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342 Livingstone Road

Marrickville  2204

9294 5900 (voicemail)

cyclist@massbug.org.au
www.massbug.org.au
14th February 2003
Dear Steven Untaru,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Sydney Draft Section 94 Contributions Plan 2001/2002.  

We have been informed by Council that the current review is a “housekeeping” review that has not altered Chapter 6: Accessibility & Transport, and a “comprehensive” review is planned for later in 2003 that is likely to alter Chapter 6.  

We applaud Council for its “established history of support for innovation in transport and traffic management designed to reduce car dependency [and increase sustainable transport] in the inner city” (p.66 of the Plan).

We support the draft Plan because:

· The majority of [transport and access] works funded by s.94 are for sustainable transport, i.e. cycleways, bus shelters, pedestrian improvements and the like (p.66);

· It is supportive of other key Council policies that also promote sustainability, e.g. Strategy for a Sustainable South Sydney, 1997 Bikeplan (under review), various Pedestrian Access & Mobility Plans and Transport Guidelines for Development (DCP 11) (p.66);

· In partnership with DCP 11, it aims to increase bicycle parking and reduce car parking (p.74);

· It does not levy for car-based infrastructure, such as parking (in lieu of provision) and new roads, except for internal roads in major new developments (p.75);

· The transport and access part of the Plan’s works program is oriented toward promotion of walking, cycling and public transport, not car use (Appendix 1).

However, the Plan could be further improved by:

· Clear prioritisation of walking, cycling and public transport over car use in the treatment of internal roads and access points for major new developments, e.g. internal roads to limit car access, include bikelanes / high quality footpaths and access points to prioritise walking and cycling through road treatments (no left-turn slip lanes!) and phasing of lights (p.75);

· Removal of statement about limiting s.94 contributions for cycleways to account for RTA funding – external funding should be in addition to (not instead of) s.94 funding (p.74). In particular, the Plan wrongly assumes that “it would be inappropriate for Council not to reduce the cost of the works programme attributable to the population of South Sydney by 50%”. This assumption is false because only approximately $3million of the $11million applied for annually by Councils to the RTA for matched funding is granted. 

· Inclusion of works proposed in the recently updated Bikeplan – it is assumed this will be done as part of the comprehensive review later in 2003 but, if possible, this should also be done for this review as the works listed (and their associated costs) are five years out of date and are therefore at substantially lower cost than what is required.

· In addition, the cost of implementing the recently updated BikePlan will be substantial and we recommend that the transport contribution rate be increased to help fund the implementation of the Bike Plan.

We trust our submission is of assistance, and are happy to discuss any of the points raised with you in more detail.

Yours sincerely,

Dr Gabrielle Kuiper

For the Marrickville and South Sydney Bicycle Group (MASSBUG)

