
February 21, 2021 

 

Objection: Beaches Link and Gore Hill Freeway Connection 

 

I write to express my objection to the Beaches Link. I have done my best to read and understand the extensive 

EIS documents. I have significant concerns about the justification for this project particularly with respect to 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT which I believe should be a priority, and I will expand upon here. I have referred to sections 

of the EIS document; I hope this makes it easier to follow my logic. 

 

Chapter 9 Operational Traffic and Transport  

 

Page 9-4 9.1.3 Sydney’s Bus Future 

I object on the basis that a public transport system does not have a chance if it is not defined and implemented 

from the start. Currently there is not enough detail, nor are there enough plans to give public transport a chance. 

This section talks about things that might happen in the future. It outlines things that might be implemented as a 

response after the link is open for a while. It does not outline public services that should be available when the NB 

Link opens on Day 1.  

So what will happen? The link will open. People will see new roads that are bigger and better than the old Spit 

Bridge. This will encourage people to use their cars, including people who may not have previously done so, and 

there are many. The NB Link will quickly become congested. By then people will be used to driving and will not want 

to get on public transport. We are back to the same problem we have now. 

We need to have a fantastic public transport system from day 1 to entice people out of their cars and onto public 

transport. Then the roads have a chance at not becoming congested. 

As I mentioned above, the chapter does not detail extra public transport services. It’s all ‘wait and see’, and then 

decide. It was been shown all over the world that when more roads are built, people use them, and they quickly 

become ‘full’. I reiterate, we need to provide a good public bus network at the beginning, so people see this as a 

better option and do not consider driving their private vehicles.  

As such, phrases as: 

• ‘a more attractive transport option’ 

• ‘allow new public transport routes to be developed in response …’ 

• ‘opportunity to supplement the existing services’, etc 

 are not good enough because they might never happen. 

 

Page 9-4 9.1.4 & 9.1.5 Walking and Cycle Paths 

I object on the basis that not enough information is provided to ensure these paths are safe and useable. 

The report refers to ‘shared user paths’ but these are not defined. I assume this will be a two-lane path with cyclists 

and pedestrian sharing a lane (this is the current situation at Burnt Bridge Deviation). How will these lanes separate 

pedestrians from cyclists? Currently pedestrians share a lane with cyclists. Despite bell warnings from cyclists, 

pedestrians often don’t move because they don’t hear the warnings (because of headphones, …) and it creates a 

dangerous situation for both parties. The new shared path should fix this problem. 

 

Page 9-5 9.2 Assessment methodology of operational traffic and transport impacts 

I object on the basis that the methodology does not focus enough on public transport. Public transport is 

important if we want people to use it and therefore deserves more analysis. 

The intro states four core components were considered, these being: 

• Road traffic 

• Public transport 

• Pedestrian and cyclists, and 



• Maritime traffic. 

There is minimal information about public transport in the remainder in the report. The volume of the report goes to 

analysing road traffic; in other words predominantly private cars and freight.  

 

Page 9-10 9.4 Assessment of potential impacts 

Page 9-34-38 9.4.5 Balgowlah and surrounds  

Again, I object on the basis that the assessment does not focus enough on public transport. Public transport is 

important if we want people to use it and therefore deserves more analysis. 

If I look at the public transport assessment for the geographic area that impacts me most directly on page 9-37 I see 

a quarter of a page (shown here in the screen shot below). (The remaining 5 pages of this section cover road 

network performance, traffic travel times, intersection performance, road network changes and access 

arrangements, and impacts on active transport.) This reflects the importance on private transport over public. As a 

result, public transport does not have a chance. 

 
 

General Comment 

It is unfair to expect laypeople to comment reasonably on a lengthy, technical report full of jargon and euphemisms.  

 

This project is a missed opportunity to transform Sydney into a world class, healthy and sustainable city with 

a strong public transport system. I would ask that an alternative public transport feasibility study be published 

before any further planning occurs so that impacts and outcomes can be fairly compared. 

 

Kind regards  

Paloma Llamazares  

18 Sandy Bay Rd, Clontarf NSW 2093 


