the resheeting of these lanes be brought
forward and undertaken in the 2012/13 financial year.
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SUBJECT:

ITEM 22 PECUNIARY INTEREST

DATE:

18 July 2012
G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\24 07 12\ NOM WORD PROCESSING REF:
PECUNIARY INTEREST

Crs Porteous/ Plate
Background
The Local Government Act has recently been amended by the NSW Government
such that it will now allow Councillors to vote on principal planning instruments
applying to the whole or part of their council area after declaring a pecuniary interest.
It should be a fundamental principle at any level of government that elected officials
do not vote to enrich themselves.
However, this new law will allow:
•

Councillors who own shops in commercial precincts, or other land holdings, to
increase the FSR on that land and thereby greatly increase its development
potential and substantially increase its value.

•

·Rural and regional councillors, particularly in growing towns such as Dubbo,
Orange, Albury, Wagga Wagga and the like, to vote to rezone land they own
on the outskirts of town from “rural” to “industrial” or “residential” and reap
potentially very, very large personal profits.

•

Councillors who own commercial or industrial land to vote to, for example,
water down contribution requirements in Council widen parking Development
Control Plans where there is a change of use, (such as changing from low off
street parking use of industrial to higher of commercial) thereby delivering
them hundreds of thousands of dollars in savings if they change from a less to
a more intense use

•

It will also encourage property owners and property developers to put up their
hand to run for Council in September knowing that, if elected, they can vote to
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improve the development yield on their own land and personally enrich
themselves. In other words it is an invitation to carpet baggers to run for
Council.
There has been an issue when Councils are adopting new Council-wide Local
Environment Plans that as most councillors own their own home, they have potential
pecuniary interest even in maintaining the existing zoning of their home. This has
lead to many councillors seeking an exemption under s458 of the Act from the
Minister for Local Government to vote on matters where they have a pecuniary
interest.
Acknowledging this, the Greens in the NSW Parliament moved an amendment that
provided where the pecuniary interest arose only by reason of the Councillor’s
primary residence, that Councillors could disclose the interest and then vote. The
government rejected this amendment. They gave no coherent reason for doing so.
The new s451(4) was inserted into the Local Government Act by an amendment to
the Act that was given assent on 4 April 2012. It reads:
Section 451 Disclosure and presence in meetings
(4) Subsections (1) and (2) do not apply to a councillor who has a pecuniary interest
in a matter that is being considered at a meeting, if:
(a)

the matter is a proposal relating to:
(i)
the making of a principal environmental planning instrument applying to
the whole or a significant part of the council’s area, or
(ii)
the amendment, alteration or repeal of an environmental planning
instrument where the amendment, alteration or repeal applies to the
whole or a significant part of the council’s area and
(b)
the councillor made a special disclosure under this section in relation to the
interest before the commencement of the meeting.
Recommendation:
That Council:
1. Notes with genuine concern that:
(a)

The NSW government has amended the Local Government Act to allow for
councillors to vote on changes to Council's LEP and DCPs that effect the
whole or a significant part of Council's area, even where councillors have a
direct pecuniary interest in the outcome

(b)

This change allows Councillors to vote on proposals that will see potentially
large land holdings owned by them substantially increased in value by either
changing their zoning (for example from rural or industrial to residential) or
increase their development yield by increasing the FSR or maximum building
height on the land and
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(c)

That with the coming local council elections this change will allow large land
owners and property developers in NSW to run for local office so that they can
directly vote to increase the value of their land holdings.

2. Resolves to address this threat to the integrity of local planning decisions by:
(a)

Taking all possible steps to amend its Code of Meeting Practice to put in
place a higher ethical standard for deciding planning matters than the
minimum set under the Local Government Act

(b)

That in amending its Code of Meeting Practice that Council note that it is the
wish of the community that where councillors have a direct pecuniary interest
in any changes to the LEP or DCPs that effect the whole or a significant part
of Council's area, being an interest that extends beyond their current place of
residence, that they step aside and take no part in that planning matter and

(c)

Calling on all candidates in the coming September Council election to commit
publicly to meeting the higher ethical standard in planning matters as adopted
by Council in this motion.
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MOTIONS OF WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

SUBJECT:

ITEM 23 BAYS PRECINCT STRATEGIC PLAN

DATE:

18 July 2012
G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\24 07 12\ NOM - BAYS
WORD PROCESSING REF:
PRECINCT STRATEGIC PLAN

Cr Weiss
Background
The following images were taken from the Sydney Ports presentation to the Bays
Precinct Consultation workshops.
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You will notice that they frame the use of Glebe Island and White Bay in economic
and strategic terms. This is the advice that is being given to the State Government,
and is driving the planning process that has Glebe Island and White Bay reserved for
port and maritime functions over the next few decades.
The only way to counter this is to demonstrate that the opportunity cost of reserving
Glebe Island and White Bay for port and maritime operations exceeds the economic
benefit that stems from these uses, that is, using Glebe Island and White Bay for port
and maritime operations fails a cost-benefit test.
The community driven analysis that supported the opposition to the ICL cement
terminal proposal included some preliminary concepts along these lines. For
instance, it highlighted the value of Glebe Island and White Bay as a potential
transport interchange, and that possibilities linked to transport would be lost if the ICL
proposal proceeded.
The preparation of the submissions in opposition to ICL also demonstrated the
expertise that exists in our local community.
•

Recommendation:

That:
 Leichhardt Council commit to undertaking a preliminary strategic study into
the opportunity costs associated with the use of Glebe Island and White Bay
for port and maritime operations.
 The Council seek expressions of interest from residents who are willing to
contribute to this strategic study.
 A report be brought to the next council meeting indicating the cost for the
Council to facilitate this study.
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NOTICE OF MOTION
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MOTIONS OF WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

SUBJECT:

ITEM 24 BAILEY’S MARINE

DATE:

18 July 2012

WORD PROCESSING REF:

G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\ 24 07 12\ BAILEY’S
MARINE.DOC

Cr Kogoy
Background
The lease for Bailey's Marine expires in 2020. Thereafter, the community expects
that this area, Wharf 6, will be returned to the community as open space. It is noted
that the current Planning Minister, when in Opposition, recognised the current use as
"inappropriate" in this location due to safety concerns for the dense residential
population which adjoins it. Council's own policy, & documents from City of Sydney
Council, CRG & Bays Precinct submissions endorse return of this headland as green
open space.
Recommendation
Leichhardt Council affirms its aim that this headland be zoned public open space &
that no further lease agreements will be entered into for the site.
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LEICHHARDT MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

NOTICE OF MOTION
DIVISION:

MOTIONS OF WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

SUBJECT:

ITEM 25 ROZELLE BAY SLIP LANE ACCESS

DATE:

18 July 2012

WORD PROCESSING REF:

G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\24 07 12\ ROZELLE BAY
SLIP LANE ACCESS.DOC

Cr Kogoy
Recommendation:
That the slip lane (or slip road) to lots 20, 21 and 22 from the Crescent is opposed by
council because it would reduce the opportunities for open space on the sites and
because of the likely serious adverse effects on traffic on The Crescent, including the
prospect of right hand turns in and out.
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LEICHHARDT MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

NOTICE OF MOTION
DIVISION:

MOTIONS OF WHICH DUE NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN

SUBJECT:

ITEM 26 ANALYSIS OF PARKING METER TRANSACTIONS

DATE:

19 July 2012
G:\BP\REPORTS\2012\ NOM - ANALYSIS OF
WORD PROCESSING REF:
PARKING METER TRANSACTIONS.DOC

Cr Weiss
Background
This report describes an analysis of the transactions from a selection of six parking
meters on Darling Street Balmain and Rozelle. These meters all services 'Free 15
minute' parking spaces. The objective was to answer the following questions:
 What is the average occupancy and turnover of the parking spaces linked to
the meters?
 How well patronised is the 'Free 15 minutes' feature?
 How much revenue is lost due to the 'first 15 minutes free' programming
error?
The report begins with details of the meters and then provides separate analysis to
each of these questions.
•

Meter details:

The table provides details of meters. Their exact locations are shown in the maps
that follow.
Meter
10099
10106
10115
10142
10146
10155

Spaces
5
6
5
5
2
6

Location
Outside Nos.353-355, north side Darling Street (Rowntree - Short Sts), Balmain
Outside Nos.308-310, south side Darling Street (opposite College St), Balmain
Outside Nos.245-247, north side Darling Street (Ford - McDonald Sts), Balmain
Outside Nos.742-744, south side Darling Street (Red Lion - Denison Sts), Rozelle
Outside Nos.665-667, west side Darling Street (north of Victoria Rd), Rozelle
Outside No.600, east side Darling Street (Bruce - Nelson Sts), Rozelle
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3 spaces
BMP10002
5 spaces
5 spaces
BMP10097

BMP10099
2 spaces

3 spaces

BMP10100

BMP10005
2 spaces
BMP10006

3 spaces

3 spaces
BMP10007

BMP10098
5 spaces

5 spaces

BMP10105

BMP10110

5 spaces
BMP10115

6 spaces
BMP10106
5 spaces
BMP 10114

4 spaces
BMP10090

2 spaces
RP10221
2 spaces
3 spaces

RP10148

RP10222
4 spaces
5 spaces

RP10145

RP10142
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3 spaces

2 spaces

RP9932

RP10150

2 spaces
RP10156
4 spaces

6 spaces

RP10159

RP10155
5 spaces
RP10126

2 spaces
RP10146

4 spaces
RP10160
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•

Occupancy and turnover:

The overall occupancy and turnover rates as implied by the meter transactions are
shown on the next few pages.
Note that there are some limitations associated with the meter transactions. First,
most drivers will generally purchase more time than they require especially if it is
more convenient to do so. This factor increases the apparent occupancy, and may
explain why the occupancy can exceed 100%. Secondly, an analysis of meter
transactions will miss drivers who park without purchasing a ticket. Earlier parking
surveys have indicated that fewer than 10% of drivers park without paying for
parking. This factor will decrease the apparent occupancy. Thirdly, the analysis
assigned all of the time associated with the purchase of a ticket to the hour of day
when the ticket was purchased. That is valid if the duration is no more than an hour
or if there is no particular pattern in the tickets purchased during the day. However,
this is not the case and there is a rise in the number of long duration tickets
purchased between 6pm and 8pm. That will increase the apparent occupancy of the
6pm to 7pm slot, and the 7pm to 8pm slot, and decrease the apparent occupancy of
later time slots. This effect will be taken into account during the discussion of the
results.
Charts showing the total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
and the number of tickets issued per hour for each parking space for the various
meters are shown below. The curves for Friday and Saturday have been highlighted.
Several features stand out:
•

The results appear to confirm the results of the earlier parking occupancy
study, namely that the occupancy is around 50% to 60% except at certain key
times such as Friday and Saturday evening and in some areas.

•

The demand for parking in Balmain is higher than the demand in Rozelle.
There is a distinct jump in the occupancy rate around 7pm and this likely
corresponds to demand for parking by restaurant and hotel patrons.

•

During the day, most parking spaces are turning over at least once an hour.

•

The impact of the Rozelle markets is seen in the higher demand for parking
on Sunday compared to the pattern seen in Balmain.

•

The parking rate climbs rapidly early in the morning to a peak around midday
and then it slowly falls towards evening. There is then a spike due to
restaurant and hotel patrons.

And perhaps some conclusions can be drawn:
•

Parking on the main streets of Rozelle is generally available during the day
and the evenings. Rozelle Market is likely to be the cause of reduced parking
availability at the weekend. Demand for parking in Rozelle after 6pm is low.

•

The situation in Balmain is much tighter, with higher occupancy rates during
the day and in the evening. The figures do not support a reduction in rates
after 6pm because the existing are fully utilised.

The analysis of meter data is not the same as a parking occupancy study. However,
it is far easier to undertake. And if the pattern of parking utilisation does not change
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over time, then there will be a constant relationship between the results of the
parking meter analysis and a parking occupancy study. Therefore, it is possible to
use the parking meter studies as proxies for parking occupancy surveys once the
relationship between the two sets of results is determined.
Undertaking a parking occupancy study and then analysing the parking meter data
for the same time period will establish this relationship, and will mean that regular
parking meter studies can then provide more timely evidence to support any
changes in metered parking controls.
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Overall results
Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10099 located outside Nos.353-355, north side Darling Street
(Rowntree - Short Sts), Balmain

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10106 located outside Nos.308-310, south side Darling Street
(opposite College St), Balmain

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10115 located outside Nos.245-247, north side Darling Street
(Ford - McDonald Sts), Balmain

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10142 located outside Nos.742-744, south side Darling Street
(Red Lion - Denison Sts), Rozelle

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10146 located outside Nos.665-667, west side Darling Street
(north of Victoria Rd), Rozelle

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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Meter number 10155 located outside No.600, east side Darling Street (Bruce Nelson Sts), Rozelle

Total duration of issued tickets as a percentage of available time
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•

Free 15 minute spaces

The figures that are presented in the graphs below show the distribution of parking
tickets by time band. The graphs show both the total minutes issued per space per
day and also the number of tickets issued.
This table lists the number of free 15 minute tickets issued per day per meter.
Meter
10099
10106
10115
10142
10146
10155

Sunday
4.1
6.8
4.1
1.8
2.1
5.6

Monday
7.0
9.8
5
7.5
5.8
10.3

Tuesday
6.0
9.2
5.9
3.5
6.9
10.2

Wednesday
7.0
8.6
6.4
3.9
4.8
9.7

Thursday
6.8
10.7
6.6
4.3
5.5
9.3

Friday
8.3
9.5
7.6
5
7.5
9.9

Saturday
4.7
8.9
5.6
4.6
7.3
7.7

There are two interesting results here:
•

There is a relativity low demand for free 15 minute parking. This is not due to
there being no available spaces because for most the day there are vacant
free 15 minute spaces in the vicinity of these meters.

•

Free 15 minute parking represents a greater proportion of the demand for
parking in Rozelle compared to Balmain. However, the demand for parking is
generally lower in Rozelle and despite being a higher proportion of total
parking, the volume of free 15 minute tickets issued is lower in Rozelle
compared to Balmain.

These results support the earlier observation that offering free 15 minute parking on
all meters will have very little impact on both parking availability and revenue as
there is little evidence of unsatisfied demand for free 15 minute parking. In fact, a
move to free 30 minute parking will have minimal impact of parking patterns.
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Overall results

Total duration of tickets issued in minutes per space per day
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Meter 10106 located outside Nos.308-310, south side Darling Street (opposite
College St), Balmain
Total duration of tickets issued in minutes per space per day
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Meter 10155 located outside No.600, east side Darling Street (Bruce - Nelson
Sts), Rozelle
Total duration of tickets issued in minutes per space per day
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•

The cost of 'first 15 minutes free'

Assessing the potential impact of 'first 15 minutes free' rather than 'free 15 minutes'
is challenging because of the requirement to infer behaviour due to a change in the
fee structure. But some guidance comes from a chart showing the distribution of
ticket prices, which is shown here.
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Ticket price

Besides the large number of free 15 minute tickets issued, the distribution of tickets
purchased shows distinct spikes at values corresponding to one or more gold coins.
The table lists the most frequent tickets purchased:
Amount
$0.00
$2.00
$1.00
$3.00
$4.00
$6.60
$0.50
$3.40
$1.50
$2.50
$5.00

Total
6333
868
634
376
311
225
205
141
136
136
115

With one exception, the most popular tickets purchased involved just gold coins or a
gold and single silver coin (50 cents). The exception was $6.60 which is the
purchase of exactly two hours parking.
An indication of the impact of the 'first 15 minutes free' can be derived from these
figures if we assume that where a ticket is purchased with just gold coins, the
purchaser is doing so out of convenience and that will not change with the 'first 15
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minutes' free. However, a purchase involving gold and silver coins will be impacted.
In fact, the most obvious case is a purchase using $6.60. Clearly the purchaser was
seeking to buy exactly two hours of parking and knowing that two hours of parking
can be purchased with $6.00 will almost guarantee a reduction of $0.60.
The estimation of the impact of 'first 15 minutes free' used a model where all current
purchases involving sums that were not multiples of gold coins were rounded down
to the nearest combination of gold coins. The reduction in revenue under this
scenario is around $1300 for the month of March for these six meters servicing 29
spaces. Taking a conservative approach by considering only half of this amount will
be lost as the different pricing structure becomes better known, and extrapolating on
a pro rata basis across all free 15 minute spaces give an annual total of
approximately $30,000. This is an indicative figure for the annual revenue lost due to
the programming error on the meters.
The $30,000 can be considered a lower bound of the lost revenue. Looking at just
the value of time not charged due to the programming error gives a very different
figure. Across the whole LGA, the total hours of parking that was issued by the
meters for a 12 month period was 273455.76 hours. Of that some 220490.08 hours
was purchased. The difference of 52965.68 hours is worth $174,786.74 if costed at
$3.30 per hour and assuming that the turnover of spaces is immediate and all
customers utilised the full duration on the issued tickets. It should be noted that this
method includes data from meters which were only switched to ‘1/4P free’ in
February. Therefore the estimated cost of this impact is more likely to be in the order
of $200,000 per annum.
The actual loss is likely to be somewhere between the $30,000 and the $200,000. It
is more likely to be towards the lower end of the scale. The issue comes down to the
likelihood that a driver is using a gold coin to pay for parking and is paying more than
necessary because it is more convenient to use a single coin. The only way to
accurately assess behavioural impacts from the programming error would be to
reprogram the meters and assess the change in revenue.
•

Conclusions:
•

The analysis of parking meter data provides a simple means of assessing the
utilisation of parking on the main streets and should be employed on a regular
basis to provide the Council with the evidence to support the main street
parking policies.

•

The analysis of the utilisation of six meters in March, 2012 suggests that
parking spaces are readily available on the main streets except at certain
times and in certain places. Further, the demand for free 15 minute parking is
being fully met. So a roll-out of additional time limited free parking will not
involve a high cost.

•

The annual cost of the 'First 15 minutes free' feature lies somewhere between
$30,000 and $200,000, and is more likely to be greater than the cost of
properly managed 'Free 15 minutes' parking.
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•

Recommendation:

Leichhardt Council should:
1. Publish a quarterly report showing the key statistics for parking meters that
have been presented above, aggregated into relevant groups of meters.
2. Immediately reprogram all parking meters to:
a. remove the programming error offering 'First 15 minutes free'; and
b. provide 'Free 30 minutes parking' on every meter.
3. Change the parking signs to indicate that every meter now offers 'Free 30
minutes parking'.
4. Liaise with the local businesses on the best ways to promote the availability of
free parking in the LGA.

Officer’s comment:
Council currently has a shortfall of parking in our shopping areas to support the mix
of businesses. The proposed policy promotes car usage and will make it harder to
park.
The average ticket value for the month of October 2011 was $2.83 which is
approximately 50 mins of parking and providing 30 min would just encourage people
to come back for another 30 mins, reduce turnover and the number of on street
parking opportunities.
All of Council’s off street car spaces are free which caters for free longer stay parking
up to two hours. There is free parking just outside of metered zones which is in the
second block from the mainstreets of Norton and Darling Street as well as Short
Street and Phillip Street Balmain.
It is also important to note that there would be a significant Impact on parking
revenue (previously estimated up to $3M) and this revenue is used for
infrastructure renewal as such and would impact on Council's financial sustainability.
Council has resolved to undertake a parking study which will be brought back to the
Budget and Parking Management Taskforce to discuss changes based on evidence
of the current parking situation and changes to current policy shouldn't happen
before this meeting. Council officers can't recommend the 30 minute free option and
should council want to explore this it is suggested that the upcoming parking study
assess the impact of converting the 15 minute free to 30 minute free.

ITEM 26

