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5.6. Government agency and stakeholder involvement
Meetings and workshops would be held with key stakeholders during the detailed design process. These may
include but not be limited to:
• Willoughby Council, • Sydney trains, • RMS, • RailCorp
A meeting with Willoughby Council was held during the preparation of this REF to brief them on the Proposal.
Council expressed their support for the Proposal. Council identified that it would be preferable to provide
compliant access from Wilkes Avenue as well as Hampden Road. Council was provided with the options
analysis discussed in Section 2.3 and the constraints which led to the preferred option.
PE – Council deny any consultation took place prior to the release of the REF. APA needs to obtain the
options analysis provided to Council. The RMS/Council/Poice traffic committee has not been consulted.

Executive Summary
This Review of Environmental Factors (REF) has been prepared to assess the environmental impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the Proposal under the provisions of Part 5 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).
Description of the Proposal
The Proposal involves provision of easy access and accessible parking at Artarmon Station as part of the
Transport Access Program. The Proposal provides:
• easy access from Hampden Road to Artarmon Station
PE - for most potential users, it is not easier access PE – Wikipedia advises that “according to the 2011
census of Population, there were 8,642 residents in Artarmon.” 13% (1124 residents) would thus require
accessible services according to the REF. It’s possible, a majority of them live east of the station. The
proposal focuses on providing access for one wheelchair bound person approaching the station in a car
from the north on Hampden Rd (and only if the nearby 24 hour parking space is not taken by other disabled
members of the community with business in Artarmon). 24 hour disabled parking can be used as all-week,
all-year residential parking by people who live nearby and have a disabled permit. The proposal should be
focusing on the more than 1,000 people in need of lift access, and not just one or two people.
• accessible parking within close proximity to the new access to Artarmon Station.
The Proposal consists of four main features:
• installation of lifts, footbridge and associated works
• works to canopies and awnings
• streetscape works and facilities
• ticketing facilities, rail systems and utility works.
PE – no reference to rail systems can be found in the body of the proposal.
Construction is anticipated to commence in early 2015 and would take around 12 months to complete.
Need for the Proposal

TfNSW carried out a series of assessments to identify the need for improved amenity and accessibility at
Stations and Interchanges across the network. The need for improved access at Artarmon Station was
identified through this process.
The NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan (TfNSW, 2012b) is a comprehensive plan for all modes of transport
across NSW. The plan provides a clear direction for transport over the next 20 years, while building on current
commitments. PE – The premier recently modified the plan, but the 2012 documents have not been
modified. The Long Term Transport Master Plan complements and builds on the visions and goals established
in NSW 2021 and this Proposal would support growth and improvements in the safe and efficient
management of transport in the Sydney region. PE - Its hard to classify the proposed works as an
improvement, thus it does not support growth. It is not efficient compared to single-lift proposals.
PE – The masterplan recently had major changes made to it by Premier Baird. The 2012 plan is out of date.
A scoping study was prepared by AECOM (2013) to identify the needs at Artarmon Station and Interchange. As
a result, options to provide lift access to the Station from Hampden Road were developed leading to the
identification of a preferred option (the preferred option being the subject of this REF).
PE – The scoping study should have been released for community review before TfNSW progressed down a
very poor direction. No discussions were held with Council or community representatives to identify
community transport requirements. As a result, a very poor option has been identified.
The Proposal was selected as the preferred design as it:
• provides access for the disabled, ageing and parents with prams to Artarmon Station PE – the access is of
low utility and likely to be used only by people with extreme disability and can’t manage the stairs at all.
Many parents carry prams with baby aboard up and down the stairs in less than 10 seconds. While a less
physical task to use the two lifts and bridge, the time and anxiety involved make it a very low utility option.
• provides one accessible parking space adjacent to the proposed new access PE – this spot can be occupied
24/7 by a person with disabilities who may be living/working in the neighbourhood. It will assist very few
people to access the station.
• achieves sustainable outcomes by including the adaptation and reuse of the overbridge which was
manufactured for temporary works at Turramurra Station PE – the overbridge can easily be utilized for
temporary works at other locations. It’s permanent placement at Artarmon is not the best use of temporary
structures.
• is time and cost efficient to address the accessibility improvements that are currently required at Artarmon
Station in order to improve the customer experience
• does not preclude potential future development at Artarmon Station. PE – a permanent change to the
garden character of the Village Green is being made for works that may be scrapped in a few years. The
proposal should be maintaining - not destroying - the integrity of both the conservation classified Village, its
environment and historic memorial garden. The community preferred proposal provides an opportunity to
enhance the character of the precinct which it has diligently preserved for more than 80 years.
Statutory considerations
As TfNSW is a public authority, and the proposal falls within the definition of Rail Infrastructure Facilities
under the Infrastructure SEPP, the Proposal is permissible without consent. Consequently the environmental
impacts of the Proposal have been assessed by TfNSW under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. PE – The lack of a
consent requirement has removed key checks and balances that are required for all private development
and some government development. In this case it permits a poor proposal to be built at Artarmon over
community and Council objections. The lack of a consent requirement gives TfNSW god-like power, without
god-like wisdom.
Community and stakeholder consultation
Under the Infrastructure SEPP, consultation is required with local councils or public authorities in certain
circumstances, including where Council managed infrastructure is affected. PE – Council was not consulted
prior to publication of the REF.
The REF would be displayed for a period of approximately three weeks. PE - Way too short for such a
contentious plan.
Environmental impact assessment
This REF identifies the potential environmental benefits and impacts of the Proposal and outlines the
mitigation measures to reduce the identified impacts.
The following key impacts have the potential to occur should the Proposal proceed:
• temporary noise and vibration impacts
• minor temporary delays on the adjacent road network

• temporary changes to access arrangements including pedestrian diversions
• tree removal and visual impacts PE - No heritage assessment has been undertaken of the Station and
Village Green. Further comment on heritage will be provided in a separate paper.
Upon completion of the construction of the Proposal, there would be improved access for the disabled, ageing
and parents with prams. The Proposal, through provision of two lifts and a pedestrian overbridge as well as
one accessible parking space would improve access to public transport for the general community within
Artarmon. Improved facilities and access to the Artarmon Railway Station would service the community and
encourage public transport use. PE – the access is of low utility and likely to be used only by people with
extreme disability and can’t manage the stairs at all. Many parents carry prams with baby aboard up and
down the stairs in less than 10 seconds. While a less physical task to use the two lifts and bridge, the time
and anxiety involved make it a very low utility option. The parking spot is a general use disabled spot likely
to be used for local activities and often not available for train use.
Exec Summary Conclusion
This REF has been prepared having regard to Sections 111 and 112 of the EP&A Act, and clause 228 of the
EP&A Regulation, to ensure that TfNSW takes into account to the fullest extent possible, all matters affecting
or likely to affect the environment as a result of the Proposal. PE – heritage has been ignored
The Proposal has also been designed in accordance with the Transport for NSW’s Sustainable Design
Guidelines (2012c) and has taken into account the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD).
Key initiatives include the incorporation of rainwater tanks and reuse of water on the site, and the use of
energy efficiency measures. PE – no rainwater tanks appear in the design and thus no reuse of water is
possible. The garden has been assessed for native species and fauna. That it is a conifer garden of
remembrance has seen it treated as a garden of weeds. Reuse of temporary structures as permanent
structures is not a ‘sustainable’ measure. Materials for temporary works should be utilized as temporary
works for many projects, not ‘wasted’ as a permanent work.
These initiatives would be considered further during the detailed design, construction and operational phases
of the Proposal.
Should the Proposal proceed, the likely impacts would be appropriately managed in accordance with the
mitigation measures outlined in this REF. Based on the assessment of environmental impacts contained in this
REF, TfNSW has concluded that the Proposal is not likely to have a significant impact on the environment
including threatened species, populations, endangered ecological communities and their habitats.
Accordingly, an environmental impact statement is not required for the Proposal, nor is the approval of the
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure. PE - An EIS should be required due to the heritage impact. Heritage
was ignored at the station does not appear on a particular register. Heritage has never been assessed.

8. Conclusion
This REF has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of Section 111 of the EP&A Act, taking into
account to the fullest extent possible, all matters affecting or likely to affect the environment as a result of the
Proposal.
The proposal would provide the following benefits:
• provide easy access from Hampden Road to Artarmon Station PE – for very few people
• provide accessible parking within close proximity to the new access to Artarmon Station PE – ignores the
seven other disabled access spaces close to the station, four of which have near level access to the
Hampden Rd entrance. It ignores the location of the 55 space commuter carpark of Elizabeth St. The extra
disabled space on the footpath adds very little to station accessibility and comes at a significant price. An
on-road solution would provide an extra space for 21 hours per day (87% of the day that is not peak-hour
restricted) and save 3 general parking spaces. On-street disabled parking is preferred. Parking on the
Hampden Rd footpath is destructive of the streetscape and causes the loss of three general car spaces.
Disabled parking on railway land on the east side of the station is preferred to footpath parking.
• provide safe, accessible and sustainable facilities for commuters and other users PE - Other access options,
particularly single-lift options, give many times the benefit of the TfNSW proposal.
• maintain existing pedestrian areas and access into the Station. PE – it reduces pedestrian areas by creating
a carpark from a footpath area.
The key likely impacts of the Proposal are as follows:
• temporary construction impacts as a result of construction noise, disruption to local traffic and visual
impacts PE – construction is by definition ‘temporary’
• removal of trees on the site PE – removal of a core section of garden setting the character of the
neighbourhood. The proposal changes the character of the neighbourhood from garden/retail to one with a
large industrial component.
• visual impacts in operation as a result of an introduced two storey structure. PE – impacts that are very
negative for the community.

This REF has considered and assessed these impacts in accordance with clause 228 of the EP&A Regulations
and the requirements of the EPBC Act (refer to Chapter 7, and Appendices 1 and 2). Based on the assessment
contained in this REF, it is considered that the Proposal is not likely to have a significant impact upon the
environment or any threatened species, populations or communities. Accordingly an EIS is not required, nor is
the approval of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.
PE – The REF has so inaccurately presented the Proposal, the precinct, transport facilities, the environment,
and the service offered by the proposal, it needs to be condemned. The REF needs to be withdrawn and
new proposals developed.
The proposal has also taken into account the principles of ESD (refer to Section 4.2.2).
These would be considered further during the detailed design, construction and operational phases of the
proposal. This would ensure the proposal is delivered to maximum benefit to the community, is cost effective
and minimises any adverse impacts on the environment.
PE – The current activity in the garden is not considered. The garden is used as a place of quiet pursuits such
as reading, chatting, sitting in the sun and thinking. It is used by many people across the days, especially in
sunny days. The proposal demolishes a significant portion of the garden.

1. Introduction
1.1. Location of the Proposal
Artarmon Station is the 49th busiest station on the network with approximately 9440 trips recorded on an
average weekday (2011 data). PE – 13% (1120 people) of residents have need for easy access. Perhaps 4%
(380 trips) of the 9440 trips per day have need to use a lift. In this respect, the additional disabled car space
is barely a material improvement. The access strategy should also consider the 7 existing disabled parking
spaces in the vicinity of the station and the 55 cap space commuter carpark off Elizabeth st.
1.2. Existing infrastructure and land uses
Passengers requiring accessible services must currently use Chatswood and St Leonards stations, located to
the north and south of Artarmon, respectively. PE – St. Leonards and Chatswood have "Easy Access" at the
station but certainly NOT easy access for a disabled person, unless being dropped off by a third party.
Vehicle access/drop off to each station is difficult whilst nearby parking is non-existent. Most likely uses (of
single-lift access) struggle up and down the stairs and will continue to do so if two-lift access is provided.
There is a station building on the island platform which houses toilets, including a wheelchair accessible toilet,
Station Master’s office and ticket window. Passenger Information Displays (PIDs) and a Ticket Vending
Machine (TVM) are also available on the island platform.
Unsheltered bicycle parking and bike lockers are available on Hampden Road within proximity to the Station
entry.
Properties surrounding the site are predominantly mixed use/commercial. There is also medium and high
density residential within nearby streets, typical of a town centre. PE - The heritage environment is the most
relevant for design of lift access at the chosen location – the conifer garden and brick/steel/timber/glass
station building. The lift design is based on a description of the railway line as industrial.
Table 1-1: Existing transport interchange arrangements
Commuter Car Parking - There is no allocation for Commuter Car Parking at Artarmon Station. Time restricted
on-street parking is available on roads within the town centre, in vicinity of the station. PE – This is incorrect.
170 metres from the station entrance (off Elizabeth St) there is a commuter carpark of 29 spaces with
24 hour parking and 26 spaces with 3 hr parking and one “Go Get” space – see figure over page. There is
also extensive, unlimited, nearby street parking in east side residential streets, mostly to the detriment of
local residents' and their visitors' parking.
Taxi - There is no taxi parking facilities along Hampden Road within proximity to the Station. PE – There are
3 Taxi parking spaces on Elizabeth St 50 metres from the station – marked with a ‘T’ on figure over page.
Pedestrian Access and Movements – PE No mention is made of the traffic light controlled pedestrian
crossing of Hamden Rd near the station entrance – this is a key pedestrian access facility.
Further discussion of Table 1-1 follows the figure over page.

PE - Transport facilities not mentioned in table 1.1 (see figure above):
– The 4 space ‘Kiss and Ride’ on Elizabeth St next to Wilkes Ave. (marked with ‘K’, 90 m to stn entr)
- Disabled parking spaces close to station entrance (marked in red) – Distance via wheelchair path
- 1 hour space Elizabeth St west side, near Wilkes Ave (110 metres to station entrance)
- 24 hour space Hampden Rd west side 20 metres north of Jersey Rd (170 metres)
- 1 hour space Hampden Rd west side 20 metres south of Broughton Rd (110 metres)
- 24 hour space Broughton Rd south side 5 metres from Hampden Rd (90 metres)
- 24 hour space Hampden Rd west side 20 metres north of Francis Rd (170 metres)
- 24 hour space Hampden Ln west side, 5 metres from Broughton Rd north side (140 m)
- 24 hour space Hampden Ln east side, 35 metres south of Jersey Rd (290 metres)
PE - The pair of red marks show the TfNSW disabled access space on the Hampden Rd footpath and the
community preferred location on the road. The on road location is available 21 hours per day for disabled
parking. For the other three hours, the driver is not allowed to get out of the car. Whether the TfNSW
option or community option is adopted, Council wants to apply a 15 minute limit to the space. For the 3 ‘No
Parking’ hours, the community should rely on the numerous other opportunities for disabled parking near
the station to avoid the negative consequences of parking on the footpath.
PE - Near level wheel chair accessible paths marked in orange in the above image. At the station path is
marked for new subways from Hampden Rd and just off Wilkes Ave to access a lift placed for a platform
extension (or fenced walkway around the stair structure). A near level access path from the commuter
carpark, shown with a dashed orange line, could be easily built. Current subways under railway marked
with crimson lines.
1.3. Purpose of this Review of Environmental Factors
… TfNSW is the proponent and the determining authority under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. PE – this is a major
conflict of interest
The purpose of this REF is to describe the Proposal, to assess the likely impacts of the Proposal having regard
to the provisions of Section 111 of the EP&A Act, and to identify mitigation measures to reduce the likely
impacts of the Proposal. This REF has been prepared in accordance with Clause 228 of the EP&A Regulation.
PE – The Act requires mitigation measures in regard to the proposal. Unfortunately, it does not require a
mediocre or good proposals, poor proposals are equally acceptable.
This assessment has also considered the provisions of other relevant environmental legislation, including the
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act), Fisheries Management Act 1994 (FM Act) and the Roads
Act 1993 (Roads Act).
Having regard to the provisions of the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999 (EPBC Act), this REF considers the potential for the Proposal to significantly impact a matter of
national environmental significance (NES) or Commonwealth land, and the need to make a referral to the
Commonwealth Department of the Environment (DOE) for any necessary approvals under the EPBC Act.
PE – unfortunately, heritage impacts on the station and its conifer garden (Artarmon’s most significant
architectural and cultural heritage) appear not to be covered by this legislation.

2. Need for the Proposal
2.1. Strategic need for the Proposal
The proposed Artarmon Station Accessibility Upgrade, the subject of this REF, forms part of the Transport
Access Program. This program is designed to drive a stronger customer experience to deliver seamless travel
to and between modes, encourage greater public transport use and better integrate station interchanges with
the role and function of town centres within the metropolitan area and developing urban centres in regional
areas of NSW. PE – The proposal plants a disabled carparking space on a footpath due to peakhour parking
restrictions and wipes out a significant portion of Artarmon’s historic garden which is deserving of a
heritage classification. It has not sought to “better integrate station interchanges with the role and function
of town centres” – Artarmon in this case. Road space is available immediately adjacent to the TfNSW
selected space 21 hours a day (peak-hour 6.30-9.30AM the space is used for traffic flow). The TfNSW
footpath proposal causes the loss of 3 general parking spaces for 21 hours per day. Surely, a better holistic
transport plan is to retain the existing 7 disabled spaces listed above to complement a new on-road space.
The proposed Artarmon Station Accessibility Upgrade is consistent with the NSW Government’s commitment
to deliver an efficient and effective transport system around Sydney and NSW as detailed in NSW 2021 – A
Plan to Make NSW Number One (Department of Premier and Cabinet 2011). PE - The proposal does not pass
a test of being “efficient and effective” relative to other options.

NSW 2021 is the NSW Government’s ten year plan to guide budget and decision making in NSW. NSW 2021
includes the following goals, targets and priority actions relevant to the Proposal:
• reduce travel times PE – the proposal increases travel time by up to 5 minutes relative to other options
• minimise public transport waiting times for customers PE – it requires people to wait twice for a lift
• improve co-ordination and integration between transport modes PE – performs poorly relative to other
options
• grow patronage on public transport PE – discourage public transport relative to other options
• improve public transport reliability PE – as a two-lift path proposal, it is less reliable than other proposals
and requires a set of stairs for emergency access to the pedestrian bridge that are not required for other
options.
• improve customer experience with transport services. PE – Relative to other options it is a very poor travel
experience
The 2012 -17 Disability Action Plan (TfNSW, 2012f) … The Proposal has been developed in consideration of the
objectives outlined in this Plan. PE – The plan surely does not envisage two-lift access options when one-lift
options are easily constructed.
The Long Term Transport Master Plan (TfNSW, 2012b) complements and builds on the visions and goals
established in NSW 2021 and this Proposal will support growth and improvements in the safe and efficient
management of transport in the Sydney region. PE – The LTTMP 2012 recently had major changes made to it
by the Premier. It’s not a current document. The proposal is not efficient relative to other options in terms
of journey time and comfort, and more costly due to numerous lift replacements, upgrades and
maintenance over the 100-year life of the infrastructure.
To support the implementation of the Long Term Master Plan the NSW Government prepared Sydney’s Rail
Future in 2012. PE - This plan was recently changes by Premier Baird. The impact of the changes are yet to
be published.
A need for improved access at Artarmon Station has been identified. Given the early planning phase of this
strategy and Artarmon’s key location within the suburban network, this proposal will address the accessibility
improvements that are currently required at the station in order to improve customer experience. However
due consideration has been given to ensure that any improvements to be made to Artarmon Railway Station
would not preclude the potential for further development in the future. PE - The works proposed at ground
level are a lift and stairs. As such, the works and other options do not preclude the potential for further
development in the future. It is noted that the “further development” envisaged by TfNSW include a rail
track on the Village Green. TfNSW wants to industrialise the station precinct which presently retail and
garden. Industrialisation does not fit present land use zoning in the neighbourhood.
2.1.1. Objectives of the Transport Access Program
The Transport Access Program is a government initiative to deliver accessible, modern, secure and integrated
transport infrastructure where it is needed most. The program aims to provide:
• stations that are accessible to the disabled, ageing and parents with prams PE – the proposal has much less
utility than other options no matter which community members are being considered.
• modern buildings and facilities for all modes that meet the needs of a growing population PE – stair and
bridge structures built for “temporary” use elsewhere, hardly constitute Modern buildings and facilities” as
permanent facilities.
• modern interchanges that support an integrated network with seamless transfers between all modes for all
customers PE – two lifts and a bridge compared to a single-lift is hardly “seamless” transfers.
2.2. Objectives of the Proposal
The objectives of the Proposal are to:
• provide access from Hampden Road to Artarmon Station for the disabled, ageing and parents with prams PE
– the community are equally keen on similar access from the east side where the overall need is likely
greater.
• provide accessible parking within close proximity to the new access to Artarmon Station PE – close
proximity is not defined. It surely does not mean that the parking space has to be on the footpath rather
than the road. Is 20 metres, 80 metres, or even 120 metres, depending on the time of day, an inappropriate
distance?
• provide safe, accessible and sustainable facilities for commuters and other users PE – Recycling temporary
infrastructure to another purpose, rather than continued use as temporary infrastructure, is the main claim
to sustainable. The change of use is not a satisfactory reason for the ‘sustainable’ claim.

• maintain existing pedestrian areas and access into the Station. PE – the proposal destroys a 35 metre length
of existing pedestrian footpath.
2.3. Alternative options considered
A scoping assessment of Artarmon Station was undertaken in 2013 to identify key constraints and needs at
Artarmon Station (AECOM, 2013). These are identified below.
2.3.1. Option 1 - Provision of accessible parking space and access for mobility impaired persons to Artarmon
Station
The scoping assessment identified a range of potential improvements which could be made across the station
relating to accessibility, platform height, weather protection and interchange facilities including cyclist
facilities, taxi and Kiss and Ride spaces. PE - This should have been released. The REF is in error in regard to
taxi spaces, Kiss and Ride and disabled spaces. No proposals are made to improve weather protection and
platform height. Other options give better outcomes.
Of these aspects, the study identified that access to the Station is currently restricted for mobility impaired
persons as a result of steep gradients and stair only access to the platform. It identifies that 13% of the
population at Artarmon would require accessible services. PE – Wikipedia advises that “according to
the 2011 census of Population, there were 8,642 residents in Artarmon.” Around 1124 residents would thus
require accessible services. Its possible, a majority of them live east of the station.
A total of 196 residents of Artarmon (48% of which are within the elderly demographic group), reported the
need for assistance with core daily activities in the recent Census of Population and Housing (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2011). Accessibility improvements would be beneficial for at least 13% of Artarmon
residents who are part of the babies and pre-schoolers (0 to 4 years) or the elderly demographic group
(70 ears and over). PE - for most potential users, easier access is not being offered. Wikipedia advises that
“according to the 2011 census of Population, there were 8,642 residents in Artarmon.” 13% (1124 residents)
would thus require accessible services according to the REF. It’s possible, a majority of them live east of the
station. The proposal focuses on providing access for one wheelchair bound person approaching the station
in a car from the north on Hampden Rd (and only if the nearby 24 hour parking space is not taken by other
disabled members of the community with business in Artarmon). 24 hour disabled parking can be used as
all-week, all-year residential parking by people who live nearby and have a disabled permit. The proposal
should be focusing on the more than 1,000 people in need of lift access, and not just one or two people.
Development of a concept design was undertaken with the objective of improving amenity at the Station and
connectivity between the modes of transport. Existing space and grade constraints limit the potential to
provide improved access and additional commuter/staff facilities from Wilkes Avenue without constraining
the potential for future development at Artarmon Station as outlined in the Sydney’s Rail Future strategy
(TfNSW 2012d). PE – Any constraint from many options that are variants of Option 1b would impose
minimal constraints on an NWRL extension. Any cost issues from a constraint that did arise would hardly
warrant an asterisk in the cost schedule. In the 1920s, the Government Railways plan was for an additional
two tracks and island platform east of the existing tracks. Electrification infrastructure was laid out for this
in time for the Harbour bridge opening in 1932. The ECRL, as constructed, envisaged the NWRL occupying
the centre two tracks and thus the fast alignment of the circular curve of their alignment. Alignments
further to the west or east involve departures from the approx. 870 metres radius curve and thus result in
slower track alignments.
Option 1a – Provision of one accessible parking space and lift access from Hampden Road
Option 1a would involve the provision of one accessible parking space on Hampden Road. It would include the
provision of two lifts (approximately 17 persons each) and a pedestrian overbridge which would provide
access across the rail line from Hampden Road to the island platform. Associated infrastructure works
including the installation of a new Opal card reader would also be included. PE - For a severely disabled
occupant of that space, access would be improved, for the overwhelming majority, access is not improved.
Accessible parking needs to be considered as part of the totality of access requirements in Artarmon. There
are already 7 disabled parking spaces serving the retail strip. TfNSW proposes to add a seventh space. It
also proposes to do away with three general parking spaces. It’s likely. A disabled person going to the
station will need to use one of the existing disabled spaces due to their number. The lift should be located
so as to best serve disabled people using all the spaces. The location chosen by TfNSW does not do this.
Option 1b – provision of lift access from Wilkes Avenue to the pedestrian underpass and then lift access
from the pedestrian underpass to the platform
Option 1b would provide a lift from Wilkes Avenue east of the pedestrian underpass, a compliant path to the
middle of the pedestrian underpass and a lift from the middle of the underpass to the platform. PE – the
underpass is just 2.88 metres wide between the brick piers at the Wilkes Ave end and 2.96 metres in width
generally. Wheelchairs require a path 1.2 metres wide clear of railings. The compliant wheelchair path will
leave paths either side of around 0.8 metres or less. A 17 passenger lift from the middle of the pedestrian

underpass will occupy the full width of the stair/subway junction cutting off the stairs as a means of access
to the station.
This option would also include stairs from Wilkes Avenue to the eastern entry of the pedestrian underpass. PE
– the 0.8 metres wide paths are converted from ramp to stairs – it would seem a rather pointless exercise.
This would require extension of the existing island platform to the north. Space constraints would see access
from the lift (at the platform level) to the remainder of the platform via a narrow walkway. PE – investigations
by the community show the space available for a platform extension are adequate. See the APA preferred
option paper.
Investigation of the engineering constraints associated with this option identified that steep grades from the
proposed lift at Wilkes Avenue to Elizabeth Street could not be rectified, thus not achieving the objectives of
the Proposal. The path behind the library to Elizabeth St is virtually level. The grade requirement is easily met.
Investigations also identified that the location of existing services (PE – services are not stated. It’s likely a
reference to services is a reference to the services under the southern railway underpass, not the northern
underpass.) and the form of the existing pedestrian underpass structure would not support placement of a
lift. Redesign of the existing underpass and utility relocation would have been required to support this option.
(PE – Option 1b fails to meet a number of important space requirements. The lift cutting off access to the
stairs is just one silly aspect of this option. Perhaps an underpass at another station has been confused for
Artarmon.)
This option would see considerable works required for the relocation of utilities and reconstruction of the
underpass structure to accommodate the lift. This would also result in higher costs and longer construction
timeframes in comparison to Option 1a. Impacts to commuters would also require some temporary closures
and alternative access to the station which exceed the normal duration of regular rail possessions on the T1
North Shore line. PE - Option 1b is so incredible, it cannot be regarded as an option.
2.3.2. Option 2 - The ‘do-nothing’ option
The ‘do nothing‘ option was not considered a feasible alternative as it is inconsistent with NSW Government
objectives, would not help encourage the use of public transport and would not meet the immediate needs of
the community. The NSW Government has identified the need for improvements to Artarmon Station as a
priority under the Transport Access Program.
PE - Effectively, a poor option (1a), a very silly thought bubble (1b) and ‘do nothing’ (2) options have been
put forward. The current subway can be considered a constraint of future development. The (1b) compliant
path was adding to constraint.
PE - A more appropriate option is a new subway and a lift north of the existing subway. The subway would
contain level paths to a lift. The lift would have stops at three levels Platform, Hampden Rd, and Wilkes
Ave. As a structure built to current standards it will be less of a constraint to future works.
2.4. Justification for the preferred option
Option 1a was considered the preferred option and further developed as it:
• provides access for the disabled, ageing and parents with prams to Artarmon Station. PE - It is providing
improved access a few severely disabled community members, it does not help a large majority of the
people who need help. The calmer traffic situation on Elizabeth St makes it the preferred approach by
vehicle for many of the disabled.
• provides one accessible parking space adjacent to the proposed new access PE – this helps very few people.
Accessible parking needs to be considered as part of the totality of access requirements in Artarmon. There
are already 7 disabled parking spaces serving the retail strip. It also proposes to do away with three general
spaces. It’s likely. A disabled person going to the station will need to use one of the existing disabled spaces
due to their number. The lift should be located so as to best serve disabled people using all the spaces.
• achieves sustainable outcomes by including the adaptation and reuse of the overbridge which was originally
manufactured for temporary works at Turramurra Station. PE – One final use of a structure that can be used
as a temporary structure many more times is hardly a sustainable outcome.
• is time and cost efficient to address the accessibility improvements that are currently required at Artarmon
Station in order to improve customer’s experience PE – Approx. 1120 people in the community require easy
access. For most, the preferred option is worse than ‘do nothing’. It is not time or cost efficient if it does not
deliver a service improvement for mot potential users.
• does not preclude potential future development at Artarmon Station, as outlined in Sydney’s Rail Future
(TfNSW, 2012d).
PE – A new subway north of the existing subway has less impact than the current subway as it will be more
tolerant of construction work next to it. The option put forward by the APA is far superior on all objectives
to the one put forward by TfNSW.

3. Description of the Proposal
3.1.1. Design Features
The Proposal consists of four main features:
• provision of a footbridge from the eastern side of Hampden Road to the island platform. Footbridge (which
was used for temporary access during Turramurra Station works) to be utilised with modifications to the roof,
floor and addition of anti-throw screens
PE - These are hardly minor works. It appears the choice of repurposing ‘temporary’ structures is to achieve
the appearance of ‘sustainable’ .
• provision of gated and alarmed emergency egress stair from the footbridge to Hampden Road. These will be
locked from Hampden Road and will be intended for use in emergency only. PE – this provision will prevent
members of the community who might experience difficulty on the pedestrian bridge. It will result in more
emergency services call outs than necessary. It will make it much easier for people to be assaulted on the
bridge. It makes the whole proposal a much scarier proposition.
• provision of weather protection and impact protection to footbridge structure PE – the impact protection is
a huge concrete barrier like those built at North Sydney Station. This will become the local graffiti wall.
Works to canopies and awnings;
• modification to existing platform canopy to accommodate new lift shaft on platform, and PE – It was an
architectural mistake to match the roof ridge of the station building in the industrial structure that provides
weather protection at the north end of the platform. The generally accepted approach is a minimalist
mainly glass structure that is a contrast to the historic buildings. The glass awning covering the eastern
platform of Gordon Platform is a typical example of a modern structure sympathetic to an historic
structure. The platform awn at Artarmon should be replaced with one of a similar style to that at Gordon.
Streetscape works and facilities
• a new accessible parking space on Hampden Road, and PE - The accessible parking space is on the
footpath, not the road. A new footpath is being built around this obstruction.
• rehabilitation of public areas along Hampden Road to match existing finishes. PE – Council should be
consulted on all rehabilitation works.
Ticketing facilities, rail systems and utility works
• amendments to existing Opal readers to accommodate new lifts and PE – earlier in the REF, it described
installation of new Opal readers.
3.1.2. Engineering constraints
There are a number of constraints which have influenced development of the design of the proposed
upgrade. These constraints include available space, property access requirements, heritage items, operational
and stakeholder requirements. These are further outlined below.
Heritage – while the Station is not listed as an item on any statutory Heritage registers, it does lie within the
Artarmon Conservation Area and has local community value. PE – The station and garden are not on heritage
registers as an assessment has not taken place. The station building is possibly the oldest building in
Artarmon. See separate report on the station history.
Hazardous substances –given the age of the Station and its buildings, there is the potential for asbestos and
lead paint to be encountered during construction. PE – This most unlikely unless the proposal also includes
works to the historic building.
Signals – existing rail signal systems provide some spatial constraint to the design. PE – relocating a signal is
not a major task.
Topography – the topography of the site constrains the placement of accessible pathways.
Utilities - A preliminary Dial Before You Dig (DBYD) search has identified a number of utilities in the vicinity of
the proposed works including:
• electricity
• stormwater
• communication cabling (optical fibres)
• rail utilities, and
• a gas pipeline.
These appear to be services to the station building. PE – The works are beside a major intercity
communications duct in the Hampden Rd footpath.

Existing structures – the placement and integrity of existing structures needed to be considered during the
development of the design. These structures included the island platform, canopies and pedestrian
underpass.
3.1.3. Design standards
The Proposal has been designed having regard to the following:
• Disability Standards for Accessible Public Transport (2002) (issued under the Commonwealth Disability
Discrimination Act 1992)
3.1.4. Sustainability in design
The design of the Proposal has been undertaken in accordance with the project targets identified in TfNSW’s
Environmental Management System (EMS) and the Sustainable Design Guidelines for Rail (Version 2.0)
(TfNSW, 2012c) which groups sustainability into seven themes:
• energy and greenhouse gases
• climate resilience
• materials and waste
• biodiversity and heritage
• water
• pollution control
• community benefit.
PE – these requirements give no value to the conifer garden in the absence of a heritage study. It is a major
gap in the requirements that gardens are not valued unless they contain native plants. A heritage study of
the station and its gardens should be a priority
Within each theme, potential initiatives are prioritised into two categories of requirements:
• Compulsory – the initiative is required to be implemented when applicable to the project as they refer to a
corporate target, or are fundamental to the delivery of sustainable assets.
• Discretionary – the initiative has benefits to be implemented, however may not be the most appropriate.
The Guidelines also specify a minimum level of compliance within each category: 100 percent of applicable
Compulsory initiatives and 50 percent of the applicable Discretionary initiatives are to be explored throughout
each level of design.
A selection of the sustainable design initiatives proposed in the concept design are provided in Appendix 3.
These sustainable design initiatives would be considered further during detailed design as not all initiatives
may apply. PE – no initiatives are proposed to enhance the existing character of the garden. What is
proposed is its partial destruction.

4. Statutory considerations
4.1. Commonwealth Legislation
4.1.1. Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
The EPBC Act requires Commonwealth assessment and approval for a Proposal that has a significant impact
on matters of National Environmental Significance (NES) or impacts on Commonwealth land.
These matters are considered in full in Appendix 1.
The Proposal would not impact on any matters of NES or on Commonwealth land. Therefore a referral to the
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment is not required.
PE - No study has been undertaken to determine if there are matters of relevance to the Act.
4.2. State Legislation and Policies
4.2.1. Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
The EP&A Act establishes the system of environmental planning and assessment in NSW.
This Proposal is subject to the environmental impact assessment and planning approval requirements of Part
5 of the EP&A Act. Part 5 of the EP&A Act specifies the environmental impact assessment requirements for
activities undertaken by public authorities, such as TfNSW, which do not require development consent under
Part 4 of the Act.
In accordance with Section 111 of the EP&A Act, TfNSW, as the proponent and determining authority, must
examine and take into account to the fullest extent possible all matters affecting or likely to affect the
environment by reason of the Proposal.
Clause 228 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 (EP&A Regulation) defines the
factors which must be considered when determining if an activity assessed under Part 5 of the EP&A Act has a
significant impact on the environment.

Chapter 6 of this REF provides an environmental impact assessment of the Artarmon Station Accessibility
Upgrade in accordance with Clause 228.
4.2.2. Ecologically Sustainable Development
TfNSW is committed to ensuring that its projects are implemented in a manner that is consistent with the
principles of ecologically sustainable development (ESD) outlined in Section 6(2) of the NSW Protection of the
Environment Administration Act 1991 and Schedule 2 of the EP&A Regulation.
The principles of ESD are:
• the precautionary principle: if there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, a lack of full scientific
uncertainty would not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation
PE – the historic conifer garden is denied protection and even study because it is not native to the area. The
law is a mindless vandal in this case.
• intergenerational equity: the present generation would ensure that the health, diversity and productivity of
the environment are maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future generations PE - Past generations
have invested heavily in the station building and garden – which was largely funded by the local
community. It has been maintained for 80 years – now it is to be partially destroyed, not maintained or
enhanced for future generations.
• improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms: environmental factors would be included in the
valuation of assets and services. PE - The garden improves the valuation of property in Artarmon by
reflecting the garden nature of the suburb – which takes full advantage of its shale bedrock. This value has
been ignored in the REF.
These principles of ESD have been adopted by TfNSW throughout the development and assessment of the
Proposal. PE – but they ignore what the community values about the garden.
4.2.3. State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (Infrastructure SEPP) is the key environmental
planning instrument which determines the permissibility of the Proposal.
Clause 79 of the Infrastructure SEPP allows for the development of rail infrastructure facilities by or on behalf
of a public authority without consent on any land. Clause 78 defines ‘rail infrastructure facilities’ as including
‘associated public transport facilities for railway stations’. The Proposal falls within the definition of ‘rail
infrastructure facilities’ and is therefore assessable under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. PE - Clause 79 is at odds
with private property rights. Also, as no consent is required, the assessment does not have to pass any
tests.
4.2.4. Other relevant legislation
Table 4-1 provides a list of other relevant legislation applicable to the Proposal.
Table 4-1 : Summary of other legislative requirement
Heritage Act 1977 (NSW)
Sections 57 and 60 (approval) where items listed on the State Heritage Register are to be impacted. Sections
139 and 140 (permit) where relics are likely to be exposed. PE – Relics of the first station were found when
the foundations for the 1916 were dug. Its likely exaction for the platform lift tower will also unearth relics.
Section 170 where items listed on a government agency Heritage and Conservation Register are to be
impacted.
Artarmon Railway Station is not listed on the State Heritage Register or Section 170 Conservation Registers.
No heritage approvals are required under the act. PE – the station building and its garden should be on the
heritage register, but have not been assessed.
Water Management Act 2000 (NSW)
The Proposal would not involve any water use, water management works, drainage or flood works, controlled
activities or aquifer interference. PE – the conclusion to the Executive Summary says: Key initiatives include
the incorporation of rainwater tanks and reuse of water on the site, and the use of energy efficiency
measures. The REF is inconsistent. It appears the author of the REF is writing whatever leads to a desired
outcome, rather than presenting facts.
Crown Lands Act 1987 (NSW) The site does not comprise Crown Land. PE – evidence of site location relative
to property boundaries has not been provided.
Sydney Water Act 1994 (NSW) The Proposal does not involve discharge of wastewater. PE – it is very likely
that the sump pumps of the platform lift will discharge to the rail track and the sump pump of the
Hampden Rd lift will discharge to the gutter and then Flat Rock Creek.

4.3. Local Environmental Plans and Strategies
4.3.1. Willoughby Local Environmental Plan 2012
As detailed in Section 4.2.3, the Proposal is permissible without development consent virtue of the
Infrastructure SEPP. Accordingly, the works do not require development consent from Willoughby City Council
(Council) under Part 4 of the EP&A Act. However, to understand the planning context of the locality,
consideration has been given to Willoughby Local Environmental Plan 2012 (the LEP).
Table 4-2 summarises the relevant aspects of the Willoughby LEP applicable to the Proposal.
Zoning Artarmon Railway Station and its adjacent land is zoned SP2 Railway. Hampden Road and land to the
south is zoned as B2 Local Centre and north of the rail line is B1 Neighbourhood Centre.
Land within the works footprint (refer Figure 4-1) is zoned as SP2 Railway Infrastructure and B2 Local Centre.
Zone Objectives and Development Control
Majority of the works would be undertaken with land zoned as SP2 Railway. The works would be in line with
the objectives of this zone in that they would improve amenity for commuters and promote the use of public
transport. Works would also meet the objectives of surrounding zones, specifically with reference to the
following objectives:
• To maximise public transport patronage and encourage walking and cycling.
• To enhance the viability, vitality and amenity of local centres.
PE – The works do not “enhance the viability, vitality and amenity of local centres” as they are not in
character with the local environment. The design of the works is industrial. SP2 Railway Infrastructure
zoning occurs in neighbourhoods of every land use imaginable. In the Sydney CBD, at Chatswood and other
stations, the design of the works generally reflects the local environment. While the works span SP2 and B1
zonings, half the works occur in an historic garden. The proposed works are not sympathetic to its
environment.
Restrictions applying to heritage items
Clause 5.10 of the LEP provides for the protection of items, places, and archaeological sites which have been
identified in the LEP as having heritage significance.
The Proposal lies within a General Heritage Conservation area, identified in the LEP.
Development in the vicinity of heritage items
The following local heritage items are in the vicinity of the proposed development are listed and assessed in
Section 6.5 of the LEP:
General Conservation Area
Local
Group of shops and Wilkes Ave Plaza
Local

LEP 2012 zoning map. Approximate footprint of the Proposal identified in blue.

LEP 2012 heritage map. Approximate footprint of the Proposal identified in blue.

PE - Gordon Station Platform 1 awning - an appropriate structure for a similar heritage location at Artarmon
Station

5. Community and stakeholder consultation
Table 5-1: Infrastructure SEPP consultation requirements
Consultation with Councils – development with impacts on council related infrastructure and services
• significantly disrupt pedestrian or vehicle movement
The Proposal would involve a minor, temporary impact on Council-owned footpaths and roads. … As a result
consultation with Council would not be required.
PE – This is wrong. The proposal will have a major permanent impact on the Hampden Rd east side footpath
owned by Council.
Consultation with Councils – development with impacts on local heritage
Where works would:
• substantially impact on local heritage item (if not also a State heritage item)
• substantially impact on a heritage conservation area.
The Proposal would not result in a substantial impact on a local heritage item (refer to Section 6).
PE – This is wrong. The proposal will have a major permanent impact on the heritage station and garden.
5.2. Consultation strategy
TfNSW’s overall approach to stakeholder engagement is built on a philosophy of ‘no surprises’. Ensuring the
community and key stakeholders are fully informed and given the opportunity provide feedback during the
planning process is fundamental to the success of a project.
PE – The minister promised a positive response to the 4,750 signature petition for “a lift” at the station
entrance. The two-lift/bridge/stair proposal just a few months later comes as a major surprise to the
community. The TfNSW proposal was a major surprise and major disappointment. There was no community
consultation when it mattered – at the initial planning stage. Not even Council was consulted.
The objectives of the consultation strategy are to:
• provide accurate and timely information about the Proposal and REF process to stakeholders
PE – it appears TfNSW had settled on their proposal long before the petition was received and the minister
promised a “positive response”. No changes to the proposal were made despite the petition.
• raise awareness of the various components of the Proposal and the relevant specialist environmental
investigations
PE - These investigations were carried out in 2013 without any notification to Council or the community.
• understand and access valuable local knowledge from the community and stakeholders
PE – no effort was made to obtain “valuable local knowledge” despite the TfNSW project staff being based
just 1600 metres from Artarmon Station.
• ensure a comprehensive and transparent approach.
PE – The works have been hidden from the community for a year and a half. Transparency barely exists.

5.6. Government agency and stakeholder involvement
Meetings and workshops would be held with key stakeholders during the detailed design process. These may
include but not be limited to:
• Willoughby Council
• Sydney trains
• RMS
• RailCorp
A meeting with Willoughby Council was held during the preparation of this REF to brief them on the Proposal.
Council expressed their support for the Proposal. Council identified that it would be preferable to provide
compliant access from Wilkes Avenue as well as Hampden Road. Council was provided with the options
analysis discussed in Section 2.3 and the constraints which led to the preferred option.
PE – Council deny any consultation took place prior to the release of the REF. APA needs to obtain the
options analysis provided to Council.
Council was encouraged to formally submit feedback about the design and construction of the Proposal
during the public display period. Any additional feedback would be further considered and discussed with
Council where practicable, to incorporate into the design.
PE – The Community needs Council to withdraw its feedback to TfNSW and address issues raised by the
community before resubmitting it.

6. Environmental impact assessment
Chapter 6 of the REF provides a detailed description of the likely environmental impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the Proposal. For each likely impact, the existing environment is characterised
and then an assessment is undertaken as to how the Proposal would impact on the existing environment.
6.1. Traffic and transport
A Traffic, Transport and Access Impact Assessment (TTAIA) for the Proposal was undertaken by SMEC (June
2014). The results of the TTAIA are summarised below.
Existing parking availability
Parking restrictions on Hampden Road, in the vicinity of Artarmon Station include the following:
• no stopping areas adjacent to intersections.
• five minute parking zones, truck zones, mail zones and bus zones.
• one hour Monday to Friday parking zones.
• half hour Monday to Saturday parking zones.
• bus service zone with restricted parking during bus operation hours.
• clearways are in operation on the station side of Hampden Road during the following Monday to Friday peak
periods:
6:30 am – 9:30 am
3:30 pm – 6:30 pm
PE – there is no PM peak hour restrictions at the site of the works. The actual parking restriction in the
morning is "NP," not "Clearway." Drivers may stop briefly but not leave their vehicle. No account is taken of
existing parking availability on the east side of the station which includes 55 commuter parking spaces, a
four-space Kiss&Ride, a disabled space and virtually unlimited street parking in the residential area. The
east side offers greater parking opportunity for disabled people.
Parking restrictions on Broughton Road in the vicinity of the intersection with Hampden Road include the
following:
• no stopping areas adjacent to intersection.
• a dedicated disabled parking zone.
• one hour Monday to Saturday parking zones.
PE – there are five disabled parking spaces on the west side of the station within 130 metres of the
pedestrian crossing. Thus there are a total of 7 disabled spaces within close vicinity to the station entrance.
The half-baked list of parking availability in the REF is driving a poor solutions for parking and lift access.
Pedestrian access
The roads surrounding Artarmon Station generally have a good standard of footpaths with widths ranging
from 2.5 metres to 3 metres. While footpath conditions are predominantly acceptable, steep grades are
present on a number of the footpaths. In addition, access to the pedestrian crossing located at the front of the
Artarmon Station is via steps, which limits accessibility for all users. PE This is a major error. There is a
disabled access suitable path, a minimum 1100 mm wide, from the west side footpath down to the
pedestrian road crossing. Four disabled car spaces on, or near, Hampden Rd, have virtually level access to
the pedestrian crossing. The Hampden Lane and Elizabeth St disabled spaces can access the station by

significant ramps. These 7 spaces are highly relevant to a disabled access plan for the station. They have
been ignored through error.
Pedestrian underpasses under the railway line are provided at the station and approximately 200 metres
southeast of the station between Elizabeth Street and Hampden Road.
A signalised pedestrian crossing is located on Hampden Road at the station entrance, approximately 25
metres north west of Broughton Road.
Taxi facilities
No designated taxi parking facilities were located within 200 metres of Artarmon Station. PE – This is a major
error. There is a three-space Taxi rank on Elizabeth St within 100 metres of the station entrance.
6.1.2. Potential impacts Construction phase
Traffic
During the construction period, the site would be accessed from Hampden Road. During peak construction
periods up to 20 vehicles would access the site per day, resulting in up to 40 additional vehicle movements
along Hampden Road per day. Of these movements around 50% would potentially access the site during
commuter peak periods (i.e. morning
and evening peak). PE – there is no on-site parking. Vehicles will be parking on a clearway in the morning
peak which will cause traffic backups into Chatswood such is the poor arrangement of entry/exit ramps for
Sydney Orbital Motorway. Site access by vehicles during the morning peak should not be permitted.
Some works, including the delivery of large structures such as lifts and the existing overbridge, have the
potential to require temporary road closures. These would likely occur outside of peak periods, during
weekend possessions. The closure of Hampden Road would require the diversion of traffic around the section
of Hampden Road between Francis Road and Jersey Road. This diversion would add approximately 820 metres
to journey length as illustrated by Figure 6-1. Placement of detours has the potential to cause some
temporary congestion along the proposed temporary diversion routes. PE - The experience of the Artarmon
Fair shows this diversion causes major traffic jams and requires significant labour to ensure motorists are
directed appropriately. Road furniture prevents drivers northbound on Buller Rd crossing Broughton Rd to
reach Francis Rd – see figure below. This road furniture needs to be removed or covered to permit drivers
to continue northbound.
Deliveries and vehicles accessing the site would be undertaken outside of peak hours where practicable.
Works during standard hours would be unlikely to occupy areas within the road reserve and therefore
generally have minimal impact to the surrounding traffic and transport conditions. PE - The works include
conversion of part of the footpath to a parking space. The works take place in the road reserve.
Parking
During potential road closures, the full closure of Hampden Road will result in the loss of up to approximately
60 parking spaces. This would also likely to be undertaken outside of peak periods, during a weekend
possession. PE Traffic and retail activity along Hampden Rd is also busy on a Saturday. A weekend road
closure will cause regional traffic congestion and a major loss of business for the retail strip.
There will be temporary displacement of approximately four parking spaces during the construction of the
proposed accessible parking space. Preliminary surveys of the site and surrounds indicate that ample parking
would be available during this period. PE – there is no on-site parking. Workers will occupy many of their
Hampden Rd parking spaces with their vehicles. The parking loss to the neighbourhood will be major.

Figure 6-1: Proposed traffic diversion route for works which may require temporary closure of Hampden
Road (SMEC, 2014).
PE - Northbound traffic on Buller Rd is required to make the turn shown with the Blue arrow if it wishes to
proceed north. Making the traffic change shown in red led to major traffic jams when executed for the
Artarmon Fair.
Pedestrians and access
There is potential for temporary diversion of the footpath along the eastern side of Hampden Road during
streetscaping works between the lift and proposed accessible parking. These works would require temporary
diversions around the construction site, increasing a journey along the eastern side of Hampden Road by up to
50 metres. These would be temporary in nature and appropriate pedestrian management would be in place
to ensure safe and informed travel around the site.
PE – The works include conversion of part of the Hampden Rd western footpath to a parking space. This is
more than streetscaping works. The diversion of pedestrian traffic will be for a period of time. While it is
only 50 metres in extra length, pedestrians will be required to use two signalised crossings of Hampden Rd.
This will impact traffic on Hampden, Broughton and Jersey Rds. AM and PM peakhour road traffic is very
heavy. The pedestrian diversion could have regional traffic impacts.
Access to nearby business and properties would be maintained at all times.
PE – While access will be maintained, businesses will suffer badly during road closures due to regional
traffic impacts and loss of parking.
Operational phase
The Proposal would see the introduction of one disabled untimed parking space. It would replace
approximately two existing parking spaces which is currently restricted to one hour during off peak day
periods (Monday to Friday 9:30am to 3:30pm and Saturday 8:30am to 4pm). During peak periods (6:30am to
9:30am and 3:30pm to 6:30pm Monday to Friday) parking is not allowed.
PE - Council advises three 1-hour spaces would be lost. This 24 hour spot could be continuously occupied by
one vehicle for a year.

The Proposal would also see modifications to the existing footpath to allow for the placement of the
accessible parking space.
Given that there would be no net change in the volume of traffic accessing the site, it is unlikely to generate
any additional traffic on Hampden Road or nearby roads as a result of the Proposal.
The amendments to the existing shared path would be minor. PE - The amendments will be major. The
carspace on the footpath is going to stick out like a grotesque piece of modern art on the footpath. It will be
a fitting monument to the absurdity of the minister and her department. Works would see materials and
finishes like for like and as a result there would negligible impact to pedestrian and cyclists utilising the
footpath.
The Proposal would not see any permanent impacts to bus operations, taxi parking or cyclist facilities.
Overall the traffic and pedestrian activity associated with the Proposal once operational, is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the overall operation of the surrounding network. PE – but it will also do very little to
improve access to the station for the vast majority of passengers who need to use a lift.
6.1.3. Mitigation measures
The following mitigation measures are proposed to manage traffic, transport and access impacts:
• the impacts of construction traffic on the local road network and the impacts on intersection operation
would be minimised by undertaking construction vehicle traffic movements outside of peak road traffic
periods and outside of school peak periods PE – This is in conflict with above statements that say 50% of
deliveries are likely to occur in peak hour.
• should road closures be required, signage would be erected to clearly delineate alternative access and that
nearby businesses would operate as normal. PE – see previous comment. There will be major disruption to
businesses and regional traffic during road closures.
• pedestrian access to and from the Station would be maintained at all times during construction PE Installation of structures and lifts on the platform will require platform closures due to the narrow width of
the working space. People getting off carriages south of the works will have no means of platform exit
unless temporary stair access is provided at the southern end of the platform. The temporary structures
proposed to be made permanent at Artarmon, would be more sustainably used as temporary access at the
southern end of the station.
6.2. Urban design, landscape and visual amenity
A visual impact assessment was undertaken by RPS Group (2014) for the Proposal. The findings of this
assessment is summarised below.
6.2.1. Existing environment
The landform of the local area is generally sloping with gentle ridges to the west of the site. The site and
surrounding area can be described as a typical suburban area with residential dwellings the dominant land
use. This includes some multi-level residential and commercial buildings to the west of the station and
industrial land use beyond that. PE – the industrial land is across the very wide motorway in an area known
as the Artarmon Industrial Area – it is effectively another suburb well separated from the station, and
residential and retail areas. Generally the streetscape to the east of the site is dominated by detached
residential dwellings with sports fields and open space.
The visual environment around the site is dominated by the Artarmon Town Centre, which is situated west of
Artarmon Railway Station. To the west of the site along Hampden Road, there is a row of large conifers that
run alongside the rail line. The height and continuity of the trees provide a balance to the commercial strip
that dominates the opposite side of the road. The trees also soften and partially screen the industrial
appearance of the station and railway infrastructure. PE – The industrial appearance of the station is recent
(20 years or so). Before the ugly weather protection structures were erected, the station had domestic scale
buildings, made of domestic style materials, in a garden setting. The industrialisation of the station is a
TfNSW policy not supported by the community or Council. The land to the east the rail line is heavily
vegetated restricting any visibility across the rail corridor and to the west. Immediately adjacent to the station
in Wilkes Avenue there are a number of cafes and restaurants that provide a lively sense of place due to the
plaza style layout and activity created by the alfresco outdoor dining areas.
The predominant vegetation in the area comprises planted street trees. A garden (also referred to as the
Artarmon Village Green) runs along the western side of the railway line and was planted by residents during
the Great Depression. It forms part of the Artarmon Heritage Conservation Area (refer to Section 6.5). PE –
The heritage values of the station and its garden setting have never been assessed for consideration for
addition to the State Heritage register.
The Station and surrounding area can be described as a typical suburban hub comprising single to multi-level
rise residential dwellings and businesses. The existing environment also comprises concrete/asphalt roads and

other urban infrastructure like power poles and traffic lights, along with rail infrastructure (platforms,
overhead wires and fencing). A tall telecommunications tower is located to the north, near the corner of
Hampden Road and Brand Street. PE – the tower is 500 metres to the north. The 3 telecommunications
towers in the neighbourhood are too far away to have no visual impact on the station precinct. The
dominant feature of the railway corridor is the formal garden setting to the west of the station, and the
now long overgrown formal garden on the east side of the rail embankment. Visually, the environment is
not industrial despite the best efforts of the railways in the last 30 years.
To the west of the site along Hampden Road, there is a row of large conifer trees that run alongside the rail
line. The height and continuity of the trees provide a balance to the commercial strip of shops and businesses
that dominate the opposite side of Hampden Road. The trees also soften and partially screen the industrial
appearance of the Station and railway infrastructure. The western viewshed is the predominant viewshed for
the Proposal. PE – This is accurate.
Key viewpoints
A survey of the key viewpoints of the Proposal site was undertaken. Initially, nine sites were selected based on
an aerial image and then ground-truthed to identify their exposure to the site. Refer to Figure 6-2 below for
the viewpoints identified. A brief description of the viewpoints, their views of the Proposal site and their
sensitivity to changes within the Proposal site are discussed in Table 6-1 below.
PE – the table is a joke. The footbridge is not visible from View points 5, 6, 7, 8, 9.
View point 4 The sensitivity is low given the built up nature of the landscape character and minimal number of
sensitive receivers. View point 4 is that of a vehicle on proceeding along Hampden Rd and thus of little
relevance. The nature of the view is built up on the west side of the road and garden of the west side. A
huge hole is being made in the garden view.
View Point 2 is 95 metres south of the footbridge. The sensitivity is low given the industrial nature of the
station environment and the temporary nature of receivers.
PE – Could not be more wrong. The nature of the environment from the southern end of the platform is
very much one of a domestic scale building in a garden environment – one side formal, one mainly natural.
The removal of major trees and the addition of the industrial structure very much destroy the setting of the
station.
View point 1 is 180 metres from the structure – It is the view from the pedestrian crossing at lane W29. It is
not the “view from the intersection of Hampden Lane and Broughton Road which is 100 metres closer to
the station. View point 1 has no view, or very little view, of the proposed tower.
View point 3 is an important view for the community. It’s view of trees in a garden setting would be
converted to one of an industrial environment. It is a view seen by several thousand people a day as they go
about their daily business. For many, it is a major aspect of their walk to the train station.
There are another 14 major viewpoints involving at least 200 units and 50 businesses that are sensitive
receivers – see image below. Changing the garden setting to an industrial one will have a negative impact
on all these dwellings and businesses. It is a day long view for many of the receivers.
The author of this paper and the reviewers clearly have no idea of life and work in the apartment blocks
and businesses west of the station.
6.2.2. Potential impacts
Construction phase
PE – While year long, the community would not be so concerned about the construction phase if they knew
they were getting and improved outlook. Alas it will be much worse, and will result in a loss of property and
business values.
Operational phase
The Proposal would see the introduction of two lifts and a pedestrian overbridge into an existing industrial
landscape which is well screened by vegetation. The removal of vegetation to make way for the new access
would have some impact on visual amenity. Figure 6-3 and Figure 6-4 provide photomontages of the Proposal,
based on the concept design.
PE – View 3 (Figure 6-3a) is hardly an industrial view. “An existing industrial landscape” is a false description
intended to achieve an industrialisation of the precinct. It raises the Question – does the Government wish
to rezone the Artarmon Station neighbourhood as an industrial area.

See comment above on these views.
Figure 6-2: Key viewpoints identified in the preliminary investigation (RPS Group, 2014)

Figure 6-3: View of the existing site (a) from Broughton Street.

In order to assess the potential impact to each key viewpoint the degree of the predicted impact was rated by
the combination of the sensitivity of the existing area or view to change and the magnitude (scale, character,
distance) of the Proposal on that viewpoint. This methodology recognises that visual impact is a relatively
subjective measure and can be influenced by a range of factors. PE – clearly, the TfNSW viewer has a vastly
different perception of the environment than the local community. By grading the impact by the sensitivity
of the site, you can consider the cultural and landscape values of the site and provide a more objective
assessment.
Sensitive receivers
Sensitive receivers within close proximity to the works include residential and commercial receivers. Other
sensitive receivers include the Artarmon Library and Artarmon Anglican Church. PE – The local Mosque, a
similar distance from the works as the Artarmon Anglican Church is not considered. This once again
emphasises how little the author of this paper knows of Artarmon.
6.5. Non-indigenous Heritage
6.5.1. Existing Environment
Artarmon Station is not listed on the State Heritage Register, the Section 170 heritage conservation register or
the local LEP. It does however lie within the Artarmon Heritage Conservation Area (C1) identified on the LEP.
The Artarmon Conservation Area was also recognised by the National Trust in 1989, when it classified the area
as an Urban Conservation Area. PE – the Station and its garden needs to be assessed for inclusion in the
State Heritage Register. No record of an assessment can be found.
Artarmon Village Green
The garden which runs along side the rail line on Hampden Road, from the entrance to Artarmon Station to
around 300 metres south, was planted and constructed by Artarmon residents during the Great Depression.
The land is owned by RailCorp and is leased and maintained by Council.
The gardens house a memorial to Charles Henry Wickham, a resident of Artarmon who was an avid gardener
and was instrumental in establishing the gardens on behalf of and with the community. The garden was
dedicated by Council in 1968 and a plaque erected to mark the occasion.
A lantern in the garden was also erected in honour of an Artarmon resident, Theo Francis in May 1971.
Artarmon Village Green is not listed on any Commonwealth, State or local heritage registers as a stand-alone
heritage item. PE – This is a totally inadequate description of the character of the garden. A separate paper
is being prepared on the history and significance of the garden.
Artarmon Station
The North Shore Railway was constructed passing through Artarmon, and opened in 1890.
Artarmon Station was opened in 1898 and then moved to its current location in 1900 following duplication of
the North Shore Railway Line. The Station Building was originally standing at Glenbrook Railway Station and
was taken down and rebuilt brick by brick in 1916.
Artarmon Station is not listed on any Commonwealth, State or local heritage registers as a stand-alone
heritage item. PE – While another location, Brand St, was proposed for the station, it has always stood at
the current location. When the embankment was created to reduce the grade to Chatswood (steam trains
would slip on the rails) the height of the platform was raised. During construction of foundations for the
relocated Old Glenbrook Station, the foundations of the original building were found. The Great Western
Highway now occupies the site of the Old Station. The new Glenbrook Station has a State Heritage
Classification. The building at Artarmon has heritage as part of two major stages of development of the
State. Artarmon Station has unique heritage that needs assessment. See separate paper being prepared on
the heritage of the Station.
6.5.2. Potential Impacts
The WDCP identifies a number of management measures which are applied to developments (predominantly
residential) within the Artarmon Conservation Area. These have been listed in Table 6-11 with comment on
their relation to the Proposal.

Table 6-11: Application of management measures for the Artarmon Conservation Area to the Proposal
Management measure
- Retain and enhance the original form, scale and detail of existing buildings which contribute to the
character of streetscapes and the heritage significance of the area.
Relation to the proposal
The Proposal would not see the removal of any of the existing buildings. There would be some minor impact
to the streetscape however proposed finishes and materials would be considered to be sympathetic to that
existing.
PE - The proposal would see a pedestrian bridge and lift tower of industrial appearance more than twice the
height of the station building just 20 metres from the station single-story building. The new structures will
dominate the historic building and degrade its heritage. Gordon Station Platform 1 shows a sympathetic
awning can be built near the historic buildings. Requirement not complied with.
- Retain single storey character of the area
The Proposal would see the introduction of two lift shafts, one on Hampden Road and one on the island
platform of the Station. The height of the lift shafts may exceed that of the two storey flats along Hampden
Road, however this would be kept to a minimum where possible, to keep in line with the character of the
immediate area.
PE – The footbridge will be at third story height in relation to the essentially two story character of the
Hampden Rd. The lift towers are at fourth story height. On the platform the pedestrian bridge and lift tower
of industrial appearance will be more than twice the height of the station single-story building just 20
metres from the station building. The new structures will dominate the historic building and degrade its
heritage. Gordon Station Platform 1 shows a sympathetic awning can be built near the historic buildings.
Requirement not complied with.
- Retain characteristic palette of materials of the area, particularly the use of unpainted dark monotone face
brick, sandstone bases, painted timber trim and unglazed terracotta roof tiles
No new buildings would be introduced to the site. The footbridge installed would be reused from a previous
project and therefore limits the amount of architectural modification. There is some scope for improvements
with regards to screens and finishes however. The lift structures would be selected to have minimal impact on
the surroundings. This would be further considered during detailed design.
PE – The covered pedestrian bridge, lift towers and emergency exit stairs have the character of buildings.
Desire to reuse a temporary structure as a permanent structure is not an acceptable reason not to comply
with requirements. The station building is not dark monotone face brick. It is a lighter colour, and is oddest
with stone and light coloured trimmings. Gordon Station Platform 1 awning shows a sympathetic treatment
of new structure near identical historic buildings. New works at Artarmon should follow the Gordon
Platform 1 example. Requirement not complied with.
- Retain intactness of area by controlling alterations and additions, which should be set at the rear and not be
visible from the street
The lift shaft on Hampden Road would be placed against the boundary of the rail corridor to minimise the
impact on the streetscape and retain the thoroughfare adjacent.
PE- The REF plan assumes the boundary of the rail corridor is the footpath. The plan allows for a rail track to
be placed on the Village Green. The structures will be very visible having a footpath frontage. Trees are
being removed to enhance the visibility of the structures. Requirement not complied with.
- Additions must not result in excessive changes in scale, or bulk, or the introduction of visually intrusive and
dissimilar materials particularly on prominent sites, including corner sites
The Proposal would see the introduction of two lift shafts, one on Hampden Road and one on the island
platform of the Station. The height of the lift shafts may exceed that of the two storey buildings along
Hampden Road, however this
would be kept to a minimum where possible, to keep in line with the character of the immediate area.
PE – The additions DO result in excessive changes in scale, and bulk, and introduce visually intrusive and
dissimilar materials on a prominent sites. The proposed structures are totally out of character with the
historic building and gardens. Minimalist single-story structures like Gordon Station Platform 1 awning are
the appropriate approach for a sympathetic treatment of new structure near the historic buildings. New
works should take place at the station entrance – well away (50 metres) from the historic building.
Requirement not complied with.
- Two storey development and second storey additions are inappropriate unless the original streetscape
appearance of the building is retained, or in areas adjacent to original two storey flats. Sloping sites may
enable two storey additions to the rear, which must preserve the predominantly single storey scale of the
detached housing and must not offend the individual building’s roof shape or interrupt the streetscape,
unified by similarly patterned roofs.

The Proposal would see the introduction of two lift shafts, one on Hampden Road and one on the island
platform of the Station. The height of the lift shafts may exceed that of the two storey buildings along
Hampden Road, however this would be kept to a minimum where practicable, to keep in line with the
character of the immediate area.
PE – The pedestrian bridge is 3 storeys high and the lifts are 4 storeys high and both change the streetscape
appearance and are thus inappropriate. Requirement not complied with.
- The site cover and siting of new development must not result in the loss of significant landscaping either onsite or in verges. In this regard driveways are to be minimal with wheel strips being the preferred solution
Not applicable to the Proposal.
PE - site cover and siting of the development DO result in a major loss of significant landscaping on the
streetfront. Requirement not complied with.
- Street plantings and reserve vegetation must be maintained and encouraged, particularly in lesser vegetated
streets. Where a site is bushfire prone land landscaping should conform with the performance requirements
of the NSW Rural Fire Service ‘Planning for Bushfire Protection.
Some vegetation would be removed as a result. The design has been developed in an effort to minimise
removal. An urban design and landscaping plan would aim to mitigate any potential impact to vegetation
within the vicinity of the Proposal ad be prepared during detailed design.
The site is not bushfire prone land.
PE – A 20 strip of the tallest ‘Street plantings’ are being removed. Requirement not complied with.
- Existing vistas resulting from the undulating topography must be maintained
The lift shaft on Hampden Road would be placed against the boundary of the rail corridor to minimise the
impact to the vista, and on the streetscape.
PE- The REF plan assumes the boundary of the rail corridor is the footpath. The plan allows for a rail track to
be placed on the Village Green. The structures will be very visible having a footpath frontage. Trees are
being removed to enhance the visibility of the structures not current vistas. Requirement not complied
with.
- The character and significance of the railway station and the Hampden Road shops as historic elements and
as a buffer to the high rise development of West Artarmon must be respected in any new development.
The design has considered the heritage value of the Station and surrounds. There would be a minor impact to
the station through the introduction of a lift which would be placed within the existing canopy key features
such as the existing Station building, subway walkway and entrances, would not be impacted by the Proposal.
PE – The design has not respected the character and significance of the railway station and the Hampden
Road shops as historic elements and as a buffer to the high rise development of West Artarmon. Comparing
the proposal with the Gordon Station Platform 1 awning (an appropriate facility) shows the proposal is
completely inappropriate. Requirement not complied with.
End Table 6-11: Application of management measures for the Artarmon Conservation Area to the Proposal
Management measure
The Proposal would not result in any physical impacts on any listed items of non-Indigenous heritage within
the vicinity of the site.
PE - Pedestrian bridge and lift tower of industrial appearance will be more than twice the height of the
station single-story building just 20 metres from the station building. It will dominate the historic building.
It will be linked to the historic building by the metal awning structure.
The Proposal would see the removal of four trees in the Artarmon Village Green. This would have an impact to
the gardens over a length of around 20 metres. PE – By removing a strip of the largest trees it is very
destructive of the historic garden. The Proposal would also impact upon the visual appearance of the
Proposal which could see a reduction in amenity. PE – The proposal will impact on itself – how novel!!!
An urban design and landscape plan to be developed throughout detailed design would attempt to replace
some of the trees on site and rehabilitate impacted areas. A measure has been included below to develop a
means of interpretation for the Artarmon Village Green in the form of signage within the Proposal footprint,
in consultation with Council.
PE – There is no space in the garden for additional trees. The REF paper says the trees are already too close
together. Signage in the garden is not in keeping with its character. The proposed measure is destructive in
nature.

6.5.3. Mitigation measures
Detailed design, in particular urban design and streetscape works along Hampden Road would consider the
character of the Artarmon Conservation area and employ the management measures listed in Table 6-11
where practicable. PE – TfNSW is proposal further destruction of the garden. It would have been better to
say the works will not extend beyond their footprint.
In addition, the following mitigation measures are proposed to manage potential impacts to non-Indigenous
heritage:
• in the event that any unanticipated archaeological deposits are identified within the project site during
construction, work likely to impact on the deposit would cease immediately and a suitably qualified heritage
consultant would be contacted and directed by TfNSW. Where it is required further, archaeological work
and/or consents would be obtained for any unanticipated archaeological deposits prior to works
recommencing at the location. PE – Excavation work for the lift on the platform is likely to find remains of
the previous station.
• during detailed design, a heritage interpretation strategy, eg incorporate interpretive signage at the station,
would be developed which provides information on the heritage of the area.
PE – No heritage studies of the station and garden have been undertaken. This needs to be done before
anymore work takes place.
6.6. Socio-economic impacts
6.6.1. Existing environment
Within such close proximity to major centres Chatswood, St Leonards and North Sydney, as well as the
Artarmon Industrial Area, Artarmon Station is an important transport link for commuters, residents and
visitors.
PE – This has not been recognised in the Sydney Rail Future plan, other TfNSW plans and this Proposal
The site is situated within the Artarmon town centre which is characterised by local commercial uses,
recreational areas, low density residential dwellings and Artarmon Railway Station.
PE – This has not been recognised in the Proposal
Within proximity to the works are predominantly commercial and residential uses. Key retail and commercial
areas for the Artarmon town centre are located along Hampden Road to the west and Wilkes Avenue to the
east of the site.
PE - in even closer proximity to the proposal is the historic garden. The works are industrial in design and
not in character with the garden and commercial and residential designs.
6.6.2. Potential impacts
Construction phase
PE - See previous comment on construction phase impacts, particularly transport.
Operational phase
The longer term social and economic impacts of the proposal would be positive for both residents and
businesses of Artarmon, and particularly for commuters who frequent Artarmon Railway Station.
PE - The proposal has large negative social and economic impacts as it converts a garden/retail environment
to an industrial environment. Very few commuters would benefit as very few have the extreme disabilities
that they can’t get up the stairs in some manner. It’s hard to see any commuters using an alien industrial
structure which will often require an extra 5 minutes to access the station.
There would be an improvement in the accessibility of Artarmon Station for commuters as well as an
improvement in safety and access for pedestrians. PE - The pedestrian bridge can only be accessed by lift.
The emergency egress stairs may be used to exit the pedestrian bridge in the event of emergency. However,
wheelchair bound people or the very infirm would need to be rescued by the Fire Brigade/Police as only
they can enter the stairs in the wrong direction. It is a much slower access route for all but the severely
disabled who can’t presently access the station. The very large concrete barrier that will prevent derailed
trains from hitting the bridge stair structure and the lift structure will become the local graffiti billboard –
decreasing the community sense of safety. It is not an improvement in safety. The means of access has
major security and safety problems. It’s hard to see the emergency authorities recommending it.
It is likely that such initiatives would help to encourage more people to use public transport.
PE – It is likely to encourage people to move away from Artarmon.
As a result, it is expected that the Proposal would have a potential positive impact on nearby businesses.

PE – The proposal will have a negative impact on nearby businesses as their garden view is turned into an
industrial view.
No property acquisition would be required as a result of the Proposal.
6.6.3. Mitigation measures
Refer to Sections 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 for discussion on the potential traffic, transport, visual and noise impacts
arising from construction of the Proposal. Section 7.2 identifies a number of environmental safeguards to
minimise these potential impacts.
PE – The best mitigation measure would be to withdraw the REF and start again addressing the above
criticisms. A single-lift proposal north of the current entrance will give a much better outcome.
6.7. Biodiversity
6.7.1. Existing environment
Flora
Land surrounding Artarmon Station consists primarily of urban streetscapes and residential developments,
interspersed with paved footpaths and areas of both native and non-native vegetation. Immediately adjacent
to the station on its north eastern edge is a large stand of vegetation and there is also a large bushland
reserve, Artarmon Reserve south east of the station. Recent studies have identified that there is the potential
for threatened species to occur here, including Blue Gum High Forest, an Endangered Ecological Community
and Epacris purpurascens, a threatened heath plant.
Adjacent to the rail corridor from the access to around 300 metres south, there is a garden bed known as the
Artarmon Village Green (refer to Section 6.5 for a discussion of the history of this garden). The garden consists
of typical landscape species including some environmental weeds and therefore has little biodiversity value.
PE - The description of the garden in Section 6.5 is minimal. Its historic form, content and context have not
been recognised.
There are seven trees within proximity to the Proposal and have been assessed in an Arboricultural Impact
Assessment (Arborskills, 2014). These trees are all non-native species and given the plant and garden fashion
at the time of the dedication of the Artarmon Village Green it is likely that some of these trees were planted in
the 1960s. PE – all gardens need replacement of plants as time goes by. The planting of some trees in the
1960s is an indicator of long term care for a memorial garden. Like the War Memorial Garden at
Chatswood, its maintains a character in keeping with the era of the creation of war memorials across
Australia.
None of the species within the Proposal footprint are identified as native species and therefore do not occur
on the schedules of the TSC Act or the EPBC Act.
PE – this is in character with memorial gardens of the time
Overall the condition of the trees in the garden is relatively poor as a result of close planting and improper
maintenance and pruning practices. PE – this is also in character with memorial gardens of the time. Council
should be taking measures to improve this over time.
Two trees (numbers 4 and 7) are considered of good health. Five of the trees recorded within proximity to the
Proposal had a diameter at breast higher (DBH) of 15-60 centimetres and the remaining were greater than 60
centimetres.
Given that the site is heavily landscaped and would partially lie within an active rail corridor, it is likely that a
range of weeds would occur. Weeds known to occur within the rail corridor would include:
• exotic perennial grasses, such as Chloris gayana, Melinis repens and Pennisetum clandestinum
• exotic vines, such as Asparagus aethiopicus, Asparagus asparagoides, Hedera helix, Ipomoea indica and
Tradescantia fluminensis
• noxious weeds such as Ageratina adenophora, Ambrosia tenuifolia, Asparagus asparagoides, Lantana
camara, Lantana montevidensis and Rubus fruticosus.
PE – the term “likely’ is used. No assessment has been made. The garden is generally maintained to a high
standard in keeping with its character and role by Council.
Fauna and fauna habitat
The subject site and adjacent areas are heavily modified containing predominantly hard ground surfaces and
dwellings with scattered trees and a landscaped and exotic groundcover. Landscaped garden beds which
include some mature trees were present within proximity to the works.
Habitat for fauna across the site is limited as it is within an urbanised area that was heavily modified, lacking
considerable native shrubs and ground layer with cleared areas. The exotic herbaceous understorey of the
garden beds within the subject site provides potential shelter and breeding habitat for small birds and

reptiles. Trees provide potential roosting (flaking bark) and foraging habitat for insectivorous bats. There were
no other key habitat features such as rock outcrops, hollow-bearing trees or watercourses on the site.
PE – This section fails to acknowledge the garden is a microscopic proportion of the vegetation in the rail
corridor through Artarmon which is mainly native vegetation. The garden is, in part, a contrast to the native
vegetation in the neighbourhood.
6.7.2. Potential impacts
Flora
The Proposal would result in the removal of four trees (refer to Table 6-12 and Figure 6-6).
Works within the paved area could potentially impact a fifth tree (tree five) through excavation and kerbing
works within close proximity to structural roots, although methods would be employed to attempt to retain
this tree.
These trees appear to have been planted for landscape purposes and therefore do not constitute a particular
native vegetation community. All trees proposed for removal are either of low biodiversity value or are in
poor health.
PE – This ignores the purpose and character of the garden. Gardens should be assessed against separate
criteria to native vegetation.
The Proposal is unlikely to significantly impact any threatened species, populations, ecological communities or
their habitats.

Vegetation offsets
TfNSW prepared a Vegetation Offset Guide (TfNSW, 2012e) to assist in meeting the biodiversity sustainability
target and to provide a framework for a consistent approach to offset impacts to vegetation on applicable
TfNSW projects. The following ratios for the provision of replacement trees were applied:
• eight trees for every tree with a DBH greater than 60cm
• four planted trees for every tree with a DBH of 15cm-60cm
• two trees for every tree with a DBH less than 15cm.
A minimum of 24 trees would need to be planted to compensate for the removal of four trees.
An additional four trees would need to be planted should tree 5 be removed as well.
The Vegetation Offset Guide would be applied to the Proposal during detailed development of the landscape
plan to identify any potential to offset within the bounds of the site.
Additional offset vegetation planting would be planted at an alternative site in consultation with Council.
PE – The Artarmon region is already heavily vegetated with trees. They grow naturally. There is minimal
need for vegetation offsets in Artarmon. There is a need to manage public and private landscapes for a
variety of environmental, social and economic reasons.
6.8. Contamination, Landform, Geology and Soils
A Contamination and Geotechnical investigation for the proposed area was undertaken by GeoEnviro
Consultancy (2013). The following is a summary of the results of this investigation.
6.8.1. Existing environment
Soils and geology
The Sydney 1:100 000 Geological Series Sheet (Chapman & Murphy, 1989) indicates that the site is underlain
by Ashfield Shale of the Wianamatta Group comprising of dark grey to black clay stone silt stone and fine
grained sandstone-siltstone laminite. PE – A good foundation for the heavily vegetated environment of
Artarmon.
The underlying bedrock unit consists of Hawkesbury Sandstone consisting of medium to coarse grained quartz
sandstone.
Fill materials including ballast, gravel (blue metal), general waste (e.g. sole of shoe), and building debris (e.g.
fragments of brick) were observed during geotechnical works undertaken on site. PE – The fill materials
should include Ashfield Shale as the embankment was likely created form the rail cutting immediately to its
north. The sole of shoe is likely a non-aboriginal heritage relic from the construction of the embankment.
This soils and geology report is another indicator that no heritage studies have been undertaken.
Acid Sulfate Soils are not known or expected to occur in this environment.
Though asbestos was not encountered in the boreholes, it may still be present beneath the platform as
asbestos was commonly used as building material in the past within the rail environment.
6.8.2. Potential impacts
6.12. Climate change and sustainability
6.12.1. Greenhouse gas emissions
It is anticipated that, once operational, the Proposal would result in an increase in use of public transport and
a decrease in use of private motor vehicles by commuters to travel to and from Artarmon town centre. This
shift in transport usage would reduce the amount of fuel consumed by private motor vehicles and would
result in a relative reduction in associated greenhouse gas emissions in the local area.
PE - The proposal compares poorly to other options in attracting people to use public transport compared
to other options. The CO2 emissions attributable to the project will never be offset by additional passengers
using public transport as it is unsuitable for most people in need of lift access to the station. A single-lift
option to the north of the current entrance will have a many times larger impact of CO2 emissions.
6.12.3. Sustainability
The design of the Proposal has been based on the principles of sustainability, including the Sustainable Design
Guidelines for Rail (Version 2.0) (TfNSW, 2012c) and the TfNSW EMS.
Appendix 3 provides details in relation to sustainable design features which have been incorporated into the
Proposal and these include:
• offsetting vegetation removed during construction of the Proposal PE – not appropriate in this case
• incorporating energy efficient lighting and plant into the detailed design

• incorporating water efficient fittings and controls into the design PE – none in the design
• incorporating community benefits to enhance visual appeal and maximise the amenity of the Proposal for
pedestrians and the nearby community. PE – the conversion of a garden and retail environment to an
industrial environment will greatly diminish the visual appeal and diminish the amenity of the
neighbourhood.
7.2. Mitigation measures
Socio Economic
43 The proposed sustainability criteria for the project would encourage the contractor to purchase goods and
services locally, helping to ensure the local community benefits from the construction of the Proposal.
PE – “local” in this context means Australia and likely New Zealand. It is not in our socio-economic interests
to be defined as a smaller region.
44 The Community Liaison Plan would identify all potential stakeholders and the best practice methods for
consultation with these groups during construction. The plan would also encourage feedback and facilitate
opportunities for the community and stakeholders to have input into the project, where possible.
PE – The community wanted input into developing an appropriate method of access. The community has
been denied input into the issues that matter to the community – such as location of access. The
community will not want to supervise construction of a project that has little value to the community.
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Appendix 1 – Consideration of Clause 228 factors
The table below demonstrates TfNSW’s consideration of the specific factors of clause 228 of the EP&A
Regulation in determining whether the Proposal would have a significant impact on the environment.
Factor and Impact
-- Any environmental impact on a community? MINOR
Some short-term impacts during construction would be anticipated, particularly in relation to noise, traffic
and access and visual amenity. Mitigation measures outlined in Section 7 would be implemented to manage
and minimise any adverse impacts. PE – Impact is significant/major due to the insertion of a large industrial
structure into a garden/retail environment
-- Any transformation of a locality? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any transformation of the locality surrounding the Station. PE - The impact is
significant/major – see above.
-- Any environmental impact on the ecosystem of the locality? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to impact the local ecosystem as discussed in Section 6.
-- Any reduction of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other environmental quality or value of a
locality?MINOR
Some short-term impacts during construction would be anticipated, particularly in relation to noise, traffic
and access and visual amenity. During operation the Proposal would have positive impacts to the community
through providing improved access to Artarmon Station. PE - The impact is significant/major – see above.
-- Any effect on a locality, place or building having aesthetic, anthropological, archaeological, architectural,
cultural, historical, scientific or social significance or other special value for present or future generations?
NIL
The Proposal would have a positive effect on public transport access and would be sympathetic to the existing
surroundings. PE - The impact is significant/major – it would have a minimal impact on public transport
access and grossly unsympathetic to the existing surrounding due to its industrial nature in a garden/retail
environment.
-- Any impact on the habitat of protected fauna (within the meaning of the National Parks and Wildlife Act
1974)? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any impact on the habitat of protected fauna.
-- Any endangering of any species of animal, plant or other form of life, whether living on land, in water or
in the air? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any impact on endangering any species of animal, plant or other form of life,
whether living on land, in water or in the air.
-- Any long-term effects on the environment? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any long-term effects on the environment.
Any degradation of the quality of the environment? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any degradation on the quality of the environment. PE - The impact is
significant/major – see above.
-- Any risk to the safety of the environment? NIL
Construction of the Proposal would be managed in accordance with a CEMP to reduce any risks to the
environment.
-- Any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have any reduction in the range of beneficial uses of the environment. PE - The
impact is significant/major. The garden is used as a place of quiet activity such as reading, chatting or
thinking by many people. The proposal demolishes a significant portion of the garden.
Any pollution of the environment? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to cause any pollution to the environment.
Any environmental problems associated with the disposal of waste? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to cause any environmental problems associated with the disposal of waste.

All waste would be managed and disposed of in accordance with the EPA Waste Classification Guidelines
(April, 2008). Mitigation measures would be implemented to ensure waste is reduced, reused or recycled
where practicable.
Any increased demands on resources (natural or otherwise) that are, or are likely to become, in short
supply? NIL
The Proposal is unlikely to have increased demands on limited resources.
Any cumulative environmental effect with other existing or likely future activities? NIL
Cumulative effects of the Proposal are described in Section 6. Where feasible, environmental management
measures would be coordinated to reduce cumulative construction impacts. The Proposal is unlikely to have
any significant long term impacts. PE - The impact is significant/major. The proposal, if constructed, will
change the local environment from garden/retail to one with a large industrial component. The likely future
activity is the extension of the NWRL. If the environment is made partially industrial now, it will be made
fully industrial when the NWRL is built. The NWRL can be set in an industrial or garden environment. It is a
matter of design. The station is not in the Artarmon Industrial Area, it should not be given and industrial
appearance.
Appendix 2 – Consideration of matters of national environmental significance
The table below demonstrates TfNSW’s consideration of the matters of NES under the EPBC Act to be
considered in order to determine whether the Proposal should be referred to the Department of the
Environment.
Any impact on a World Heritage property? NIL
There are no World Heritage properties in the vicinity of the Proposal.
Any impact on a National Heritage place? NIL
There are no National Heritage places in the vicinity of the Proposal. PE – possibly. No heritage assessment
has taken place.
Any impact on a wetland of international importance? NIL
There are no wetlands if international significance in the vicinity of the Proposal.
Any impact on a listed threatened species or communities? NIL
It is unlikely that the development of the Proposal would significantly affect any listed species or ecological
communities.
Any impacts on listed migratory species? NIL
It is unlikely that the development of the Proposal would significantly affect any listed migratory species.
Any impact on a Commonwealth marine area? NIL
The works are not in the vicinity of a Commonwealth marine area.
Does the Proposal involve a nuclear action (including uranium mining)? NIL
The Proposal does not involve a nuclear action.
Additionally, any impact (direct or indirect) on Commonwealth land? NIL
The Proposal would not be undertaken on or near to any Commonwealth land.
Appendix 3 – Sustainable Design Initiatives extract
C.10 Biodiversity offsetting Biodiversity and heritage YES
For non significant impacts (inside or outside the rail corridor) offsetting is to be in accordance with either
RailCorp’s Biodiversity Offset requirements or Transport Project’s Draft Vegetation Offsetting Guide as
appropriate. PE – This is one project where vegetation offsets are not appropriate.
C.16 Community involvement in planning Community benefit YES
Actively engage with stakeholders including the community during planning. PE – NO. TfNSW has manifestly
failed to engage with the community during the planning stages of concern to the community.
C.17 Planning framework Community benefit YES
Plan and design projects to take into considerations existing planning strategies in consultation with relevant
authorities. PE – NO. The REF was completed without any consultation with Council.

1.6 Sub-metering Energy and greenhouse YES
Provide separate meters or sub-metering for all substantive energy uses (eg all energy uses of 100 kVa or
greater - lighting, small power and individual tenancies). Make sure that metering can effectively separate
tenant loads from base building loads. PE – NO. The lifts will not use anywhere near 100 kVA. No separate
metering has been specified.
4.2 Ecological value opportunities Biodiversity and heritage YES
Maximise ecological values through landscape species choice, and planting density and configuration. Make
sure that appropriate weed management strategies are undertaken to avoid migration or contamination on
and offsite.
PE – The proposal is to be built in a garden of historical significance. Maximising ecological values through
landscape species choice will be highly destructive to the character and purpose of the garden. For this
project, the requirement is inappropriate.
4.9 Heritage items in the vicinity Biodiversity and heritage YES
Design for the interrelationship between new development/redevelopment and proximate buildings of
heritage/cultural significance. PE – NO. The design is industrial in a garden/retail environment.
4.10 Heritage interpretation Biodiversity and heritage YES
Develop and implement a heritage interpretation strategy, eg incorporate interpretive signage at the station,
which provides information on the heritage of the area. PE – The Garden is totally devoid of signage. The
introduction of signage into the garden will be destructive to its value. Signs on the platform are more
appropriate, but they should not obstruct visibility of facilities and other signage on the platform and
should not obstruct passenger flow paths.
5.10 Planting Water YES.
Select plant species that require minimal or no irrigation after establishment. PE – no plantings are required.
5.11 Drip feed irrigation Water
Use drip feed irrigation or similar water efficient technology from a non-potable water source where irrigation
is necessary. PE – no irrigation is required.
7.1 Community involvement in design Community benefit YES
Engage the community and stakeholders during design. PE – NO. The community was not involved in
planning when it mattered. TfNSW has thus produced a very poor proposal net negative benefit as a result.
7.7 Plan station entries Community benefit YES
Plan stations entries that connect directly to existing key desire lines, pedestrian routes or for the most
efficient pedestrian routes. PE – NO. The lift location chosen is well away from the desire line of travel for
people living east of the station. The most efficient routes are towards a single-lift means of access just
north of the current access point. The efficient routes would approach the lift via new subways from
Hampden Rd and Wilkes Ave.
7.8 Bicycle and pedestrian links Community benefit YES
Optimise local pedestrian links to and between community facilities, such as sports grounds etc. Plan
pathways within the asset to connect directly with existing pedestrian routes, centre activities and station
entries. Design station building in a way to prevent it becoming a visual or psychological barrier to crossing the
railway. PE NO. Local pedestrian links to the east of the station are far from optimised as outlined
throughout this comment.
7.20 Taxi stand and/or bus stop Community benefit. Yes
Provide shelter for nearby taxi stands and bus stops. PE NO. No shelter has been specifically provided near
the Taxi stand.
7.29 Bicycle storage security Community benefit Yes
Locate bicycle storage area in an area with a high level of passive surveillance and/or prominent CCTV.
PE – Half the bicycle storage areas are well away from passive surveillance and/or prominent CCTV
7.40 Reduce graffiti Community benefit Yes
Minimise graffiti risks during design, such as: treatment of fencing and other surfaces with anti-graffiti paint or
coatings, vegetation cover to deter graffiti or providing designated walls for graffiti. PE NO. The proposal
requires a very large concrete wall at least 3 metres high to protect the pedestrian bridge and emergency
stairs from a derailed train. This large wall and the lift tower will become a billboard for local graffiti artists
– just like other flat-surfaced railway property such as the Brand St rail-bridge.
7.50 Wind breaks Community benefit Yes
Design structures and landscape to shelter passengers from prevailing winds. PE – NO. The removal of the
trees removes a large windbreak for the platform from Sydney’s cold southerly winds which often bring
rain. The pedestrian bridge is fenced and thus open to the winds and rain.

