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1. Introduction 

Traffic Engineering Centre has been commissioned by a group of the local residents to undertake 
a traffic impact and parking requirement study to identify potential impacts of the proposed 
preschool & primary school, at 1 Rosemead Road, in Hornsby, NSW (refer to Photo 1.1).   
 

 
Photo 1.1 
[Photo: Traffic Engineering Centre pty Ltd] 
 

 
Figure 1.1: Subject site – Locality map 
[Source: Nearmap] 
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Note: While working on this report, Traffic Engineering Centre had no access to the design plans 
nor discussed the proposed development with the developers.  

Therefore, in regard to the development related information, Traffic Engineering Centre relied on 

information provided by a group of local residents, as well as the Traffic and Parking Assessment 

Report prepared by Varga Traffic Planning, dated 29 November 2019.   

It is understood as the following: 

Blue Gum Community School is a small community based independent school to be located at 1 

Rosemead Road, in Hornsby, NSW. 
 
This development application is therefore seeking approval to accommodate up to 32 children at 

the preschool (3-5 olds only) and 48 children at the primary school (5-12 year olds). 

 
Off-street parking is to be provided for a total of 12 cars plus an on-site drop-off/pick-up bay. 
Vehicular access to the car parking and drop-off / pick-up area is to be provided via separate 

entry and exit driveway located off the Rosemead Road site frontage, with the proposed entry 

driveway utilising the existing driveway cross over, although with some minor modifications.  

 
The proposed development involved the alteration and additions to the “Mount Errington” 

dwelling house on the site to facilitate its conversion to a new pre-school and primary school. 
 
There would be provided 12 on-site, off-street parking spaces, of which 9 parking spaces would 

be allocated in a secure rear area, and would be open only during drop-off/pick-up hours. An 

additional 3 parking spaces are to be located in front of the secure rear parking area and are to 

be allocated to staff.   
 
By law, parents must sign their children enrolled ay the pre-school in/out at the start /end of the 

day. These parents will utilise the rear parking area. 
 
Primary school aged children, however, are not required to be signed in / out, therefore and on-

site ‘kiss & drop’ area is to be provided directly outside the western side of the building. 

 
Vehicular access to the car parking and drop-off/pick-up area is to be provided via separated 

entry and exit driveways off the Rosemead Road site frontage. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                       Traffic Engineering Centre  
                                                                          Our clients are our partners 

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CENTRE 
Page | 3  

 

Operational Characteristics 

 
The preschool (ages 3-5) will offer three enrolment options: 
 
 Short day (6 hours): 9:00am to 3:00pm 

 
 Mid day (8 hours): 8:30am to 4:30pm 

 
 Full day (10 hours): 8:00am to 6:00pm 

The primary school (ages 5-12) will comprise the following: 
 

 9:00am to 3:00pm 
 

 Before and after school care (8:00am-9:00am & 3pm-6pm, respectively) 
 
The primary school morning drop-off will typically occur between 8:30am - 9:00am whilst 
the afternoon pick-up period will typically occur between 2:50pm - 3:20pm. In this 
regard, the afternoon pick-up will be staggered into 10 minute blocks in order to “dilute” 
the number of parents on site. A typical day would be broken down as follows: 
 
Morning 

 7:45am staff arrive 

 
 8:00am long day preschool children and before school care primary students 

start arriving 
 

 8:30am-9:00am mid day preschool and primary drop-off 

 
 9:00am short day preschool drop-offs begin 

Afternoon 
 2:50pm-3:20pm staggered primary pick-up and short day preschool children 

with siblings in primary school 

 
 3:00pm-3:30pm short day preschool pick-up for those without primary siblings 

 
 4:30pm-4:45pm mid-day preschool pick-up and any after school care primary 

 
 5:45pm-6:00pm long day preschool pick-up and any after school care primary 

 
 6:15pm end of day for staff 
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2. Road hierarchy    

The road hierarchy allocated to the road network adjacent to or/and in vicinity to the development 
site by the Roads and Maritime Services is illustrated on Figure 2.1 (the Figure 2.1 was extracted 
from Varga Traffic Planning’s report). 
 
According to the Figure 2.1, Rosemead Road and William Street are local, unclassified roads 
which are primarily used to provide vehicular and pedestrian access to frontage properties. 
 

 
Figure 2.1: Road hierarchy 
[Source: report prepared by Varga Traffic Planning Pty Ltd] 
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3. Existing public transport service   

Based on the measurements from the ‘nearmap’, the Hornsby railway station and bus stops are 
located approximately more than 850m and 775m east of the site, along William Street and Dural 
Street, respectively (refer to Figures 3.1 & 3.2). 
 
We are of the opinion that this is not an acceptable walkable distance, as, typically, people are 
not willing to walk such a [quite substantial] distance with their children.  
 

 
Figure 3.1 
(Source: nearmap)  
 

 
Figure 3.2 
(Source: nearmap)  
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As mentioned in Varga Traffic Planning’s report, we agree that “people are willing to walk up to 
800m to get to public transport”.  
 
However, this approach is applicable to e.g. commuters (or the staff members, in this case) who 
walk from their respective homes to the bus stops or from the bus stops to their places of work, 
e.g. in the morning, or kids/students who walk from a public transport / bus stop to their 
respective schools, or similar, when they would walk up to 800m at a time. 
 
Yet, this is not applicable to the parents who may consider using the available public transport to 
take their kids to the school, as they would need to walk between 1.5km to 1.7km at a time, first 
in the morning and then in the afternoon, in order to walk with their kids to/from the school and 
the public transport / bus stop. 
 
Therefore, the location of the Hornsby railway station and bus stops would not facilitate reduced 
car usage by the parents. 
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Table 4.1  
 

 
Figure 4.2 
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Site #2 – Lower William Street: 
 
The survey showed that (refer to Table 4.2 and Figure 4.3): 
 

 on the weekdays, morning peak traffic hours occurred between 7:00am and 9:00am, 
while, in the afternoon, traffic volumes peak between 3:00pm and 6:00pm; 

 
 on average, between 7.00am and 8.00am, and between 8.00am and 9.00am, there were 

125 and 131 vehicles, respectively; 
 

 on average, between 3.00pm and 4.00pm; between 4.00pm and 5.00pm; and between 
5.00pm and 6.00pm, there were 123; 130; and 148 vehicles; 
 

 the 85th percentile speed [aka ‘operational speed’] was in the order of 42.1km/h. 

 

 
Table 4.2  
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Figure 4.3 
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5. Projected Traffic Generation 

Traffic Engineering Centre agrees with the assessment of projected traffic generation, estimated 
by the Varga Traffic Planning, and shown in Table 5.1, as an extract from the Varga Traffic 
Planning’s report. 
 

 
Table 5.1 
[Source: report prepared by Varga Traffic Planning Pty Ltd] 
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6. Environmental Capacity and Residential Streets 

Research undertaken by the Roads and Maritime Services has identified a number of 
environmental capacity performance standards for different types of residential streets, as set 
out in the table below: 
 
 

 
Table 6.1  
[Source: RMS’ Guide to Traffic Generating] Developments 
 
In the performance standards set out in Table 6.1, two levels are given - one for the desirable 
maximum (the environmental goal), and one for the absolute maximum.  
 
Based on the traffic count results and the projected traffic generation, the cumulative traffic flows 
on William Street (the street likely to attract almost all traffic generated by the development) as 
a consequence of the development proposal is therefore expected to substantially exceed 200 
vehicles on the upper section of William Street, between Lisgar Road and Rosemead Road; in 
both peak traffic periods (e.g. even in the morning, on the top of the currently 75vph, it would 
be add 2 (two) times 71vph (considering traffic in both direction - 71vph inbound plus 71vph 
outbound additional trips), equals 217vph. 
 
In addition, on the lower section of William Street, between Frederick Street and Lisgar Road, the 
cumulative traffic flows are expected to reach almost 300vph (148 + 2x71 = 289vph), during the 
morning peak period. 
 
These results suggest that the number of vehicles on William Street, once the development is 
fully operational, will be above the threshold of 200vph, which is the environmental goal for a 
local residential street. 
 
These results clearly suggest that the projected increase in traffic activity, as a consequence of 
the development proposal, would have unacceptable implications in terms of the road network 
and environmental capacity. 
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According to the Austroads Guide to Road Design, Part 3: Geometric Design, the Stopping Sight 
Distance (SSD) is “the distance to enable a normally alert driver, travelling at the design speed 
on wet pavement, to perceive, react and brake to a stop before reaching a hazard on the road 
ahead” and, for 50km/h speed limit zone, the very minimum required Stopping Sight Distance 
(SSD) is 42m (refer to Table 7.1). 

 
Table 7.1: Stopping sight distance for cars on sealed roads 
[Source: Austroads’ Guide to Road Design, Part 3: Geometric Design] 
 
In other words, introduction of, on average, at least 71 ingress vehicles’ turning movements at 
the proposed location for the entry driveway [where, currently, the existing driveway is] would 
significantly increase the chance for severe crossing turning collisions to occur as result of the 
fact that even an alert approaching driver, travelling at the speed limit, may not have enough 
time or distance to perceive, react and brake to a stop before reaching a turning vehicle on the 
road ahead, at the entry to the subject site (refer to Figure 7.2). 

 
Figure 7.2: Car stopping sight distance 
[Source: Guide to Road Design, Part 3: Geometric Design] 

 
As a quantitative assessment, if the primary school is operational only 40 weeks per year, with 
the proposed traffic generation of 71vhp, in the morning, and if assumed that only 70% of those 
vehicles would turn into the subject site, it practically means that [considering the substandard 
stopping sight distance] the development site would create at least around 10,000 additional 
hazardous situations over a period of only 1 year – the hazardous situations which currently do 
not exist. The number of conflicts is likely to be even much higher, considering the fact that the 
pre-school is going to be operation year-round.  
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In addition, this substandard sight distance significantly creates the chance for rear-end collision 
between a vehicle slowed down in order to turn left into the development site and a southbound 
through travelling vehicle on Rosemead Road. 

In other words, with a left turning vehicle still on the road, the available Stopping Sight Distance 
would be even shorter than the measured 26m (refer to Photomontage 7.2). 

 
Photomontage 7.2  
[Photo: Traffic Engineering Centre pty Ltd] 
   

William Street – not wide enough to accommodate additional traffic in safe and 
convenient manner 

At the moment, William Street is not wide enough to accommodate additional traffic in a safe and 
convenient manner. There is not enough width for two vehicles to pass each other (refer to 7.3). 

 
Photo 7.3  
[Photo: Traffic Engineering Centre pty Ltd] 
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An introduction of at least 71 inbound and 71 outbound trips over the period of only 1 hour would, 
in turn, on this quite narrow street, create a number conflict situations, and even some extensive 
queuing on William Street which, in turn, is likely to increase drivers frustration, and subsequently, 
the chance for a driver’s mistake and ultimately collisions. 

 
Peats Ferry Road, at the intersection with William Street – operational and safety 
issues 

In both peak hours, almost all vehicles generated by the subject development are likely to turn 
from Peats Ferry Road into William Street, and continue toward the site. 

However, proximity to the neighbouring Station Street / Peats Ferry Road intersection, and the 
fact that the existing short right turn lane could accommodate only up to 4 vehicles, at the same 
time (refer to Figure 7.3) does raise some serious concerns regarding the intersection’s operation 
and safety, especially in the morning peak hour. 

It is because, in the morning, the majority of predicted additional 71vph are expected to actually 
arrive at the intersection in the last 15 minutes before the school commences. 

This practically means that, more likely than not, the right turn lane to turn into William Street 
would not have the capacity to accommodate all vehicles intending to turn right which, in turn, 
would block not only the Peats Ferry Road / William Street intersection but also would obstruct 
free through traffic flow at the Station Street / Peats Ferry Road intersection (refer to Figure 7.3). 

Subsequently, this will increase drivers' frustration especially during the morning peak hours, thus 
increasing the chance for drivers’ mistake and accidents to occur.   
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8. Parking implications  

Traffic Engineering Centre is of the opinion that the site is unlikely to achieve the pre-planned 
drop-off dwell time, due to the fact that the signalised intersections along Peats Ferry Road, 
including the intersection with William Street, would, almost certainly, interrupt the travel time of 
the vehicles which, in turn, could arrive at the site mostly outside the pre-planned dwell time. 

Also, considering the significant number of generated vehicles of 71vph, it is possible that in a 
very short period of time, e.g. within 10 minutes, far more vehicles could arrive at the site than 
the off-street and on-site parking facilities could accommodate, especially considering a certain 
number of vehicles already parked on the road by the local residents. 

In addition, the drivers could utilise for parking both sides of the Rosemead Road, meaning that 
their school-age children could be in a situation to cross the street on their own, by mixing with 
a lot of vehicular movements, thus increasing the chance for a child to be struck by a vehicle. 
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9. Conclusions 

The projected increase in traffic activities as a consequence of the proposed development would 
clearly have some unacceptable traffic implications on the surrounding road network in terms of 
road capacity and traffic safety. 
 
Also, the increase in traffic as a result of the development would have negative impact on the 
residential amenity and environmental capacity. 

Parking assessment suggests that the existing available parking spaces located on the streets 
adjacent to the subject site, may not be sufficient.  
 
The location of the Hornsby railway station and bus stops located approximately more than 850m 
and 775m east of the site, along William Street and Dural Street, respectively would not facilitate 
reduced car usage by the parents. 
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affected residential boundary. In the letter, this opinion is not supported by any 

calculations of the noise levels at the affected residential boundary. Hence, it 

appears that N G Child & Associates opinion is more of a guess than an acoustics 

specialist opinion. It is true that geometric divergence (distance) does result in an 

attenuation. Moving the source from 1 metre to 6 metres would result in an 8 dB 

noise reduction (based on a line source calculation). However, it is also true that 

barriers are much more effective if the noise source is close to the barrier.  If N G 

Child & Associates had carried out a calculation in line with the International 

Standard ISO 9613-2 1996(E), ‘Acoustics — Attenuation of sound during 

propagation outdoors — Part 2: General method of calculation’, they would be 

aware that the attenuation of the barrier is reduced by the suggested movement 

away from the barrier of the proposed noise source, and this should be taken into 

account, and calculations provided, before N G Child & Associates give any 

opinion.  

 

In addition, before any application for development of the proposed Preschool & 

Community School should be considered, it is our view that N G Child & 

Associates should respond to the other comments made in our peer review 

(referenced above). 

 

These include: 

 

• non-compliance with the requirements of the acoustics industry standard - 

Australian Standards AS 1055-2018 ‘Acoustics – description and measurement 

of environmental noise’ in the report, in Section 48 (page 24 of the N G Child & 

Associates report – ‘Background Noise Levels’; 

 

• Significant errors in Table 6.10, titled ‘Potential Sound Reductions’,  of the 

N G Child & Associates report –including non-compliance with the calculations 

as given in the International Standard, ISO 9613-2:1996(en) Acoustics — 

Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors — Part 2: General method of 

calculation’; 

 

• No calculations based on ‘The Calculation of Road Traffic Noise’ 

(Great Britain. Dept. of the Environment. London: Published by H.M.S.O., 1988) 

are given to demonstrate that the road traffic noise levels from the proposed 71 

vehicles will comply with the AAAC standard LAeq, 1-hour of 55 dBA. 

 

It was concluded in our peer review, that due to the many fundamental acoustical 

errors in the N G Child & Associates report that the report should not be 

accepted by Hornsby Council or the NSW Department of Planning. A revised 

report, by a member firm of the Association of Australasian Acoustical 

Consultants (AAAC) or by a member of the Australian Acoustical Society 

(AAS) should be produced.   

 

 

2. Planning Ingenuity Pty Ltd ‘Response to Submissions’. 

 

The Planning Ingenuity Pty Ltd ‘Response to Submissions - 1 Rosemead Road, 

Hornsby’ makes response comments to noise issues raised. However, the 
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responses are all based on N G Child & Associates report, submitted with the 

development, being correct. As N G Child & Associates, are not specialists in 

acoustics, not a member firm of the Association of Australasian Acoustical 

Consultants (AAAC) and the author of the report is not an acoustics specialist, 

not a member of the Australian Acoustical Society (AAS) and many fundamental 

acoustical errors has been identified in the report. Hence, the assumption made 

by Planning Ingenuity Pty Ltd that no negative or non-compliant noise impacts 

on surrounding buildings, activities and individuals will occur, are based on a 

flawed report and therefore, is without any substance. 

 

If you require any further information or discussion, please feel free to contact 

us. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

Ken Scannell MSc. MAAS 

Partner and Senior Acoustical Consultant  




