
 

 

 
12 October 2009 

 
Mr Ron Christie, AM 
Chairperson 
Long-term public transport plan for Sydney 
Independent Public Inquiry 
GPO Box 249 
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
By email:  submissions@transportpublicinquiry.com.au 
 
Dear Mr Christie, 

Re: Long-term public transport plan for Sydney: Independent public inquiry 

The Urban Taskforce is an industry organisation representing Australia's most prominent property 
developers and equity financiers.  Our membership also includes key infrastructure providers, 
economists, planners, architects and lawyers concerned with sustainable property development. 
We are pleased to contribute to your independent inquiry.  
Investment into major transport infrastructure including metro rail, conventional (double-decker) rail, 
motorways and other arterial road upgrades must proceed is crucial to the future of Sydney.  It will 
be more difficult for Sydney to the accommodate new housing made necessary by anticipated 
population growth and demographic change without new and expanded transport infrastructure.  
The more that is invested in new, well-planned transport infrastructure, the easier it will be for Sydney 
to respond to the growth challenge it faces.  Furthermore increased co-ordinated investment will 
also inspire business confidence and encourage private sector investment in transport-orientated 
urban development projects.  

1. Sydney’s congestion challenge 
There is no doubt that Sydney’s transport infrastructure is in need of renewal.  Congested roads 
and overcrowded railway carriages are common during peak hours.   

The Bureau of Transport and Resource Economics (BTRE) has found that:1 

• Total travel in Australian urban areas has grown ten-fold over the last 60 years. Private road 
vehicles now account for about 90 per cent of the total urban passenger task (up from 
around 40 per cent in the late 1940s). The current trend of near linear increases in aggregate 
urban traffic is forecast to continue over the projection period, with total kilometres travelled 
growing by 37 per cent between 2005 and 2020.  Commercial vehicle traffic is forecast to 
grow substantially more strongly (averaging around 3.5 per cent per annum) than private car 
traffic (at about 1.7 per cent per annum). 

• BTRE estimates of the ‘avoidable’ cost of congestion (i.e. where the benefits to road users of 
some travel in congested conditions are less than the costs imposed on other road users and 
the wider community) for Sydney were $3.5 billion in 2005, raising to $7.8 billion by 2020 (under 
a business-as-usual scenario).2   

The problems of existing levels of congestion will be further complicated by the growth and 
demographic changes that Sydney is facing.  The City of Cities: A Plan for Sydney’s Future: 
Metropolitan Strategy (“the Metropolitan Strategy) said that Sydney will need an extra 640,000 

                                                   
1 Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics (2007) Estimating urban traffic and congestion cost trends for Australian cities 
Working Paper No 71 p. Xv. 
2 The complex nature of congestion effects leads to reasonable levels of uncertainty in such cost estimations. However, 
irrespective of questions over exact dollar valuations of congestion costs, sensitivity testing implies that, in the absence of 
improved congestion management, it will be challenging to avoid escalating urban congestion impacts, given the rising 
traffic volumes expected within the Australian capital cities. 
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new homes between 2004 and 2031.  This was based on the assumption that there would only 
be 980,000 extra residents added to the city between 2006 and 2031.  However, revised 
population figures issued in October 2008 said that at least an extra 1.4 million residents will now 
be added in the same period.3  This figure is almost 50 per cent higher than the 2005 plan.4 
The government is planning for Sydney’s housing needs to be met through both medium-to-high 
density homes within the existing urban footprint (“infill development”) and a significant 
increase in housing within the North West and South West Growth Centres (“greenfield 
development”).   Notionally the government is committed to 60 to 70 per cent of Sydney’s new 
housing to be met through infill development, although in 2006/07 it accounted for 85 per cent 
of development.5  In the last five years infill production averaged 83 per cent of new dwelling 
and greenfield averaged 17 per cent.6   
Sydney’s transport cannot be viewed in isolation from the regions that surround it.  The NSW 
Government itself is planning for an increase in the Central Coast’s population by one third by 
2031– from 300,000 to 400,000 – with an additional 56,000 new homes.7   Similarly the Hunter is 
expected to see an additional 160,000 people – a 31 per cent increase – with 115,000 extra 
homes. 8  The government is planning for a 17 per cent increase in the Illawarra’s population 
(47,600 extra people) and 38,000 new dwellings by 2031.9 
Population and employment will be distributed across the Sydney region, with significant new 
clusters in the North West and South West of Sydney.  Our transport system must be one that is 
able to cope with travel demands of those from the new outer growth areas towards Sydney’s 
central business district and Parramatta, but also provide for those who require cross subregional 
travel to fulfil work and leisure travel demands.  
Our growth pattern, current and planned, suggests that a radial rail network centred on the 
Sydney CBD cannot meet community need or expectation on its own.  While the existing rail 
network requires urgent upgrade, provision must be made for other modes of transport to 
provide the “cross links”.  This means that no single transport solution is possible.  What will 
ultimately be required is an integrated system that may include: 
• an upgraded, conventional rail system for predominately suburban travel; 
• a metro system for urban travel (within the middle and inner ring suburbs);  

• a light rail system for inner city areas;  
• new and expanded motorways for cross urban and suburban travel;  
• an upgraded network of arterial roads to deal with pinch points across Sydney, which 

include greater provision for bus lanes and expanded intersections with bus priority lanes. 
It should be noted that improvements to roads are essential to enable the expansion of the bus 
network as suggested in the Metropolitan Strategy.  Roads are not just for the private motorcar.  
Good quality motorways provide fast, efficient and flexible transport options for public and 
private transport and will remain essential for freight movements.  
However Sydney’s supply of housing must still be permitted to grow, even without major new 
investment in transport infrastructure.  The Metropolitan Strategy says that even with zero 
population growth over the next 25 years, Sydney will still need 190,000 new homes to deal with 
the fact that, on average; fewer people are living in each household.10 
Young Sydney families will still need the choice of a freestanding home of their own.  Seniors 
who wish to “age in place”, divorcees who want to remain in their local community, and single 

                                                   
3 NSW Department of Planning, New South Wales State and Regional Population Projections, 2006-2036:  2008 release (2008). 
4 The Urban Taskforce estimates that more than 930,000 new homes will now be required by 2031, although we note that the 
NSW Government has retained its policy goal for only 640,000 new homes, despite the increased population pressure.  
5 NSW Department of Planning, Metropolitan Development Program 2007/08 Report (2009) 31. 
6 NSW Department of Planning, Metropolitan Development Program 2007/08 Report (2009) 28. 
7 NSW Department of Planning, Central Coast Regional Strategy (2008)1 and10. 
8 NSW Department of Planning, Hunter Regional Strategy (2008) 1. 
9 NSW Department of Planning, Illawarra Regional Strategy (2008) 9. 
10  
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people seeking independence will still require apartments in the inner and middle ring suburbs. 
This requires a strong supply of newly built homes this year and every year. 
Without such a strong supply of new homes Sydney will face crushing social and economic 
problems that make current congestion woes look relatively middle in comparison.  
There can be no further delays to expansion of Sydney’s housing supply.  The level of unmet 
demand is already too high.  For example, in the 12 months to March this year construction 
commenced on only 24,600 privately-funded new homes in NSW.  This compares with 40,300 in 
Victoria and 33,300 in Queensland.  For every NSW resident, the state attracts just $1.02 in new 
private sector residential construction investment each year.  Victoria receives $1.91 for every 
resident, and Queensland secures $2.15.  

In NSW 35 new homes are built each year by the private sector for every 10,000 residents in the 
state.  In Victoria, for every 10,000 of its residents, 75 new homes are built annually.  In 
Queensland for every 10,000 residents, 76 homes are built each year.  NSW’s per capita rate of 
new home construction is running at half that of Victoria and Queensland. 

2. Land use planning is fundamental to good transport planning 
The quality, positioning and price of public transport are clearly very important, but they are not 
the sole determinants of the success of any new public transport service.  The type of urban 
development that is permitted in the vicinity of the key transport nodes also strongly influences 
patronage.  
Experience with the Liverpool to Parramatta Bus Transit Way has shown that merely investing 
and building infrastructure does not guarantee acceptable levels of patronage.  The NSW 
Government invested $346 million into the project.  Since its opening in February 2003 it has 
been continually plagued with poor patronage.  A key problem with this project is no changes 
to land use planning were made in parallel with project planning.  Even the 2008 Liverpool local 
environmental plan fails to rezone land in the vicinity of the transit way for higher density uses.  
In the most basic terms, if we want people to use new public transport, then we need to provide 
more than just the physical infrastructure.  What occurs in the vicinity of new services will have a 
measurable impact on usage.  Conversely, the new services should influence development 
activity in its vicinity. 
It is now well understood that “land use patterns have a significant influence on how well public 
transport services can be delivered and utilised”.11  By introducing more land use flexibility in the 
vicinity of new transport infrastructure, the infrastructure itself benefits in terms of patronage, and 
therefore viability.   
Diversity of land uses at transit stations 
It’s crucial that state environmental planning policies and local environment plans be amended 
to ensure that, at each new transit station (including bus transit ways and bus stops on bus 
lanes) all the land uses that are necessary for a viable, attractive and desirable community 
centre are permissible.  Fundamentally, plans need to be developed that reflect diversity.   
Such a plan should include elements and/or policies that: 

• promote diversity of use; 
• emphasise compactness; 

• foster intensity; 

• provide for accessibility; and, 

• create functional linkages.12 

                                                   
11 Alford, G., 2006, Integrating Public Transport and Land use Planning – Perspectives from Victoria.  Australian Planner, Vol. 43, 
No. 3, pp. 6-7. 
12 Glass, G., 2005, Honey I sunk the railway line.  Do you want me to tidy up the rest of the town?.  Paper presented at the 
Transit Oriented Development Conference.  Fremantle, Western Australia 5-8 July 2005. 
[http://www.patrec.org/conferences/TODJuly2005/papers/Glass.G.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008]. 
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However, diversity is not just another way to say “density”.  Diversity is encouraged by density, 
but successful places include a mix of uses, including jobs, retail and hospitality services, 
apartments and other attractions all coexisting within a definable location working together to 
make a centre attractive and successful.13 
A zone like the Standard Instrument’s14 mixed use zone offers a market friendly means of 
accommodating high intensity employment and residential uses in a single zone.15  That is, once 
the decision has been made that the infrastructure of an area is suitable for high intensity uses, it 
does not matter what mix of uses ultimately emerges.  This can be managed through market 
processes.  A mixed use zone, properly implemented,16 allows this to happen.  Other zones that 
could offer a more flexible approach are the enterprise corridor zone (if modified) where office, 
retail, residential and light industrial uses could be flexibly mixed, and the business park zone 
(where retail, office and light industrial uses should be able to be mixed, if the standard 
instrument were appropriately amended).  
The benefits of mixed-use zoning are articulated in the report Liveable Centres.17 However these 
benefits are often not realised because of planning criteria that requires authorities to be 
‘certain’ that they can deliver on sector based targets for commercial office, residential , retail, 
etc.  When land is able to be used flexibly for different uses, planning authorities do lose control 
as to the precise use of the land.  This is ultimately in the public interest because it allows the 
market to do what it does best – deliver the product that delivers the greatest value to the 
economy and community.   
In the greater scheme of things there is little risk that, for example, housing will displace 
commercial development across a region; or conversely that retail will displace housing.  All will 
ultimately find their place based on the strength of demand for such property assets within 
community.   

Too many planning authorities view zoning as an exercise in dividing up a fixed amount of 
development across different geographic areas.  They frequently fail to appreciate that by 
instating restrictive zoning, the economic and social value of development is reduced.  The use 
of multi-use zones should be encouraged, to avoid sterilising land in the event that the market 
does not seek to develop some or all of the land made available by, for example, a 
commercial core zone (that only authorises commercial office buildings, but not new homes).  
An undeveloped or under-developed site will not generate patronage for new public transport 
services. 
Density 
If the densities are not sufficiently high, transit stations will not attract enough passengers.18  
Moreover, without an appropriate mix of complementary land uses, people will be less inclined 
to use the public transport, as their ability to access a variety of destinations will be limited.19 
Research consistently shows that density has a significant impact on the use of public transport.  
For instance, it was found that every 10-percent increase in population density was associated 
with about a 6-percent increase in boardings at transit stations.20  Furthermore, most urban 

                                                   
13 Newman, P., 2004,  Metropolitan Strategy.  Paper presented at the Sydney Futures Forum. Sydney 19 May, 2004. 
14 The “Standard Instrument” is the template used for all post-2006 zoning plans.  It is contained in the Standard Instrument 
(Local Environmental Plans) Order 2006. 
15 If residential flats and multi-dwelling housing were reinstated as a mandatory permissible use in the mixed-use zone. 
16 By “properly implemented” we are referring to a mixed use zone that does not contain backdoor means of discriminatory 
against different high intensity uses.  An example of such discrimination is offered by the Draft Burwood Town Centre Local 
Environmental Plan 2008, which zones for mixed uses, but then has discriminatory floor space ratios based on whether the use 
is retail;/commercial or residential.  
17 The report is available on the internet: <http://www.urbantaskforce.com.au/attachment.php?id=2375>. 
18 Pushkarev and Zupan 1977, in Cervero, R., Ferrell, C., and Murphy, S. 2002, Transit-Oriented development and Joint 
Development in the United States: A Literature Review.  Transit Cooperative Research Program. Research results digest.  
October 2002—Number 52  [http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rrd_52.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008]. 
19 Cervero, R., Ferrell, C., and Murphy, S. 2002, Transit-Oriented development and Joint Development in the United States: A 
Literature Review.  Transit Cooperative Research Program. Research results digest.  October 2002—Number 52  
[http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rrd_52.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008]. 
20 Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade and Douglas et al. 1995 in Cervero, R., Ferrell, C., and Murphy, S. 2002, Transit-Oriented 
development and Joint Development in the United States: A Literature Review.  Transit Cooperative Research Program. 
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services cannot be provided unless there are a certain number of people that can make them 
viable.21  
Role of local government 
Developing vibrant mixed use centres supported by a transit station requires a local government 
willing to be innovative in encouraging and responding to development opportunities.22  By 
nature, local government is closely tied to local issues, which on occasion makes it difficult for 
this level of government to look at the bigger, regional picture.  If implementation is going to be 
left to local councils to handle by themselves, there will be much less achieved, as projects are 
generally watered down by local reactions.23  Despite recent planning reforms, local 
government retain substantial control over zoning within their boundaries.  

Compact, mixed-use development permitted by flexible environmental planning instruments will 
be critical to the success of any transport project.   Essentially the NSW Government must ensure 
that their strategic aims for centres and corridors supporting, and supported by, new public 
transport services are implemented via a clear statutory planning mechanism that requires 
appropriate density and land use mix in appropriate locations.  This could be achieved in 
consultation with local councils, but should not be left entirely for local government to 
implement, as invariably, if it is just left to local government, the regional perspectives are lost.24 
In summary: 

• The best way to get people to use new public transport infrastructure is to maximise the 
number of people who live and work within walking distance of its transit stations.   

• Land use planning which retains low or medium density development controls within the 
vicinity of a transit station will condemn a project to low levels of patronage.   

• Artificial and unnecessary restrictions on the kinds of development close to transit stations (for 
example, prohibitions of one or more retail, commercial and business premises, or residential 
uses) can also cripple efforts to boost patronage.  This occurs because there will be less 
destinations of interest along the transit network and restrictions on use will retard the rapid 
redevelopment of sites (no-one wants to visit a derelict building).  

3. The need for investment in motorways and other arterial roads should not be overlooked 
The development of residential areas and centres that are dense, compact, with a mix of uses, 
supported by high quality public transport will encourage some to travel less by the private 
motor car.  In fact, some may even choose to do without a car altogether.  However, it can’t 
be assumed that building better neighbourhoods with a rapid transit station/stop at the core will 
encourage all people out of their cars. 
Public transport is suitable for moving large numbers of people into particular hubs, but lacks the 
flexibility to deal with a whole range of journeys whose start and end points are not within an 
area of high residential or employment density.  A growing proportion of all travel activity is 
regional and cross regional, while the existing and proposed rail system is predominantly radial 
(towards the CBD).   
For example, weekend trips to major parks, visits to homes of friends, and trips to workplaces in 
decentralised locations are more likely to require high quality road transport than public 
transport.  For this reason, any transport strategy that only involves investment in public transport, 
at the expense of road transport, will not be successful. Sensible land use and transport planning 

                                                                                                                                                                           
Research results digest.  October 2002—Number 52  [http://onlinepubs.trb.org/Onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rrd_52.pdf, accessed 7 
April, 2008]. 
21 Newman, P., 2005.,  Transit Oriented Development: An Australian Overview.  Paper presented at the Transit Oriented 
Development Conference.  Fremantle, Western Australia 5-8 July 2005. 
 [http://www.patrec.org/conferences/TODJuly2005/papers/Newman%20paper%20REV.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008]. 
22 Ibid. 
23 Newman, P., 2005.,  Transit Oriented Development: An Australian Overview.  Paper presented at the Transit Oriented 
Development Conference.  Fremantle, Western Australia 5-8 July 2005.  
[http://www.patrec.org/conferences/TODJuly2005/papers/Newman%20paper%20REV.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008]. 
24 Newman, P., 2006, Transport greenhouse gas and Australian Suburbs: What Planners can do.  Australian Planner, Vol. 43, No. 
2, pp. 6-7. 
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allows for all modes of transport (cars, transit, walking and cycling) and plans must consider and 
integrate these.25 
The introduction of cross-regional direct bus services rely upon efficient, high capacity road 
corridors.  The benefits of continuing to provide road infrastructure includes the ability to spread 
the transport load across a rail and road system.  We also acknowledge that road based public 
transport comes at a lower cost that can provide greater service coverage for all residents.  
Improved bus services, particularly bus transit ways, can be used as an interim step to services 
areas that do not yet have the population necessary to support a new rail service.  

4. Managing demand 
Great caution must be exercised before any decision is made to cap car parking spaces in a 
region or locality.  Such caps, particularly when set at unrealistically low levels, can effectively 
sterilise the development potential of land.  Government should not deceive itself that a locality 
can grow and develop without the possibility of additional car parking spaces.  
Where parking is limited there are major social impacts caused by the lack of off-street parking.  
The impact of overflow on on-street parking in surrounding streets is well known.   
There is a large body of evidence from inner Sydney experience to demonstrate that limiting 
car parking is an ineffective tool in encouraging public transport use.  North Sydney and the 
City of Sydney (and the former South Sydney Council) have attempted to use this tool for some 
time.  It has been found to be crude and ineffective. 
Sydney’s public transport system cannot service non-centre related trips.  Crude tools to reduce 
car ownership hinder economic development as they weaken the community’s ability to 
access employment and services. 
If good public transport exists people will use it for some of their trips, despite their ownership of 
a car.  

5. Taxes on development and/or increases in property value will not be practicable 
We would be concerned if there was any consideration of new property or developer levies to 
help fund new public transport services.  

The end-user of developed land bears the burden of levies 
Those that argue for levies are mistaken if they believe that either the developer or original land 
holder ultimately bears the costs of new or increased developer charges. 
Modern capital is very mobile.  It flows to wherever it gets the best return.  A local developer will 
not be able to secure capital for a NSW development if he/she cannot offer the rate of return 
that is available for investments of a similar risk profile in other states or countries.  In order to 
ensure that a market rate of return is still achieved, a developer will either reduce the amount of 
money he or she pays for undeveloped land, or increase the price paid by the home buyer.   
It is not often possible, in practice, to pay less for undeveloped land for several important 
reasons. Many developers have already acquired the land and factored in all the charges 
known about at the time of purchase – in these cases it is too late to adjust the price paid to 
landowners for new or increased charges, yet the development cannot proceed unless the 
necessary rate of return can be earned. 
There is also a natural floor to land price, below which the owners of undeveloped land will not 
accept.  This floor does, in part, reflect the opportunity cost for other uses of the land – such as 
rural lifestyle blocks (in greenfield areas) or low density housing (in brownfield locations). The 
floor is also driven by the long-held expectations of those land holders.  Even though those 
expectations may not be realisable in the short term, these land holders are very patient, hold 

                                                   
25 Mackay, M., 2005,  Don’t think Transit-oriented development, think transport-oriented development.  Paper presented at 
the Transit Oriented Development Conference.  Fremantle, Western Australia 5-8 July 2005.  
[http://www.patrec.org/conferences/TODJuly2005/papers/Mackay.M.pdf, accessed 7 April, 2008] 
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minimal debt and often originally acquired the land at very low prices.  They tend to have no 
difficulty in waiting for prices to rise to the level consistent with their expectations.   
In this debate, economic purists tend to overlook the disproportionate market power given to 
the landowners by planning laws.  For this reason landholders are often able to resist 
developers’ efforts to pass the cost of development charge onto them through a lower land 
acquisition cost.  Land owners enjoy disproportionate market power because appropriately 
zoned land (both in greenfield and infill areas) tends to be drip fed by the planning system into 
the market.   

This generally means there is only one party left who must pay for an increased developer 
charge – the home buyer (or commercial/retail/industrial end user).   However, often a home 
buyer cannot afford a new or increased levy.  That’s because there is a ceiling on the price that 
home buyers are able to pay, i.e. their borrowing capacity.  The maximum amount that home 
buyers are able to borrow is, in turn, based on their income. Without increases in income, home 
buyers are unable to pay more for new homes.  As a result, any project which cannot be 
delivered at a price home buyers currently can afford simply doesn’t get built.   An increase in 
costs from a new developer charge can’t be passed onto a home buyer until home buyers’ 
borrowing capacity increases enough to pay for the levy.   
Taxing increases in property value is not practicable 
From time-to-time there is a suggestion that the increase in property value that flows from new 
public transport infrastructure should be subject to a tax and the proceeds used to pay for the 
infrastructure.  
In reality, this model would generally not for work Sydney because the locations talked about 
for new transit stations are mostly already highly attractive places to develop. In fact, almost 
without exception, those that have been publicly flagged have previously been formally 
identified for major higher density urban renewal well before new public transit services were 
ever discussed.  For example, with only one exception (Camellia), all of the proposed stations 
for Metro West are already part of centres or corridors designed for major urban renewal.  
Property prices in those areas already reflect the existing close proximity of these localities to 
excellent infrastructure and government’s clearly signalled intention to permit greater density.26  
For example, Burwood, already has a train station and is identified as a “major centre” in the 
2005 Metropolitan Strategy.   
The premium that might be paid for development sites close to infrastructure is not unlimited.  
Generally speaking that premium already built into existing values in areas likely to be serviced 
by new public transport and there is unlikely to be an additional premium that could be taxed.  

6. Rail improvements 
 Suggested rail upgrades servicing the North West 
 The North-West Sector will accommodate a significant proportion of Sydney’s population 

growth, and the provision of efficient transport solutions is desirable.  Approximately 70,000 new 
homes will be needed in the north west growth area of Sydney to accommodate predicted 
population growth and demographic change.   

 The key transport requirements to support population growth are the provision of a fast, frequent 
and reliable transit link into the Sydney central business district.  The provision of rail to the 
Northwest continues to be our preferred transport option.  Whether the technology is metro or 
conventional heavy rail is not the central issue of concern to us (although we note that metro 
systems are more suitable for servicing inner and middle ring suburbs, rather than outer 
suburban areas).  Our priority is on the provision of adequate transport to meet the needs of a 
fast growing population at the right time. 

 Suggested rail upgrades servicing the South West 

                                                   
26 Sydney University, Camperdown, Leichhardt, Five Dock, Burwood, Strathfield, Sydney Olympic Park, Silverwater, Parramatta 
and Westmead. 
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 Like the North-West Sector, the South Western area of Sydney will also seek significant growth in 
population.  The South West Growth Centre will ultimately have 110,000 new homes.   

 To meet the most basic travel demands of this population centre, the promised South West rail 
link connecting the Growth Centre at Leppington to the existing rail network is essential.  Without 
the timely provision of this missing 13 kilometre rail link, residents will be forced onto already 
congested roads for the vast majority of their transport needs.  There will be no other viable 
option for the great majority of South Western Sydney residents. 

 The Urban Taskforce is of the view that such rail projects must proceed if there is to be equitable 
access to transport for all Sydney residents.  Equitable access to transport brings with it 
significant social and economic benefits to the community.   

 Suggested rail upgrades servicing Western Sydney 
 It is well known that City Rail’s western line is the most used, but unfortunately, the most 

congested part of the metropolitan rail network.  The Urban Taskforce is a strong supporter of 
the Westmead to Sydney CBD West Metro as a way of improving access to the city centre from 
Western Sydney.  Such a rail project would certainly alleviate congestion and vastly improve 
service along the most patronised public transport route in Sydney.   

 Suggested rail upgrades servicing the inner and middle rings of Sydney 
 Effective metro has the potential to improve travel within the inner and middle ring suburbs and 

relieve congestion experienced on the existing network. 
 However, the broader network of metros to serve heavily used and congested bus corridors, 

such as Parramatta Road, Victoria Road, Anzac Parade and Military Road, is the key to 
addressing transport constraints that restrict and impact on urban living.  The two new metro 
lines, Metro West and Metro East are important additions to our transport network.   
Suggested rail upgrades to improve freight movements 
While there is an urgent need to improve rail to make public transport efficient and attractive, 
there is also a need to improve rail for freight movements.  To achieve the State Government’s 
target of increasing container movements to and from Port Botany by 40 per cent, the capacity 
of the existing Port Botany freight line must be increased.  Three new intermodal terminals would 
also be required at Enfield, Moorebank and Eastern Creek.  At this stage only the Enfield project 
has approval.  All intermodal terminals are critical to our transport future and must be 
considered in any long-term plan for Sydney. 
The southern and northern freight lines are also needed to avoid conflict between commuter 
rail traffic and freight.  Construction has commenced on the southern rail line, however, the 
Northern line is still in the planning stage.  These projects must be progressed. 

7. Essential road improvements 
 The transport solutions desired cannot be delivered without upgrading the road network. Even 

with the provision of a fast and reliable train service, roads will continue to provide a vital 
component to the transport network.  New or upgraded roads can deliver environmental 
benefits associated with reduced congestion and the potential to provide improved, rapid bus 
services.   

 Suggested road upgrades servicing North Western Sydney 
 The M2 is suffering severe congestion in peak periods and a comprehensive plan to upgrade 

capacity and improve access has been developed, which is currently being negotiated 
between the private owner and the NSW Government.  The Urban Taskforce understands that 
the negotiations with the private owner are well advanced and trusts that we can expect a 
commencement of work on this priority project in the short term. 

 Upgrades to the M2 should include the: 
• widening of the eastbound carriageway from two lanes to three lanes between Windsor 

Road and Pennant Hills Road, and Beecroft Road and Christie Road; 
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• widening of the westbound carriageway from two lanes to three lanes between Beecroft 
Road and Pennant Hills Road; 

• provision of a “park and ride” bus interchange at Herring Road and a new eastbound bus 
lane between Herring Road and Delhi Road; 

• provision of new west-facing on and off ramps at Windsor Road; 
• provision of new east-facing on and off ramps at Herring Road; 

• provision of permanent cycleway facilities that bypass the Norfolk Road Tunnel; and 

• conversion to fully cashless tolling. 

Other than the obvious benefits to the travelling public, the M2 projects could provide one of 
the most significant ingredients for the creation of lively, sustainable and functioning 
communities.   

 Transport planning for Sydney must consider other motorway connections or “missing links”.  For 
example the North Western Corner of the Sydney Orbital “feeding” the M2 and M7 will improve 
connection to the North Western Growth Centre.  It is understood that current road reservations 
are in place for such a project.   
Suggested road upgrades servicing South Western Sydney 
The M5 corridor is highly congested in peak periods and the existing M5 East is already operating 
at capacity throughout the day.  The Urban Taskforce argues that there will be a need for the 
duplication and enhancement of the M5 in the not too distant future.  For instance, the M5 East 
project has become an obvious priority for the Sydney network given that it feeds the Sydney 
Airport and Port Botany areas and is also the key connection from Sydney’s growing South 
Western regions.  We are advised that the Government has recently completed its feasibility 
study into options for the duplication and it may be in a position to progress this project in the 
near term.  We understand that negotiations are under way between the Government and the 
private owners.  Following completion of negotiations on the M2, we trust that the M5 widening 
project will be finalised. 
Furthermore, given the time period covered by any long-term plan for Sydney, it should be 
noted that the M7 motorway may also require capacity enhancement prior to 2036.  The M7 
was designed to allow expansion to three lanes when the need arises. 
Other significant upgrades to roads servicing the South Western Sydney population will include: 

• widening of Camden Valley Way to four lanes between Bernera Road and Cowpasture 
Road; 

• widening of Cowpasture Road to four lanes between the M7 Motorway and North Liverpool 
Road. 

• widening of Cowpasture Road to four lanes between Camden Valley Way and Main Street; 

• widening of Hoxton Park Road to four lanes between Banks Road and Cowpasture Road; 
and, 

• upgrade of Camden Valley Way between Cowpasture Road and Narellan Road. 

Completing the Bringelly network upgrades will vastly improve the access to the South West 
growth centre.  
Furthermore, the Urban Taskforce argues that there will be a need for the duplication and 
enhancement of the M5 in the not too distant future. 
This investment into road upgrades is crucial to making the South West an integrated part of the 
metropolitan area. 
Suggested road upgrades servicing Western Sydney 
Western Sydney relies heavily on the M4 motorway to provide alternative transport access to 
regional cities and major centres including Penrith, Parramatta, Burwood and Sydney.  Whilst 
congestion along many sections of the motorway during peak hours is experienced, congestion 



10 
 

is at its worst, for much of the time at its end.  Furthermore, heavy vehicular traffic along 
Parramatta Road to the city centre means that those working and residing in this urban area will 
continue to suffer poor amenity. 
The M4 East project has been mooted for many years in various forms.  The lack of a motorway 
standard connection from the existing M4 to the Sydney CBD is a vital “missing link” in the 
Sydney network.  The potential to connect the M4 East to Port Botany via what is known as the 
“Marrickville Tunnel”, should also be investigated as a future network solution to improve access 
to Sydney’s Western suburbs and relieve congestion on the M5 and M4 corridors. 

Improvements to the M4, particularly three new motorway tunnel connections: 
• linking the M4 at Concord to the City West link at Rozelle; 

• linking Victoria Road at the Iron Cove Bridge to Rozelle; and, 

• linking the other two new tunnels (from Rozelle) to the Airport 
are desperately needed to alleviate hopeless traffic conditions. 

8. Linking the surrounding regions to Sydney 
The Central Coast population is expected to grow by 100,000 in the next twenty years.  At least 
56,000 new homes will be needed to meet this growth in population.  By 2031, The Illawarra 
region's population is expected to increase by 47,600 people.  At least 38,000 new dwellings will 
be needed to meet housing demands in this region.  While new jobs are to be created in these 
locations, many will continue to access the Sydney Metropolitan area for employment.  It will 
also be more feasible for businesses to locate in the regions, boosting local employment, if the 
road transport capacity to Sydney was increased and made more reliable.  
Inter-urban rail connection to Sydney can always be improved.  However, giving priority to road 
connections should also be considered.  In particular, linking the M2 to the F3 is an essential 
“missing link” that must be provided to afford equitable access to Sydney from the Central 
Coast. 
At least 335 million trips are made to Illawarra by road each year.  These trips comprise resident, 
visitor and freight movements.  The key transport challenge is maintaining adequate road 
access to nationally important industrial enterprises while ensuring safe and adequate 
commuter traffic.  To relieve this pressure, consideration must be given to an extension of the F6. 

The Urban Taskforce is committed to an integration of land use and transport planning and asks that 
you carefully consider the contents of this correspondence when investigating the transportation 
challenges facing Sydney. 
Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to offer our comments. Should you require any 
further clarification of the content of this correspondence, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Urban Taskforce Australia 
 
 
 
 
Aaron Gadiel 
Chief Executive Officer 


