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Paul and Tania Hagan 

2/3 Robert Road 

CHERRYBROOK  NSW  2126 

02 9659-0922 / 0413 884-978 

2 December 2012  

 

Major Projects Assessment 

Department of Planning and Infrastructure 

GPO Box 39 

SYDNEY NSW 2001 

By Email plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au 

 

 

NORTHWEST RAIL LINK (NWRL) 

RELEASE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS2) 

APPLICATION NO:  SSI – 5414 

We refer to the EIS2 released by the NWRL and the most recent changes proposed for the 

Cherrybrook Railway Station.  

This submission is lodged separately and in full support of the submission lodged by Our Group (see 

Appendix 1).  

We have been asked to provide a submission on EIS2 based on inadequate and conflicting 

information.  Even though the layout of the Cherrybrook Station in EIS2 is “indicative”, there are 

many aspects of the entire project that we find objectionable. 

Therefore, we DO NOT SUPPORT the North West Rail Link plans for the new Cherrybrook Station 

and the permanent devastating impact it will have on our lives and the lives of the people on Robert 

Road.  

For ease of reference we have divided our objection to EIS2 in two parts, Parts A and B respectively.  

PART A:  OBJECTION TO USING ROBERT ROAD AS A MAJOR FEEDER ROAD FOR BUSES AND EXTRA 

TRAFFIC TO THE FUTURE CHERRYBROOK STATION 

Our main concerns for objecting to the EIS2 are as follows: 

1. Robert Road was never supposed to be used as a feeder road for the new station.  The entry 

and exit points were always Castle Hill Road and Franklin Road.  The arguments given by the 

NWRL for using Robert Road are simply flawed and based on no real traffic analysis of the 

area.  There is absolutely NO reason to utilise Robert Road when the use of County Drive and 

Castle Hill Road are under-utilised and are perfect this purpose.  An independent traffic 

analysis company commissioned by the residents of Robert Road prove the following: 

a. Currently the bus stops on John Road during AM and PM peak periods are under-

utilised.  To suggest that buses need to run up John Road and Robert Road to 
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support these bus stops is ridiculous.  The few people that use these bus stops can 

simply walk 50 metres to Country Drive to catch the bus or alternatively can simply 

walk to the future Cherrybrook Station given the proximity.  Don’t forget it is also 

envisaged that bus services will be reduced when the future Cherrybrook Station 

opens.  This report can be found at www.saverobertroad.com/page10.html 

b. The traffic currently utilising Robert Road is at a maximum capacity given its size 

which is 7 metres wide.  To send a bus on Robert Road every 3 minutes during peak 

periods and a minimum of 50% of vehicular traffic travelling to the Cherrybrook 

Station on Robert Road will create a very hazardous and a dangerous situation.  

Consideration must be given to how many estates link to Robert Rd, how narrow 

Robert Rd actually is, and how many young children and elderly people live on 

Robert Rd.  Are you honestly proposing that Robert Road can handle the extra traffic 

over County Drive? 

c. The technical details in the EIS2 technical papers are incorrect.  (REFER: 

Environmental Assessment No. 2 Technical Paper: Construction Traffic and Transport 

Management - prepared by AECOM and attached in EIS2 refer page no.28.  The 

actual road width of Robert Road is 7m and Franklin Road is close to 9m (for the 

section between Doulton Drive and Castle Hill Road).  It was also noted that Robert 

Road has been referred to as a “Local Road” by Hornsby Shire Council (refer chapter 

9, section 9.5.2) as per AUSROAD (National Association of Roads and Traffic Australia 

which is national body for road standards).  “Local Road” is classified as a two way 

lane with 2 parking lanes allowed and a carriageway width of 9m.  Franklin Road fits 

into this category of Local Road, not Robert Road.  Robert Road (based on 7m 

carriageway width) is to be classified as a “Cul-de-Sac” or an “Access Road” (it is not 

very specific), but it is not a “Local Road” as referred to by Council by any standards. 

Therefore based on this factual information EIS2 is void.  All analysis undertaken by 

the consultant AECOM whether intentionally or unintentionally are based on a 

wrong carriageway width, this includes the LINSIG analysis.  Also Robert Road is 

classified wrongly as a “Local Road”. 

2. One of the objectives of the NWRL in the EIS2 is to stop “rat-runs” through the suburbs 

surrounding the future Cherrybrook Station yet the NWRL are encouraging major rat-runs 

with their intention to use Robert Road as a feeder road to the Cherrybrook Station.  Robert 

Road is unable to cope with any more influx of traffic without creating a very dangerous 

situation.  This residential concern is not taken into consideration at all by the 

representatives of the NWRL.   

3. The intersection at Castle Hill Road and County Drive during peak hour is free flowing.  This 

intersection is categorised as F in EIS2 because there is a bank-up of cars turning right onto 

Castle Hill Road.  We also have video evidence to support this claim and can be viewed on 

our website www.saverobertroad.com/page10.html.  There are a few cars turning left onto 

Castle Hill Road from County Drive.  Currently, County Drive is reduced to one lane in either 

direction.  If you open this up to two lanes either way, NWRL have an option of creating a 

separate “bus only” lane.  Don’t forget, County Drive is classified as a Major Arterial Road 

and was designed to handle large amounts of traffic flow.  Robert Road was not designed for 
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this purpose.  Does it make sense to send the majority of traffic up a little street or a major 

road??  Please refer to the following photos, which are also on our website. They were taken 

21
st

 November 2012 between 7am and 8am, every 5 minutes.  They clearly show the lane 

turning left from County Drive on to Castle Hill Road is under-utilised. 

 

 

4. The NWRL in EIS2 has suggested making Robert Road entirely No Parking / No standing and 

justified it by stating that Robert Road residents rarely use their street for parking and have 

sufficient off street parking.  I put it to you that this statement is an absolute joke.  At one of 

our meetings with the NWRL, it was admitted that this statistic was taken in the middle of a 

weekday.  Obviously most people are at work at this time. The pictures below were taken at 

various times and clearly show a street in need of parking. 
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                 This Photo taken 22/09/12                                          This Photo taken 06/05/12 

 

These Photos taken 02/12/12 

5. Residents of Robert Road bought into Robert Road on the basis that the road would 

continue to be a low traffic street with close proximity to the upcoming Franklin Road 

Railway Station.  Consequently, they have paid market value based on these factors; and 

have made decisions not to sell their property in Robert Road on the basis that the road 

would be a low traffic street with close proximity to the upcoming Franklin Road Railway 

Station. 

6. Based on our independent traffic analysis (and many years of knowing the local traffic 

conditions), we propose changes to the surrounding road layout.  You can see in the 

following diagram, Robert Road is converted into a cul-de-sac.  This avoids rat-runs.  Buses 

and cars can enter the station from Castle Hill Road with no impact on Robert Road. 
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PART B:  OBJECTION TO PROPOSED BARRIER IN FRONT OF OUR HOUSE – 3A ROBERT ROAD 

On a more personal level, the proposed diagram in EIS2 of the future Cherrybrook Station setting 

out the barrier in front of our property is purely impractical and cannot work.  At 3 Robert Road 

there are 4 houses all sharing a narrow driveway with no turning circle.  Currently 10 vehicles use 

this driveway for residents to enter their respective homes.  There is no turning circle and no visitors 

parking.  All of us rely on onstreet parking because of this.  With the proposition made by the NWRL 

that they plant a few bushes on either side of the driveway is totally unacceptable as some sort of 

compensation to alleviate noise and protection from the entry into the future Cherrybrook Station.  

This simply cannot work as we’ve mentioned there is no turning circle so we have to reverse out of 

our driveway.  This means that we will be reversing on to a major busy road with absolutely no vision 

because of the trees planted.  We propose the barrier as suggested by the NWRL in the EIS2, to be 

extended past our property so we can safely access Robert Road and have some parking.  We have 

two proposals.   

1. Diagram 1 - Acquire the empty block of land at 8 Robert Road which will give the NWRL 

ability to sufficiently move Robert Road further east allowing a barrier to protect and extend 

from 5 Robert Road to the corner of Robert Road and Castle Hill Road.  This would give all 

these homes the maximum amount of protection from noise, traffic and lights expected to 

be generated from the future Cherrybrook Station.  This suggestion we feel is only a slight 

amendment to what the NWRL has proposed. 

2. Diagram 2 – Absent of acquiring  8 Robert Road, we propose the barrier be extended past 

3 Robert Road.   

With respect to the above, we have had meetings with representatives of the NWRL discussing the 

different scenarios that are a much better alternative as to that proposed in EIS2.  This we feel is 

quite achievable and hopefully something we can work through with the NWRL.  We feel that if our 

suggestion is not met we will find ourselves across the road from a train station, with absolutely no 

parking, no protection, massive loss in property value and a very dangerous situation where we can’t 

even exit our properties safely.  
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DIAGRAM 1 

 

A =  Shift Robert Road slightly east.  

B = Create new driveway for 5 Robert Road  
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DIAGRAM 2 

 

A =  Shift Robert Road slightly east.  

B =  Trees and bushes to create barrier between severely affected properties and the station.  

C =  Cul-de-sac. 

D =  Entrance to cul-de-sac which will access 1, 1A, 1B, 210, 1/3, 2/3 and 3/3.  

E =  Trees and bushes to create barrier between severely affected properties and the station. 

F =  Acoustic wall.  



9 

 

We urge you to consider the serious concerns we have and would be grateful for a prompt and 

positive response.   

 

Yours sincerely  

Paul and Tania Hagan 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

Attention: Director Infrastructure Projects  

Major Projects Assessment, 

Department of Planning and Infrastructure, 

GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW 2001 

 

 

North West Rail Link (NWRL) 

Environmental Impact Statement 2 

 

 

Response to NWRL EIS2 - 

Group Response in regards to the use of Robert Road, Cherrybrook 

 

 

The application number (SSI-5414) 

 

 

 

December 2012 
 

 

 

 

Contact details in regards to this submission: 

Steven Sequeira and Sandra Finlay 

(02) 8677 3107 or 0413 830310 
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Dear Sir/Madam,  

 

We confirm that we are the owners of the following properties which are situated at the south end 

of Robert Road, Cherrybrook starting from Castle Hill Road;  

 

Owner  Address   

Greg and Hilda 

Parrott 

210 Castle Hill Road / 

1c Robert Road 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Handi and Rachel 

Oey  

1b Robert Road [SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Steven Sequeira and 

Sandra Finlay 

1 Robert Road [SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Colin and Michelle 

Pinkerton 

1a Robert Road 

 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Nino and Ruth 

Vlatkovic 

1/3 Robert Road [SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Paul and Tania 

Hagan 

2/3 Robert Road [SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

Marion and 

Elizabeth Burke 

3/3 Robert Road 

 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

[SUBMITTED WITH ORIGINAL 

SIGNATURES ON OUR GROUP 

SUBMISSION] 

 

For the purpose of this submission, the owners of these properties will refer to ourselves as “Our 

Group”.  

 

Our Group was advised by NWRL in February of this year of the plans of the North West Rail Link 

(NWRL) to change the footprint of the construction zone (Footprint) for the Cherrybrook Railway 

Station. That is, Our Group was advised that the Footprint would now incorporate land directly 

opposite the homes of each of the owners in Our Group (Additional Construction Zone). The 

Additional Construction Zone is illustrated in Appendix A. 

 

Since then, what has transpired has been a series of events initiated by the North West Rail Link, 

which has lead to nothing short of a catastrophic result for each of the owners within Our Group (as 

well as every other resident of Robert Road). This has come in the form of Environmental Impact 

Statement 2 where:  

 

1. the NWRL have proposed for Robert Road to be converted into a main road; and 

 

2. specifically to the detriment of the owners of the homes in Our Group, the NWRL has 

proposed for the main entrance into the Cherrybrook Station to now be situated directly 

across the road from our homes. This will be the case regardless of whether or not Robert 

Road is converted into a main access road into the Cherrybrook Station.  

 

As you can appreciate, this predicament that each of the owners within Our Group has been placed 

in, is absolutely paradoxical from the quiet residential street we bought into and expected to live in, 

many of us, for the remainder of our lives, let alone the immediate substantial diminution in the 

values of each of our properties.  
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Our Submission  
 
A. Providing Protection to each of the homes within Our Group During and 

Post Construction  
 

Notwithstanding, whether or not Robert Road becomes the main access road into the Cherrybrook 

Station, each of the homes of the owners within Our Group will be faced with:  

 

1. works to be carried out across the road for the next 5-6 years of our lives (Stage 1); and 

 

2. following completion of these works, the prospect of the replacement of the Additional 

Construction Zone(situated across the road from our homes) with the main entrance of the 

Cherrybrook Railway Station (Stage 2), 

 

As a result, we are seeking for the NWRL to provide the greatest form of protection possible to each 

of our homes within the Group during both Stage 1 and Stage 2. This submission provides details of 

our proposal in this regard for each of the Stages. 

  

 

B. The use of Robert Road as an Access Road into the Station  
 

We believe that Robert Road should not be used as a main road into the Cherrybrook Station. This 

submission provides support for our view and in particular, details the following:  

 

1. Why utilising Robert Road in any capacity will be detrimental and hazardous; and  

 

2.  Using County Drive and Castle Hill Road as the access road into the Cherrybrook Station versus 

Robert Road; and  
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A. Providing Protection to each of the homes within Our Group During and 
Post Construction  
 

Post Construction  

 

Environmental Impact Statement 2 provides a proposal as to the protection of the homes within Our 

Group against the Cherrybrook Station Precinct which will be located directly across the road from 

our homes. A diagram of this proposal is attached in Appendix B.  

 

In a nut shell, the protection proposed in Appendix B is not only inadequate but with respect, in our 

opinion, provides a somewhat chaotic solution to those homes which will be most impacted by the 

Cherrybrook Station Precinct.  

 

We would like to propose and are requesting that an alternate solution to that in Appendix B, be 

adopted. In particular, our alternate solution is attached in Appendix C and Appendix D.  

 

Our alternate proposal in Appendix C simply involves:  

 

1. Removing the NWRL proposed island of trees directly out the front of 1 Robert Road - as 

marked A on Appendix B.   

2. Extend the proposed NWRL cul-de-sac road to allow vehicular access for the houses of 210 

Castle Hill Road (also referred to as 1c Robert Road) and 1b, 1, 1a, 1/3, 2/3 and 3/3 Robert 

Road into and out of the cul-de-sac – as marked C on Appendix C.  

3. Create a vehicle entry/exit point into/out of the cul-de-sac road as far north east of 1/3 

Robert Road as possible – as marked D on Appendix C. 

4. Create a continuous shield/buffer zone of high density trees to the maximum depth possible, 

east of the cul-de-sac road, in order to provide the residents at 210 Castle Hill Road and 1b, 

1, 1a, 1/3, 2/3 and 3/3 the maximum protection from visual and acoustic disturbance 

possible – as marked B on Appendix C. We propose that the height and density of the trees 

selected to with the aim of providing the highest level of acoustic and visual protection 

possible. In addition, to provide further acoustic protection, we have proposed in point 7 

below, acoustic walls to be situated on the eastern side of the trees. 

5. Move the portion of Robert Road which has been proposed by NWRL as the entry point into 

the Cherrybrook Station spine road, as far east as possible – as marked A on Appendix C.  

6. Create a shield of high density trees out the front of 1/3 and 5 Robert Road to the maximum 

depth to allow as much protection from visual and acoustic disturbance to these houses as 

possible - as marked E on Appendix C. 

7. Create residential acoustic wall on the eastern side of the continuous shield of trees – as 

marked F on Appendix C. Some examples of residential acoustic walls are attached in 

Appendix E.   

8.  Create “Residents Only” parking in the cul-de-sac.  

 

In addition, we would like to propose that the NWRL acquire the vacant block situated at 8 Robert 

Road.  The purchase of this property will allow:  

 

1. the portion of Robert Road which has been proposed by NWRL as the entry point into the 

Cherrybrook Station spine road, to be shifted further east  at an earlier point than what has 

been proposed in Appendix C – as marked A on Appendix D;   

2. 5 Robert Road to become part of the cul-de-sac – as marked B on Appendix D; and   
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3. The driveway in 5 Robert Road to be shifted from the north side of the frontage to the south 

side of the frontage to allow it to become part of the cul-de-sac 

 

The advantages of adopting the above proposal to each of the residents in Our Group are as follows;  

1. Creates an sufficient continuous shield/buffer from acoustic and visual disturbances for the 

houses within Our Group which are the most affected by the Cherrybrook Station;  

2. Allows safe exit for the houses situated at 1/3, 2/3, 3/3, 1a and 5 Robert Road (where the 

vacant block situated at 8 Robert Road is able to be purchased by NWRL) as under NWRL’s 

proposal, cars exiting these houses will be required to back out of their properties onto the 

main road, given there is no turning room on the shared driveway.  Under the proposal in 

Appendix C and Appendix D, cars will be able to back out into the cul-de-sac and approach 

the entry/exit (in a forward facing direction) as marked D on Appendix C;   

3. Allows all of the residents in Our Group to enter Robert Road from the cul-de-sac road, at a 

point further away from the intersection between the proposed spine road and Robert 

Road, thereby reducing the chance of accidents; and   

4. Allows a nominal amount of on street parking. 

 

It is important to note that the proposal in Appendix C (and Appendix D where the vacant block 

situated at 8 Robert Road is able to be purchased by NWRL) provides a satisfactory outcome to the 

residents in Our Group with regards to the protection from the Cherrybrook Station Precinct across 

the road but with a negligible variation to the plans in Appendix B proposed by NWRL in EIS 2. In 

fact, the 3 dimensional model displayed at the Community Information Sessions on 8th November at 

Castle Hill and 10th November at Cherrybrook Uniting Church, largely mirrors our proposal in 

Appendix C.   

 

During Construction – Implementing “Post Construction Protection” into “During 

Construction Protection”  

 

The construction process, which we now understand, will occur for at least the next 5-6 years, will 

have the greatest impact on the lives of each of the residents within Our Group, being those 

residents situated directly across the road from the construction site. In addition, we now 

understand from EIS 2, that restricted parking is proposed outside the homes within Our Group 

during the construction phase. With this in mind, we would like to propose the following: 

1. The southern end of Robert Road should be closed off prior to the commencement of the 

construction phase; 

2. The cul-de-sac road be constructed prior to the commencement of the construction phase in 

order to maintain a nominal amount of on street parking for residents in Our Group during 

the construction phase;    

3. The shield of trees proposed as marked B and E in Appendix C, be planted early in the 

construction phase so as to: 

a. protect the residents in Our Group as much as possible from acoustic and visual 

disturbances  during the construction phase; and  

b. allow time for the trees to mature so as to act as a genuine visual buffer by the time 

construction is completed;    

4. The residential acoustic wall as marked F on Appendix C be installed prior to the 

commencement of the construction phase; 
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5. Double glazing and insulation be installed for the homes of each of the residents in Our 

Group prior to the commencement of the construction phase to allow protection during and 

post construction.  

 

 

B. The use of Robert Road as an access road into the Station  
 

Section 1: Utilising Robert Road in any Capacity will be Detrimental and Hazardous 

As a general comment, regular users and residents of Robert Road truly appreciate the implications 

described below in this section.  So, whilst we have attempted to describe the issues both in writing 

and via illustrations, we hope you can appreciate that the submission cannot do sufficient justice to 

the true implications of the issues raised. That is, the reader would only be able to truly appreciate 

the implications through experiencing the issues themselves.    

On Street Parking along Robert Rd 

On street parking is imperative throughout Robert Road given the sheer quantity of houses that are 

either battleaxe blocks or community estates, both having limited off street parking. That is, in the 

absence of sufficient off street parking, residents and their guests are required to park in the street. 

EIS2 proposes to remove on street parking from Robert Road. 

In the event that on street parking on Robert Road is removed, we believe that residents and their 

guests will be forced to park in the adjoining street of Dalkeith Road. Given the current number of 

residents who currently utilise on-street parking on Robert Road (particularly in the evenings and on 

weekends), this may result in Dalkeith Road effectively becoming a one lane street. As a result, 

where there are cars attempting to exit Dalkeith Road onto Robert Road simultaneously with cars 

attempting to enter Dalkeith Road from Robert Road, this will result in a bank up of cars on Robert 

Road. 

Current Traffic Movement along Robert Rd 

In its current form, Robert Road is currently designed to accommodate low level traffic for local 

residents. In fact it is so narrow at points, that when there is a car parked on one side of the road, 

only one car can pass through at a time. When there is a car parked on either side of the road at any 

point on Robert Road, one car must pull over to the side of the road to allow the oncoming car to 

pass.  

Residents and users of Robert Road already appreciate the caution required when navigating 

through the road in its current state, including the need to regularly give way to oncoming traffic.  In 

our view, any further traffic along this road will increase the likelihood of head on collisions. Further, 

the introduction of buses along any part of this Road in our view, will not only be impractical and 

more than likely not possible to achieve, it will almost certainly result in head on collisions.  The 

pictures below provide an indication of the traffic congestion/movement already existing on Robert 

Road and the parking required for local residents and their visitors on a Saturday afternoon.   
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An example of Current Traffic Movement along Robert Rd 
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Entering and Exiting Robert Road from John Road  

As traffic enters Robert Road from John Road, drivers travel up the crest of a steep hill which forms 

the beginning of Robert Road. This hill restricts the visibility for drivers to see oncoming cars 

travelling in the opposite direction down Robert Road towards John Road. Further, cars travelling 

down John Road turning left into Robert Road have absolutely no visibility until such time as they 

have turned into Robert Road, which gives them little time to adjust for oncoming cars coming over 

the crest of the hill.   

Equally, the visibility of drivers travelling down Robert Road towards John Road, to see cars travelling 

up the hill on Robert Road (coming off John Road), is also poor.  

To introduce any further traffic to this intersection in our view, will increase the likelihood of head 

on collisions. Further as mentioned in the section above headed “Current Traffic Movement along 

Robert Rd”, the introduction of buses in this section in our view, will not only be impractical and 

more than likely not possible to achieve, it will almost certainly result in head on collisions.   The 
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Turning off John Rd either from the left or right into Robert Rd, vehicles meet 

with oncoming traffic coming over the crest of the hill, wishing to exit Robert Rd 

pictures below demonstrate the existing traffic situation at the intersection of Robert Road and John 

Road. 

 

Entering and Exiting Robert Road from John Road  

 

 

 



19 

 

 

 

Entering and Exiting Robert Road from John Road  

 

 

Section 2: Using County Drive and Castle Hill Road as the access road into the Cherrybrook 

Station versus Robert Road     

Overview of the Cherrybrook Station Precinct Catchment  

Housing and residents occupying the section bordered by John Road, Franklin Road, Castle Hill 

Road  and County Drive – See Appendix G- Area A 

Given their vicinity to the station, the housing/residents occupying the section bordered by John 

Road, Franklin Road, Castle Hill Road and County Drive would presumably not require public 

transport to the train station.  

Housing and residents occupying the section bordered by John Road, Franklin Road, New Line Road 

and County Drive -  See Appendix G- Area B 

Access from New Line Road into the pocket of housing bordered by John Road, Franklin Road, New 

Line Road and County Drive is currently not available. As a result, this constitutes a small pocket of 

housing. We suspect that rather than public transport, this small pocket will generally require a kiss 

and drop zone for which has already been provisioned for by NWRL in EIS 2.  

Notwithstanding this, in the event that this small pocket does require public transport to the station, 

residents in this area only have access out of this pocket to John Road via Roslyn Place, which is 
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approximately 50 metres away from the intersection of County Drive and John Road, where a bus 

stop already exists.      

Housing and residents occupying the section anywhere east of Franklin Road - See Appendix G- 

Area C 

All residents occupying the section east of Franklin Road have no option but to pass through Franklin 

Road or Castle Hill Road in order to access the Cherrybrook Station Precinct, whether travelling by 

public transport or otherwise. Therefore, naturally, access to the station would be via one of these 

roads. Where access is gained from Castle Hill Road, we propose that transport would enter the 

station at the proposed Robert Road traffic lights as marked A on Appendix H.  

Non-local residents - Housing and residents occupying the section anywhere north of New Line 

Road and west of County Drive  See Appendix G- Area D 

Non-local residents occupying areas north of New Line Road and areas west of County Drive have no 

option but to pass through County Drive in order to access the Cherrybrook Station Precinct, 

whether travelling by public transport or otherwise. Therefore, with the exception of buses travelling 

along John Road to Franklin Road, there is no requirement to put any further strain on the small 

local roads east of County Drive.  In fact, increasing traffic flow and consequently putting any further 

strain on Robert Road would be detrimental as described in Part B Section 1 of this submission.  

Rather, we propose a low impact/low cost option. That is, all transport would continue to flow 

through County Drive and left onto Castle Hill Road to then access the station at the proposed 

Robert Road traffic lights as marked A on Appendix H.  In this way, County Drive would continue to 

be utilised for the purpose it was intended as more fully described by the then Castle Hill MP, 

Michael Richardson in the document attached as Appendix I.  As local residents, we can confirm that 

during the morning peak hour traffic, the traffic heading south on County Drive towards Castle Hill 

Road is minimal and free flowing. The result is that County Drive, in this direction, is currently under-

utilised and is able to take significantly more traffic than it currently does.    

Response to NWRL reasoning behind using Robert Road as an access road into the 

Cherrybrook Station Precinct versus County Drive and Castle Hill Road  

1. EIS 2 suggests that if the NWRL adopted the proposal of:  

”Buses to head south on County Drive and continue up towards Castle Hill Road ,  turn left into Castle 

Hill Road and head east towards the Cherrybrook Station INSTEAD OF the EIS 2  proposal of buses to 

head south on County Drive, turn  left into John Road and right into Robert Road and head south up 

Robert Road into the Cherrybrook Station”, 

 

this would mean that those residents on John Road and Franklin Road would now not be able to 

catch the bus to the city, unless a second set of buses and bus routes were established. Instead, the 

NWRL stated that under their proposal of running buses left into John Road from County Drive and 

then right into Robert Road would only see a small proportion of residents on John Road and 

Franklin Road who currently catch the bus into/from the city, being effected without the need for a 

second set of buses and bus routes.  

 

We would like to respond as follows;    
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a. Those commuters currently catching a bus into the city would not choose to have their bus now 

detour through Cherrybrook Station, given that they have chosen to catch a bus into the city 

rather than a train;  

b. Existing bus routes to the city could remain as is and a separate shuttle bus/bus route be 

established for commuters within the Cherrybrook Station catchment area for the sole purpose 

of transport to and from the Cherrybrook Station.  This would be consistent with the opportunity 

noted by NWRL in 8.1.5 of the technical paper of EIS 2 for the West Pennant Hills Valley to have 

a shuttle bus service;  

c. Our proposal of allowing the existing bus routes to and from the city to remain and introducing 

shuttle bus/bus route for commuters within the Cherrybrook Station catchment area for the sole 

purpose of transport to and from the Cherrybrook Station, would enable County Drive and 

Castle Hill Rd to easily handle any additional buses transporting commuters to the station, south 

up County Drive and east along Castle Hill Road into the Cherrybrook Railway Station.   

d. Notwithstanding this, if the NWRL deemed it imperative to have existing city buses pass through 

Cherrybrook Station, our comments are as follows;  

i)  In accordance with the proposal in EIS 2 of running buses south on County Drive, left 

into John Road and right into Robert Road, the NWRL is effectively intending to capture 

commuters to and from the city who are currently using the bus stops on John Road 

between County Drive and Robert Road (Captured Bus Stops).  

ii) The Captured Bus Stops total 2 (1 heading east to the city and 1 heading west returning 

from the city) and are situated on either side of John Road.  Further, these bus stops are 

situated approximately 50 metres east of County Drive.  

iii) The average number of commuters (as recorded in the report prepared by INCO traffic 

management which can be accessed via the website www.saverobertroad.com) 

boarding the bus to the city from the east bound Captured Bus Stop on any one day 

during morning peak hours is 58. Of these 58 commuters, 6 drive to the bus stop leaving 

52 commuters who walk. 

iv) As a result, the NWRL proposal to convert Robert Road into a main access road and 

affect the lives/value of properties of some 265 residents weighed against 52 

commuters per day walking an additional 50 metres to County Drive to access the 

County Drive bus stop, would seem inequitable in our view. 

 

2. EIS 2 suggests that if the NWRL adopted the proposal of: 

 

”Buses to head south on County Drive and continue up towards Castle Hill Road ,  turn left into Castle 

Hill Road and head east towards the Cherrybrook Station INSTEAD OF the EIS 2  proposal of buses to 

head south on County Drive, turn  left into John Road and right into Robert Road and head south up 

Robert Road into the Cherrybrook Station”, 

 

in approximately 5- 6 years time,  when the NWRL is completed, they anticipate a significant 

increase in traffic on the following roads;   

  

a. Traffic heading south up County Drive between John Road and Castle Hill Road; and  

b. Traffic heading east on Castle Hill Road between County Drive and Robert Road  

 

As a result, to avoid any buses being caught in this anticipated traffic, the NWRL have proposed 

buses to run left off County Drive into John Road and then right into Robert Road.  

 

We would like to respond as follows;    

a. County Drive and Castle Hill Road are built for the purpose of handling large volumes of traffic 

and large heavy vehicles (ie: buses). They do not have the traffic hazards and weight restrictions 
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that the narrow suburban street of Robert Road has.  We therefore believe that the proposal in 

EIS 2 effectively suggests that Robert Road is better equipped than County Drive and Castle Hill 

Road to handle large volumes of traffic and large heavy vehicles. This solution proposed by 

NWRL in EIS 2 appears to have be a high cost/high impact solution against the use of existing 

main roads, being a low cost/low impact solution; 

b. Traffic currently heading south up County Drive to Castle Hill Road is free flowing in the 

mornings between John Road and Castle Hill Road. Shortly after John Road, County Drive, 

heading south, expands into 4 lanes as traffic approaches the intersection of County Drive and 

Castle Hill Road;  

c. There is rarely any traffic congestion when travelling east down Castle Hill Road towards 

Thompson’s corner, until Edward Bennett Drive. The traffic congestion occurs generally only up 

to Edward Bennett Drive as the congestion is created due to Thompsons corner at West Pennant 

Hills;   

d. As per 8.1.3 of the technical paper in EIS 2, the NWRL expects small volumes of traffic to be 

generated from the West Pennant Hills Valley to the south of Cherrybrook Station.  Facing east 

down Castle Hill Road from Old Northern Road, there are no streets on the left hand side of the 

road which are able to access Castle Hill Road between County Drive and Old Northern Road. 

Therefore, it appears that the only potential for an increase in traffic heading east down Castle 

Hill Road would be generated from Old Northern Road, Castle Hill. The NWRL have confirmed in 

8.1.3 of the technical paper in EIS 2, that this is their view. We believe however, that an increase 

in traffic heading east from Old Northern Road is unlikely to occur given that Castle Hill Station 

would be significantly closer to this traffic than Cherrybrook Station. Further, it should be noted 

that any cars heading east on Castle Hill Road which would be dropping passengers to the 

Cherrybrook Station on their way to the city in 6 years time would presumably already be part of 

the current  traffic heading east along Castle Hill Road. As mentioned in bullet point c. of this 

section , this current traffic is minimal up to Edward Bennet Drive; 

e. As per the video footage recorded by INCO traffic management (which can be accessed via the 

website www.saverobertroad.com), during the morning peak hours, it seems that there is a 

minimal volume of traffic queuing  in the left hand turning lane on County Drive turning east 

onto Castle Hill Road at the intersection of County Drive and Castle Hill Road;   

f. As per the video footage recorded and shown on the website www.saverobertroad.com, during 

the morning peak hours, it can be seen that traffic heading east on Castle Hill Rd is free flowing. 

g. It follows from bullet point e. and f. above that these roads would appear to be able to take 

significantly more traffic both now and in 6 years time.    

 

 

Proposals Regarding Closure of Robert Road to avoid vehicular access heading south up 

Robert Road into the Cherrybrook Station – See Appendix H 

We propose that Robert Rd be converted into a cul-de-sac (as shown in Appendix H) based on the 

following:  

1. As detailed above, we believe there is no requirement to use Robert Road heading south as an 

access point into the Cherrybrook Station Precinct. 

2. The creation of a cul-de-sac would avoid the build up of traffic and potential accidents in a local 

street that has not been built to be utilised as a main road.   

3.  Residents of Robert Road:  

a.  bought into Robert Road on the basis that the road would continue to be a low traffic street 

with close proximity to the upcoming Franklin Road Railway Station. Consequently, they 

have paid market value based on these factors; and  
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b. have made decisions not to sell their property in Robert Road on the basis that the road 

would be a low traffic street with close proximity to the upcoming Franklin Road Railway 

Station. 

Therefore, by creating a cul-de-sac and thereby maintaining the road in its current form, would 

avoid the diminution in the value of many properties in Robert Road and its surrounding 

streets. 

 

Street Parking on Robert Road 

If heading south up Robert Road was accepted by NWRL as not becoming an access road into the 

Cherrybrook Station Precinct, in our view, it is imperative that this street does not become a parking 

facility for commuters using Cherrybrook Railway Station. To ensure this does not occur, we propose 

that there be restricted parking of up to 3 hours on Robert Rd, with the exception of residents. We 

further propose that the parking within the Cherrybrook Station Precinct is free to encourage 

commuters to utilise the designated parking area.   
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APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX D 
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Appendix E 

Some examples of residential acoustic walls for noise reduction 
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APPENDIX F (page 1 of 5) 
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APPENDIX F (page 2 of 5) 
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Overview of the Cherrybrook Station Precinct Catchment              APPENDIX G 
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APPENDIX H 
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Document highlighting the purpose of County Drive                                            APPENDIX I 

 


