
Daven Timms 

 

Hornsby NSW 2077 

Telephone:  +612  

Mobile:   

daven.timms@resourceslegal.com.au 

13 February 2021 

By email: ipcn@ipcn.nsw.gov.au   

Office of the Independent Planning Commission NSW 
Level 3, 201 Elizabeth St 
Sydney NSW 2000 

Attention: Brad James, Principal Case Manager 

Dear Brad 

Proposed development of 1 Rosemead Road as a school 

(SSD-10444, Blue Gum Community School) 

Further to my written submissions dated 2 February 2021 and my oral submissions during the 

public meeting on 10 February 2021, I would like to make one further point. 

1. Eastern side noise complaint 

Jenny Ma, resident at 52 William St on the eastern boundary of the proposed development 

made a submission on 20 January 2020 to Hornsby Council against the proposal due to traffic, 

safety and noise concerns and kindly sent me a copy. 

The email reads as follows: 

From: Roy & Jenny  

Date: Mon, 20 Jan 2020 at 2:05 pm 

Subject: DA/1119/2019 - CHANGE DWELLING TO A PRESCHOOL CENTRE AND SMALL 

PRIMARY SCHOOL - HERITAGE 

To: <devmail@hornsby.nsw.gov.au> 

Hello Benjamin  

We trust this email finds you well! 

.We are the residents of 52 William Street, Hornsby and would like to lodge an objection to 

DA/1119/2019 due to traffic and safety concerns. Also, the noise will be unacceptable, as 52 

William St is next to the playground, the noise will be unacceptable for the peaceful 

enjoyment of our property. 

Best Regards,  

 

Cai Zhen Chen and Daran Ma 
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Thanks again for your time. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Daven Timms  

Principal Lawyer 

Resources Legal Pty Ltd 



Daven Timms 
 

Hornsby NSW 2077 

Telephone:  +612  
Mobile:   
daven.timms@resourceslegal.com.au 

2 February 2021 

By email: ipcn@ipcn.nsw.gov.au   

Office of the Independent Planning Commission NSW 
Level 3, 201 Elizabeth St 
Sydney NSW 2000 

Attention: Brad James, Principal Case Manager 

Dear Brad 

Proposed development of 1 Rosemead Road as a school 
(SSD-10444, Blue Gum Community School) 

I respectfully submit that the applicant and Department of Planning have not sufficiently 
considered my previous submission, in particular: 

1. updated traffic report; 

2. updated acoustic report; and 

3. status of my studio office. 

I attach my previous submission, made by letter to the Department of Planning (Department) 
dated 3 July 2020 (Submission), as Annexure A. 

The local community has funded the peer traffic and acoustic reports. In the interests of natural 
justice, I would ask that the IPC give due consideration to the reports commissioned by the 
community. 

1. Updated traffic report 

Original peer traffic report dated February 2020 is attached as Annexure B together with 
updated traffic report dated December 2020, attached as Annexure C. 

We would ask the IPC to independently review the findings contained therein. 

2. Updated acoustic report 

Original peer acoustic report dated January 2020 is attached as Annexure D together with 
updated acoustic report dated 14 December 2020, attached as Annexure E. 

We would ask the IPC to independently review the findings contained therein, including that: 

a. the applicant’s acoustic consultant is not qualified to provide a report; and 

b. the proposed school and related increased traffic would create noise exceedances, 
particularly at my office. 
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3. Status of my studio office 

The statement at paragraph 6.3.41 of the Department’s Assessment dated January 2021 
(Assessment) is incorrect. It states that my office is a converted garage. As clearly stated in 
paragraph B on page 3 of my Submission, it is in fact a studio. It was approved as a studio, 
complete with bathroom, at the time of construction in 2001. 

Approved construction plans are attached as Annexure E. 

The studio is located 1m from the western boundary fence of 1 Rosemead Rd, therefore would 
be extremely susceptible to noise from a neighbouring car park and playground. 

Having a school next door would severely impact my family’s right to quiet enjoyment of our 
property. 

It is completely unacceptable that the Department recommends, at paragraph 6.3.44 of the 
Assessment, that further assessment and monitoring occur after any approval of the 
development. The community has a right to have such assessments and monitoring 
conducted prior to any approval. 

Conclusion 

Fort the reasons of traffic, parking, noise and privacy, loss of tree canopy, streetscape, heritage 
and fire risk raised in my Submission, the IPC should refuse the application. 

Thank you for your time. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Daven Timms  
Principal Lawyer 
Resources Legal Pty Ltd 



Daven Timms 

 

Hornsby NSW 2077 

Telephone:  +612  

Mobile:   

daven.timms@resourceslegal.com.au 

3 July 2020 

Online lodgement and by email: john.doubleday@planning.nsw.gov.au   

Director, Social and Infrastructure Assessments, Planning and Assessment 
Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 
Locked Bag 5022 

Parramatta NSW 2124 

Attention: John Doubleday, Parramatta Planning Officer 

Dear John 

Proposed development of 1 Rosemead Road as a school 

(SSD-10444, Blue Gum Community School) 

My family of five lives at 1A Rosemead Rd, adjacent to the Mt Errington mansion at 

1 Rosemead Road. The local heritage area is aptly named “Mt Errington”. Our family is in a 

unique situation because we share two boundaries with 1 Rosemead Road and my office is 

one metre from our eastern boundary with 1 Rosemead Rd. 

I understand we were among the 94 people who wrote submissions to Hornsby Council 

objecting to this application earlier this year. There were only 5 submissions in favour. 

We enjoy the tranquillity of this heritage area, having lived and worked here for 20 years. 

There is an abundance of excellent preschools, primary schools and day care in Hornsby; the 

Blue Gum Community School is not needed. It would be better located elsewhere, where there 

is greater demand and a more suitable location. 

We are totally opposed to having any form of preschool, school or day care in this isolated 

pocket of Hornsby. It is unsuitable for reasons of: 

1. traffic; 

2. parking 

3. noise and privacy; 

4. loss of tree canopy; 

5. streetscape; 

6. heritage; and  

7. fire risk. 

I will outline our unique situation, the abundance of schools and day care in the area, and 

finally our objections. 

I. OUR UNIQUE SITUATION 

A. We share two boundaries with 1 Rosemead Rd 

We have an “L”-shaped block abutting 1 Rosemead Rd on our northern and eastern 

boundaries. A plan of the properties is shown below, with 1 Rosemead Rd hatched in green. 





Objection to proposed school at 1 Rosemead Rd 

3 
 

The open style fencing has enabled our neighbours and my family to enjoy “see-through” 

views of each other’s gardens for 20 years. 

Our northern boundary is 24.5m in length and our eastern boundary is 32.7m in length, both 

substantial boundaries. 

The proposed 1800mm and 2100mm high lapped timber fence would severely affect our visual 

amenity. The see-through garden views would be blocked, and our backyard would resemble 

a prison yard. 

B. Home office 

I have worked from my home office, in the studio apartment off our garage, for almost 20 

years. I am the Director Principal of Resources Legal Pty Ltd, a law firm which advises 

companies in the resources sector, primarily companies listed on the Australian, Toronto, NY, 

Johannesburg and London stock exchanges. I have a law degree and a science degree, 

majoring in physics. 

The layout of the studio can be seen in the below extract from our approved building plans. 

The garage opens to William St. 

Plan showing layout of studio - home office at 1A Rosemead Rd 

 

The proximity of the studio to our eastern boundary with 1 Rosemead Rd can be seen in the 

below photo. 
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Photo of home office in studio apartment off our garage at 1A Rosemead Rd 

 

As can be seen from the photo, the studio - home office is 1m from the boundary. 

A quiet work environment is essential for a law firm. I am often engaged in long phone or 

conference calls with clients. A quiet environment is key to good concentration. The present 

location has always been quiet, except for when lawns are mowed. 

If a school were to be approved next door, or the former tennis court replaced with a car park, 

I would likely have to relocate my law firm away from 1A Rosemead Rd. See below regarding 

noise. 

II. ABUNDANCE OF PRESCHOOLS, PRIMARY SCHOOLS AND LONG DAY CARE 

There is an abundance of excellent preschools, primary schools and long day care in Hornsby, 

with plenty of capacity, as follows: 

Preschools include: 

• Hornsby Ku-Ring-Gai Montessori Preschool, 6 Dural St, Hornsby; 

• Sarah’s Place, 24 William St. Hornsby; 

• The Jack & Jill Kindergarten, 1 Hall Rd, Hornsby; 

• Thrive Early Learning Centre, 18 Bridge Rd, Hornsby; and 

• Hornsby Central Preschool Kindergarten, 1C Burdett St, Hornsby. 

Primary schools include: 

• Hornsby South Public School, Clarke Rd, Hornsby; 

• Hornsby North Public School, Ida St, Hornsby; 

• Barker College (now co-ed, K-12), College Cresc, Hornsby; 
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• Our Lady of the Rosary Catholic Primary School, Yardley Ave, Waitara; and 

• Waitara Public School, Ida St, Hornsby. 

My children attended The Jack & Jill Kindergarten, and in later years attended Hornsby South 

Public School or Waitara Public School. All good preschools and schools. 

Glut of long day care: 

The proposal offers long day care, 8am to 6pm, to all 80 of its students, under the Federal 

Government funding model. 

I am advised by local preschool staff that there is a glut of long day care in the area, with 

excess capacity. 

While I understand state funding for preschools is available for 7.5 to 8 hr days only and only 

during school terms, Federal Government funding covers long days and school holidays. 

The Blue Gum Community School is likely to be Federally funded. This will be at the expense 

of the community, which would have to put up with traffic and noise from 8am to 6pm year-

round, except for three weeks at year-end (p36, EIS). 

It would be a high price for the community to pay, 49 weeks a year, when there is no need for 

an additional school in the area. 

III. OBJECTIONS TO THE BLUE GUM COMMUNITY SCHOOL PROPOSAL 

1. Traffic 

We live in an isolated pocket of Hornsby. Access can be difficult. Streets are narrow, commuter 

parking is dense, there are blind corners, and Dural St is partially one-way. The traffic 

conditions are not suitable for a school. 

Most people use William St, not Dural St, to travel to and from the west side of Hornsby; Dural 

St is one-way, restricted to traffic heading west, between Quarry Rd and Lisgar Rd, and there 

are time restrictions on turning right from Peats Ferry Rd into Dural St. All former owners of 

1 Rosemead Rd during our 20 years here mostly used William St when travelling by car. 

Persons driving to the proposed school are likely to do likewise. 

In the event of a fire to the west, the only way out of our isolated neighbourhood is via William 

St. 

William St is narrow, with chokepoints caused by large trees, and boats or caravans parked 

on the street. Commuters park their cars on William St past our driveway, all the way up to 

Rosemead Rd, and walk to the train station. 

Driving on William St requires great care; it is “duck n weave” driving along the top section of 

William St with to the road effectively being one-way due to parking on both sides. 

The increased traffic, with over 300 car movements likely to be added on a school day, would 

exacerbate the existing challenging conditions along William St. School children are unlikely 

to walk from Hornsby station, as it is at least an 850m walk, and steep in parts. There are not 

many young children living within walking distance of 1 Rosemead Rd; most local residents 

are retired or have older children.  

Additional traffic would increase the likelihood of accidents on the blind corners at William 

St/Rosemead Rd and Dural St/Rosemead Rd. Cars travel quickly around the corner of Dural 

St, and the proposed school entrance near the corner would increase the risk of accidents. 
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2. Parking 

Cars are presently parked on both sides of Rosemead Rd, effectively making it a one-way 

“duck n weave” situation, like William St. Many parents are likely to park on Rosemead Rd to 

drop their children off, instead of driving into the school, to save time. 

Any restricted parking would affect resident parking on Rosemead Rd, which is also affected 

by commuter parking, parking by workers attending the Camellia Court retirement village on 

Dural St, and parents visiting Dural St playground (corner Rosemead Rd) with their children. 

While the school is proposed to open 8am to 6pm weekdays, many preschools run from 6am 

to 6.30pm. Increased hours could be applied for in future, extending the parking issue. 

During school functions, concerts and celebrations, parking would be at a premium. Such 

functions could be held after hours or on weekends. With only 12 car parking spaces on site 

and 80 students, there would be much pressure on street parking. 

The applicant states that the Monday to Friday operation is ideal for the neighbourhood, but 

that does not take into account weekend functions. 

3. Noise and privacy 

Our isolated neighbourhood is very quiet and totally unsuitable for a school. Noise would 

emanate from students, parents, staff, contractors, cars, machinery and any PA system used 

in future. The noise would unreasonably interfere with our privacy, creating a legal nuisance. 

The neighbours commissioned an independent noise study by Ken Scannell, Noise and Sound 

Services (NSS). The NSS report dated January 2020 is attached. NSS performed a 24/7 

baseline study, which found that ambient noise was a low 37 dB. This is more like a semi-rural 

area and is significantly less than normal urban levels. 

The NSS report speaks for itself, however as my office is only one metre from the proposed 

car park and close to the proposed playground, I note some of the major findings of NSS: 

• The previously proposed 1800mm high lapped timber fence would reduce the noise 
by less than 5 dB (p15). The NSS acoustic report is presently being updated 
following the increase of the carpark fence height to 2100mm and other acoustic 
amendments summarised in the updated acoustic report by NG Child dated 6 May 
2020. The updated NSS acoustic report will be provided when to hand. 

• The highest 15-minute average noise from the outdoor play area is predicted to be 
48 dB with lapped fence in place, even if groups are restricted in size, against a noise 
goal of 42 dB (p16). This represents a non-compliance of 6 dB, triple the intensity 
of the noise goal; 

• Using the 1pm averages, when my law firm is at its busiest and local traffic is at its 
lightest, the noise from the outdoor play area is predicted to be 48 dB with 1800mm 
lapped fence in place, against background noise of 34 dB (p16). This represents an 
increase of 14 dB, almost six times the intensity of the background noise. 

• Noise from the proposed car park is predicted to be 47 dB, against a noise goal of 
42 dB (p17). This represents a non-compliance of 5 dB, almost triple the 
intensity of the noise goal; and 

• Noise from local traffic is predicted to increase to 60 dB, against a noise goal of 2 
dB above the calculated present value of 55 dB, for a goal of 57 dB (p17). This 
represents a non-compliance of 3 dB, double the intensity of the noise goal. 

The traffic and playground noise non-compliances would affect everyone in the local 

neighbourhood; locals would experience material increases in noise intensity, including from 

functions held after hours or on weekends. 
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Schools are better located in either: 

• urban areas with higher ambient noise, such as along major traffic routes, which have 
noise levels similar to those produced by school children; or 

• properties with sufficient buffer zones from residential boundaries, to reduce noise to 
acceptable levels.  

The Mt Errington area is clearly not suitable in this regard. The noise would be unreasonable. 

I note the comment extracted below from p41 of the school’s original acoustic report dated 

5 December 2019, regarding the trade-off between garden views and a sound-reducing fence. 

Naturally we do not want to give up our garden views for a lapped timber fence, particularly 

when the fence would reduce noise levels by less than 5dB! Noise largely ignores fences, due 

to diffraction. 

We and our past three neighbours at 1 Rosemead Rd have enjoyed garden views through 

open mesh fences and object to a 2100mm high lapped timber fence. Increasing the height of 

the fence to 2100mm would make our backyard and entertainment area feel like a prison yard 

and is totally unacceptable. 

Extract from the School’s December 2019 Acoustic Report, p41 
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4. Loss of tree canopy 

The loss of 41 trees is unacceptable. This loss hardly gets a mention in the school’s DA 

reports. 

Many of the trees are mature trees. For instance, the whole grove of trees on the tennis court, 

shown in the photo below, would be destroyed. 

Grove of trees on tennis court reserved for destruction 
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Below is a view of the same grove of trees on the tennis court, taken from William St. 

Grove of trees on tennis court, photo taken from William St 

 

These are mature trees, slated for destruction. We are the Bushland Shire, and we care about 

our trees. 

Removal of the high retention value Cabbage Tree Palm and Giant White Birds of Paradise 

for driveway works is also not acceptable. 

As the song says: 

“They paved paradise and put up a parking lot”. 

The trees are host to much native fauna. Birdlife abounds. Of interest is a pair of Satin 

Bowerbirds that roost in a thicket 1m from my office, right above the tennis court net post. 
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They come and visit regularly, resting safely in the thick foliage. There are not many roosting 

places like it in the neighbourhood. The Satin Bowerbird is hard to catch on camera. The below 

photos are the best I have. They show the male near its nest along Rosemead Rd in 2012, 

and the nest in 2012. They nested at 1 Rosemead Rd for several years. 

Satin Bowerbird near its nest at 1 Rosemead Rd, April 2012 

 

Satin Bowerbird in its nest at 1 Rosemead Rd, April 2012 
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5. Streetscape 

Fences along Rosemead Rd are generally less than 1.2m in height. 

A metal school fence and required safety and administrative signage, including possible 

flashing school zone lights, would be abhorrent to the current streetscape and visual ambience 

of the area. 

The significant loss of trees would also greatly affect the streetscape. The Mt Errington 

property would look more like a school yard than a stately heritage residence with flowing 

gardens and thick groves of trees. 

6. Heritage 

“Mt Errington” is the name of both the principal heritage house in the area and the Hornsby 

West Side Heritage Conservation Area in which we live. It is our duty to preserve significant 

heritage value. 

Extended driveways, a tennis-court-sized parking lot, a toilet block, extensive signage, 

removal of the historic timber front gates, unsightly fire escape infrastructure, and loss of trees 

would severely impact the heritage value of Mt Errington. 

Figure 12 of the Heritage Report shows that in 1897 the Roberts family purchased the 

triangular block that now comprises 1, 1A and 3 Rosemead Rd. In 1938 1A Rosemead was 

subdivided from 1 Rosemead Rd (Figure 27 of Heritage Report) and the mutual garden views 

through open fencing should be allowed to continue. 

7. Fire risk 

Rosemead Rd is adjacent to bushland in this area. There is no buffer - just a walking track 

and a mountain bike track before you get to virgin bushland. 

We are on constant alert during the bushfire season. There is always the possibility of urgent 

evacuation. 

Residents do not want to have to compete with 80 students, parents and staff on the one road 

out, William St, during an evacuation. This would only add to the risk for all involved. 

IV. ADDITIONAL MATTERS 

A. Request for submissions due date extension 

Many residents had trouble accessing the portal over recent weeks and some have since gone 

away on holidays. It appears the Department’s registration and submissions portal was down 

for a significant number of days. 

In view of these circumstances I request a one-week extension, to 15 July 2020, to make 

submissions on this proposal. This will allow those on holidays to make submissions on their 

return. 

B. Summary of issues by Hornsby Council 

The residents obtained the summary of concerns raised by Hornsby Council in relation to the 

DA under Government Information (Public Access) procedures. A copy of the report dated 

18 March 2020 is attached as ANNEXURE A. 
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C. Independent traffic study on William St 

Residents commissioned an independent traffic study, by Traffic Engineering Centre, 

including a 24/7 tube count at the top of William St. A copy of the report dated February 2020 

is attached as ANNEXURE B. 

D. Independent acoustic study 

Residents also commissioned an independent noise study by Ken Scannell, Noise and Sound 

Services (NSS). The NSS report dated January 2020 is attached as ANNEXURE C.  

The NSS report is presently being updated following the increase in height of the carpark fence 

to 2100mm and other acoustic amendments summarised in the updated acoustic report by 

NG Child dated 6 May 2020. The updated NSS report will be provided when to hand. 

E. Additional objection letters 

A number of residents who do not have internet access asked me to act as their agent in re-

lodging their previous submissions to Hornsby Council, as follows. I lodged these online. 

Please treat these as separate submissions: 

1. Dr Graeme Wells – letter dated 23 January 2020; 

2. Juliana Wells – letter dated 14 February 2020; and 

3. Janet Routh - – letter dated 7 February 2020. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this submission objecting to the proposed school at Mt 

Errington. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Daven Timms  

Principal Lawyer, Resources Legal Pty Ltd 
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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] 
 
 



 

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING CENTRE 
Page | 2  

 

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. 
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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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PEER REVIEW 
 

NG  Child  &  Associates  has  been  engaged  to  undertake  an  acoustic  assessment  

of  a proposed Preschool & Primary School development at 1 Rosemead Road, 

Hornsby, NSW. They have prepared a report entitled “Acoustic Assessment Report 

Proposed Preschool & Primary School 1 Rosemead Road Hornsby NSW”, dated 5 

December 2019 (The Report) on behalf of Blue Gum Community School. They 

predict that the  level  of  noise  estimated  to  be  generated  by  activities  within  the  

outdoor  activity  areas associated with the school facility will have no negative or 

non-compliant impacts on surrounding  buildings,  activities  and  individuals,  

subject  to  the  implementation  of  their recommendations. These  recommendations 

which includes lapped and capped timber fencing of height 1800 mm and with a 

minimum weighted sound reduction index (Rw) of 25 dBA (sic – Rw is not ‘A’ 

frequency weighted as reported by NG  Child  &  Associates) installed along the 

eastern and western boundaries of the site (their Section 6.4). However, the NG 

Child & Associates assessment contains some fundamental errors. The main error 

occurs in Table 6.10 of The Report. Here they assumed a sound reduction for the 

proposed acoustic perimeter fence to be the same as the Rw i.e. 25 dB. This ignores 

the main limiting affect, with any acoustic barrier, which is diffraction (i.e. the 

bending, or changing in direction, as the sound waves travel around the edges of a 

barrier). In this case, the diffraction limits the affect of the proposed barrier to not 

more than 6 dB. 

 

In Table 5.1 of The Report background sound level measurement results are given. 

However, these are erroneously based on the mean logarithmic LA90. The 

Assessment  Background  Level (ABL) noise  background  level  for each day should 

be determined  by  calculating  the  10th percentile  (i.e. lowest  10th percent) 

background level (LA90) for each period. Then the Rating Background Level (RBL) 

for each period is the median value  of  the  ABL  values  for  the  period  over  all  

the  days measured. This error in The Report could give a typical overestimation of 

the background level by 75% in energy terms (i.e. 2 dB). Hence an underestimation 

of the noise impact by a similar amount on nearby residents. 

 

In many places in The Report, the RBL is given in terms of the descriptor LAeq rather 

than LA90 i.e. Table 5.3, Table 6.3, pages 30 and 32. This repeated error shows a lack 

of understanding of the basic acoustical terms. 

 
On page 33 of The Report it is stated “The data summarised in Table 6.4,  on the 

following page, was reported by RSA Acoustics  and NG Child &  Associates  in  

2015  and  has  since  been  accepted  by  the  Acoustic  Society  of  NSW  for  

reference purposes.”  However, as NSW consultants qualified in acoustics are 

aware, there is no such organisation by the name of the Acoustic Society of NSW.  

 

Due to the errors in The Report a revised report, by a member firm of the 

Association of Australasian Acoustical Consultants (AAAC) is given below.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

Noise and Sound Services was requested by Daven Timms of 1A Rosemead 

Road,  Hornsby, NSW 2077 to carry out a noise assessment for the proposed 

development of a Community School comprising of a preschool and primary 

school at 1 Rosemead Road,  Hornsby, NSW 2077. 

 

The purpose of the noise assessment is to provide an independent and accurate 

assessment, by a qualified acoustician, of the potential noise emissions from the 

centre. The assessment is carried out in accordance with the requirements 

provided by NSW Government noise guidelines. 

 

 

2. DEVELOPMENT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

 

2.1 Development Description 

 

The site of the Community School is proposed to be located at the far eastern end 

of Rosemead Road and extends through to William Street.  The  site  has  a  street  

frontage  approximately  87 metres  in  length  to  Rosemead Road, 

approximately  41 metres in length to William Street and occupies an area of 

approximately 3,623 square metres. The  subject  site  is  currently  occupied  by  

the  heritage  listed  “Mount  Errington”  dwelling house, a two-storey federation 

mansion with extensive gardens and a former tennis court. The proposed overall 

hours of operation of the community school Monday to Friday will be from 7:45 

am to 6:15 pm. This includes 15 minutes of time at the beginning and the end of 

each day for staff only.  

  

It is understood that the proposed Blue  Gum  Community  School facility will be 

for a maximum 80 children, being 32 preschool age children (3-5 year olds only) 

and 48 primary age children (5-12 year olds). The proposed use of the outdoor 

play area will be from 9:30 am to 2:45 pm (with short breaks as detailed below). 

The proposed times of use of the outdoor play area are:- 

 

• 32 children in the outdoor play area from 9:30 to 10:30 am;  

• 48 children in the outdoor play area from 10:40 to 11:00 am; 

• 32 children in the outdoor play area from 11:15 to 12:15 am;  

• 48 children in the outdoor play area from 12:30 to 01:30 pm; and 

• 32 children in the outdoor play area from 2:15 to 2:45 pm;  

 

In addition, the outdoor play area is proposed to be used for children in after 

school care for approximately 1 hour between the hours of 4:00 pm to 5:45 pm. 

 

It is proposed to cater for on-site parking for a total of 12 cars plus an on-site 

drop-off/pick-up bay. The former tennis court is proposed to be converted to 9 
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3.1 Hornsby Shire Council Policy and Guidelines for Noise and Vibration 

Generating Development (2000) 

 

Section 7.2.8 Home Industry of the Hornsby Shire Council Policy and Guidelines 

for Noise and Vibration Generating Development states:-  “Approval shall not be 

granted for the operation of a home industry unless it can be established to the 

satisfaction of Council that the LAeq noise level due to noise level emissions of a 

continuous or semi-continuous nature from the home industry operation will not 

exceed the background LA90 sound level by more than 5 dBA when measured in 

the immediate vicinity of the external structure of any nearby residence. Where 

tonality or impulsiveness can be established at the receiver location, a 5 dBA 

penalty shall be applied.” 

 

 

 

3.2 NSW Government Criteria 

 

The NSW Government, via the Environment Protection Authority (EPA), provide 

guidelines for many industrial, commercial and domestic types of noise sources. 

The primary aim of environmental noise control is to minimise the occurrence of 

offensive noise in the community. To be both effective and equitable, the 

determination and application of environmental noise control measures must take 

into account many factors for example: - 

 

• the variation in response between individuals to any noise; 

• the inherently noisy characteristics of many activities; 

• the circumstances within which the noise occurs; 

• the technical and economic feasibility for noise control; and 

• the social worth of the activity. 

 

Offensive noise is defined in the NSW Protection of the Environment Operations 

Act 1997 (POEO Act) as being noise:- 

 

‘a) that, by reason is of its level, nature, character or quality, or the time at 

which it is made, or other circumstances: 

i. Is harmful to (or is likely to be harmful to) a person who is outside 

the premises from which it is emitted, or 

ii. interferes unreasonably with (or is likely to Interfere unreasonably 

with) the comfort or repose of a person who is outside the 

premises from which it is emitted, or 

b) that, is of a level, nature, character or quality prescribed by the 

regulations or that is made at a time or in other circumstances, 

prescribed by the regulations.’  
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The NSW Government, also state that social surveys have indicated that noise 

from any particular source will be audible to many people in the community 

when that noise exceeds the background level by more than 5 decibels (dB). The 

noise may have characteristics which are pleasant or unpleasant to the listener. 

The 5 dB over background criterion is primarily aimed at industrial or 

commercial machine noise or domestic machine noise such as air conditioners.  

 

Technically the background is found from the noise level that is present for 90% 

of the time of the measurement periods (usually 15 minutes each) and this is 

known as the LAF90, 15 minute. The source noise is found from the average of the 

sound energy (again usually 15 minutes samples), which is known as the LAeq, 15 

minute. The NSW Government does not provide specific guidelines for noise from 

schools, play areas or childcare centres. 

 

In suburban areas, noise from neighbour’s children at play in backyards can be 

pleasant or in many cases it is readily tolerated. It could be considered 

unreasonable to adopt the 5 dB over background criterion in this situation. The 

noise from children at play in a community preschool and primary school differs 

from the domestic situation in that it is a business, carried out for commercial 

reasons, the children usually number many more than in a domestic situation and 

the age range of the children does not significantly vary over time as it would in a 

domestic situation.  

 

However the noise from children is vastly different, in both character and 

duration, from industrial, commercial or even domestic machine noise. The sound 

from children at play can be pleasant, the noise levels are only generally audible 

during the time the children play outside, no weekend or public holiday activity is 

usual and community and preschool and primary schools are of considerable 

social worth. Hence, in a situation where outdoor playtimes are relatively short (2 

hours per day), a level of 10 dB above the background could be considered to be 

more appropriate than the 5 dB, which is often required as a ‘blanket’ condition 

by Councils. Where the outdoor playtimes are not significantly longer than 2 

hours per day, the Council could adopt a noise goal at or between 5 dB and 10 dB 

over the existing background noise level. Where the outdoor playtimes are 

significantly longer than 2 hours per day (as in this case), the Council would 

normally adopt a noise goal of 5 dB over the existing background noise level. 

 

 

3.3 The Noise Guide for Local Government  

 

The NSW Government’s Noise Guide for Local Government (NGLG) provides 

guidelines for the assessment of offensive and intrusive noise levels. Local 

councils are encouraged to develop noise policies which specify intrusive noise 

levels and appropriate descriptors for particular activities in certain situations and 

locations. Such a policy could, for example, specify that noise from mechanical 
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plant at commercial or industrial premises that exceeds the background noise by 

more than 5 dB as measured over a 15-minute period (LAeq, 15 minute) is intrusive.  

 

The noise is assessed at the most affected point on or within the neighbouring 

residential property (unless that residence is more than 30 metres from the 

boundary). Intrusive noise is not the same as offensive noise as defined in the 

POEO Act 1997. Intrusive noise can represent offensive noise, but whether this is 

always the case depends on the source of the noise, noise characteristics and 

cumulative noise levels. 

 

For non-tonal air conditioners the intrusive noise criteria can be taken as a 

measure of offensive noise, however sound from a childcare centre should not be 

automatically considered to be offensive just because it may exceed the 5 dB on 

background criterion. The Noise Guide for Local Government sites a typical DCP 

on childcare centres (section 3.1.1 Strategic planning) with reference to the 

following controls:-  

 

(a)  Child-care centres must achieve an ambient noise level within the centre not 

exceeding 40 dB (A) within learning areas. Designated sleeping areas are to 

achieve a level not exceeding 35 dB(A) within the room. Designs should aim 

to locate sleep rooms and play areas away from the principal noise sources. 

Where necessary the impact of noise must be reduced by solid fencing and 

double glazing. 

 

(b)  Centres must be carefully designed so that noise is kept to a minimum and 

does not create an “Offensive Noise” as defined by the Protection of the 

Environment Operations Act 1997. Factors to consider, and which Council 

may require to be addressed include: 

 

• Orienting the building having regard to impacts on neighbours. This may 

include locating play areas away from neighbouring bedrooms. 

• Providing double-glazing of windows where necessary; 

• Erection of noise barriers, which may include fencing types that minimise 

noise transmission; 

• Insulation of external noise sources such as air conditioners; 

• Placing restrictions on the number of children to be outdoors at any one 

time. 

 

(c) All applications for Type B child-care centres shall be accompanied by an 

‘acoustic’ report, prepared by a suitably qualified person addressing the 

above issues to Council’s satisfaction; 

 

(d)  Overlooking of adjoining principal living areas and private open spaces 

must be kept to a minimum. This may be done by a number of means 

including appropriate building layout, landscaping or screening. 
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3.4 NSW Land and Environment Court (2005). 

 

The 10 dB on background noise goal has been accepted in the NSW Land and 

Environment Court (proceedings number 10002 of 2005). Mr Barry Murray, 

Acoustical Expert for the Land and Environment Court stated in his independent 

expert report No 05088 Version A (March 2005) Section 2:- “In particular, the 

adopted criterion of background +10 dBA accords with my own view, providing 

that playing occurs for only part of the day, say up to 3 hours per day”. Section 

2.2 adds, “As indicated above, I agree with the noise criterion of background 

noise level +10 dBA to assess the noise from children playing during part of the 

day”. 

 

On 26 May 2005 proceedings number 10615 of 2004 Huntington and 

MacGillivray v Strathfield Municipal Council, the Judgment of Commissioner 

Murrell was:- “22 I will first of all go to the issue of noise. The issue of noise is 

something that arose in terms of what would be an appropriate noise level. The 

Court has had the benefit as I said of Mr Cooper’s report, and I agree that 

background plus ten dB(A) is appropriate for Child Care Centres, having regard 

to the fact that generally noise is intermittent and for limited periods.” 

 

 

3.5 AAAC Child Care Centre Noise Assessment Technical Guideline 

 

The Association of Australian Acoustical Consultants (AAAC) has produced the 

Child Care Centre Noise Assessment Technical Guideline (dated November 

2009) which can be downloaded at www.aaac.org.au. Noise emissions from 

outdoor play areas are addressed in a similar direction as the court rulings and are 

as follows. 

 

“As the duration of time that children are allowed to play outside is reduced, the 

overall noise impact reduces. Therefore, it is reasonable to allow a higher level 

of noise impact for a shorter duration. AAAC members regard that a total time 

limit of 2 hours outdoor play per day (e.g. 1 hour in the morning and 1 hour in 

the afternoon) should allow an additional 5 dB noise impact. 

 
Up to 2 hours (total) per day - The Leq,15 min noise level emitted from the outdoor 

play area shall not exceed the background noise level by more than 10 dB at the 

assessment location. 

 

More than 2 hours per day - The Leq,15 min noise level emitted from the outdoor 

play area shall not exceed the background noise level by more than 5 dB at the 

assessment location.” 
 

The noise impact on children from external sources such as road, rail and aircraft 

are also addressed by the AAAC within the technical guideline. The relevant 

section is reproduced below. 
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External Noise Impact on Children 

 

For proposals that are located within 60 meters of an arterial road or railway 

line a noise assessment should be submitted with the development application. 

 

Road, Rail Traffic and Industry 
 

The noise level Leq,1 hr from road, rail traffic or industry at any location within 

the outdoor play or activity area during the hours when the Centre is operating 

shall not exceed 55 dB(A). 

 

The noise level Leq,1 hr from road, rail traffic or industry at any location within 

the indoor play or sleeping areas of the Centre during the hours when the centre 

is operating shall not exceed 40 dB(A).” 

 

 

3.6 Road Traffic Noise Criteria for Land use Developments with 

Potential to Create Additional Traffic on Local Roads 

 

The NSW Government has produced criteria for road traffic noise within the 

‘NSW Road Noise Policy’ (RNP) document dated March 2011. This provides 

criteria for land use developments with potential to create additional traffic on 

local roads (see Table 3, - Road traffic noise assessment criteria for residential 

land uses, page 11, point 6. of the RNP). Here the criteria for local roads Existing 

residences affected by additional traffic on existing local roads generated by land 

use developments LAeq, (1 hour)  is 55 dBA (external) for day time. 

 

 

4. NOISE SOURCE MODELS 

 

Noise source modelling applies to the outdoor play area and indoor play rooms. 

The model provides a predicted noise level to the neighbouring residential 

properties without the noise reduction properties of a fence.   

 

 

4.1       Noise Modelling Specifications 

 

The source noise has been modelled using the International Standard ISO 9613-2 

(1996(E)) ‘Acoustic – Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors Part 2 

General method of calculation’. This Standard specifies methods for the 

description of noise outdoors in community environments.  The method described 

in the Standard is general in the sense that it may be applied to a wide variety of 

noise sources, and covers the major mechanism of attenuation.  The method 

allows for downwind propagation conditions within an angle of ± 45° of the 

direction connecting the centre of the dominant sound source and the centre of 

the specified receiver region with the wind blowing from source to receiver, and 
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wind speed between approximately 1 m/s and 5 m/s measured at a height of 3 m 

to 11 m above the ground. 

 

 

4.2       Basic Noise Modelling Equations 

 

The equivalent continuous downwind sound pressure level (LAeq) at each receiver 

point has been calculated for each noise source using the equation below:- 

 

LAeq = Lw + Dc – A 
Where: 

Lw  is the sound power level of the noise source; 

Dc  is directivity correction; and  

A  is the attenuation that occurs during the propagation from source 

to receiver. 

 

The attenuation term A in the equation above is given by:- 

 

A = Adiv + Aatm + Agr + Abar + Amisc 
Where: 

Adiv  is the attenuation due to geometric divergence; 

Aatm  is the attenuation due to atmospheric absorption; 

Agr  is the attenuation due to the ground effects; 

Abar  is the attenuation due to a barrier; and 

Amisc  is the attenuation due to miscellaneous other effects. 

 

 

The last term (Amisc) generally refers to miscellaneous propagation through 

foliage, industrial sites and areas of houses. Due to the vicinity of the 

development to the neighbouring dwellings the attenuation due to atmospheric 

absorption, ground effects and other miscellaneous effects are of minor 

significance at this site.  

 

 

4.3       Noise Model – Outdoor Play Areas 

 

Noise models have been developed for the calculation of child sound levels from 

children at play in outdoor areas. This is based on sound pressure level data for 

one child at 1 metre as given by Karl Kryter in ‘The Effects of Noise on Man’ 

Academic Press (1985). This model covers various types of voice in column 2 of 

Tables 1 below.  

 

The estimated time of each type of voice is used to predict a 15-minute average 

for one child. An adjustment is made for the amount of children vocal at any one 

time. This is typically 35% of the number of children within the outdoor play 

area. Hence for 48 children (5-12 year olds) a maximum of 17 children could be 
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The environmental noise logger has been checked, adjusted and aligned to 

conform to the ARL factory specifications and issued with conformance 

certificate within the last 24 months as required by the regulations. The internal 

test equipment used is traceable to the National Measurement Laboratory at 

C.S.I.R.O, Lindfield, NSW, Australia. 

 

The calibrator has been checked, adjusted and aligned to conform to the Brüel 

and Kjær factory specifications and issued with conformance certificates within 

the last 12 months as required by the regulations. The internal test equipment 

used is traceable to the National Measurement Laboratory at C.S.I.R.O, 

Lindfield, NSW, Australia. 

 

 

5.2 Measurement Procedure  

 

The acoustical measurements were carried out in accordance with Australian 

Standards AS 1055, ‘Acoustics –Description and Measurement of Environmental 

Noise’, (1997). The noise logger was located on the eastern boundary of 1A 

Rosemead Road, approximately 1 metre in front of the existing office dwelling 

on the site. Ambient noise levels were continuously recorded from Monday 6
th

 

January 2019 through to Monday 13
th

 January 2019.  The LAF90, 15 minute levels are 

representative of background noise levels occurring at the residential properties 

in the immediate vicinity. 

 

Existing background and ambient noise levels in the area are influenced by local 

residential road traffic and fauna. The ‘A’ frequency weighting and the ‘fast’ time 

weighting were used exclusively. Noise monitoring was completed during typical 

representative conditions and no unusual circumstances or activities were likely 

to have affected the noise monitoring results.   

 

 

5.3 Noise Measurement Results  

 

Measured ambient noise levels are assessed according to the NSW Industrial 

Noise Policy in terms of LAeq and LAF90 for the time periods defined as Day: 7:00 

am – 6:00 pm, Evening: 6:00 pm – 10:00 pm and Night: 10:00 pm – 7:00 am. 

LAeq levels are the result of road traffic noise. The highest LAeq, 1 hour noise level is 

calculated from the LAeq, 15 minute levels for assessment of on-road traffic noise 

according to the NSW Road Noise Policy. 

 

The proposed hours of operation of the centre are 7:45 am to 6:15 pm Monday to 

Friday, hence only day time noise levels are therefore relevant to the acoustic 

assessment.  The recorded LAF90 levels determine the Rating Background Level 

(RBL) is used for the outdoor play area assessment. The RBL is defined as the 

median value of the Assessment Background Level tenth percentile values for the 

recorded LAF90 levels for each of the relevant monitoring periods. The tenth 
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6.1 Noise Goals 

 

The site-specific noise goal (LAeq, 15 minute) from the outdoor play area and 

mechanical plant to the nearest, most affected, residential boundaries is 42 dBA 

(‘background + 5 dB’, i.e. 37 + 5 dB). The noise goal (LAeq, 1 hour) for the increase 

in road traffic movements is 55 dBA, see section 3.6 above.  

 

 

6.2       Noise Barrier Fence Assessment  

 

The sound attenuation of noise barriers, fences or screens can be calculated using 

the International Standard ISO 9613-2 (1996(E)) ‘Acoustic – Attenuation of 

sound during propagation outdoors Part 2 General method of calculation’. 

Factors required for the calculation are source to barrier distance, receiver to 

barrier distance, screen height, source height, receiver height and barrier width. 

For children in outdoor play areas the source to barrier distance is highly 

variable, however this is taken as a distance from the central play area to the 

residential boundary. In any case, this distance must be consistent with the 

geometric divergence used in Tables 1 and 2 above; hence 20 metres is used. The 

calculated results show that, for a 1.8 metre high barrier the acoustic noise 

reduction performance is not dependent upon the weighted sound reduction index 

(Rw) but on the diffraction (i.e. the sound level going over the barrier). Hence for 

a typical lapped and capped fence with an Rw of 23 dB (in the octave band 

centred on 1000 Hz - i.e. typical children sound frequency) the actual 

performance will be less than 5 dB. If the barrier was a 10 mm thick concrete 

wall with a weighted sound reduction index (Rw) of 37 dB (in the octave band 

centred on 1000 Hz) the actual performance will still be less than 5 dB. See 

Figure 2 below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: 

Comparative 

Barrier Acoustic 

Performance for 

1.8 metre Barriers 

at 20 metres from 

the Source to the 

Barrier. 
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If it is assumed in the unlikely case that all of the children are only 5 metres from 

the barrier the actual performance will be less than 6 dB in the typical children 

sound frequency octave band centred on 1000 Hz as shown in Figure 3 below.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Comparative 

Barrier Acoustic 

Performance for 1.8 

metre Barriers at 5 

metres from the 

Source to the Barrier.  
 

 

In addition, the effect of geometric divergence would reduce by 12 dB from 26 

dB (i.e. 20 log10 (20/1) dB) to 14 dB (i.e. 20 log10 (5/1) dB). 
 
 

6.3 Outdoor Play Area Assessment 
 
It is shown in Tables 1 and 2 above that the noise level (LAeq, 15 minutes) at 

neighbouring premises are 51 dBA to 53 dBA without taking proposed acoustic 

fences into account. In section 6.2 it is shown that the proposed 1.8 metre high 

fence will provided just less than 6 dB overall noise reduction. This noise 

reduction is regardless of the weighted sound reduction index (Rw) and is due to 

limitations of diffraction. Therefore the actual noise level at neighbouring 

premises is 45 dBA to 47 dBA taking proposed acoustic fences into account. This 

noise level could occur for the proposed day time periods which are in excess of 

4 hours as shown in Figure 4 below.  

 

Hence the noise criteria to be applied in this case should be 5 dB and not 10 dB 

over the existing background noise level of 37 dBA therefore 42 dBA. The 

predicted 15 minute average noise from the outdoor play area without a noise 

barrier is 53 dBA which exceeds the 42 dBA noise goal at the most affected 

residential properties (i.e. 1A Rosemead Road and 52 William Street) by 11 dBA 

without a noise barrier. The highest predicted 15 minute average noise level 

(LAeq, 15 minute) from the outdoor play area with the proposed 1.8 metre high fence 

is 48 dBA. which exceeds the 42 dBA noise goal at the most affected residential 

properties by 6 dBA with a noise barrier. When the existing background noise 

level is low, at say 1.00 pm, the predicted noise level from the outdoor play area 

will exceed the background noise level by 14 dBA as shown in the Figure 4 

below. 
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Figure 4: Predicted Noise Levels for the Proposed Outdoor Play Area at two 

Neighbouring Premises with 1.8 metre Barriers, Compared to a Typical 

Background Noise Level.  

 

 

6.4 Car Park Noise Assessment 

 

The predicted 15 minute average noise from one car parking and one car leaving 

is 49 dBA. For four cars parking and four cars leaving within a 15 minute time 

period the calculated noise level is 55 dBA without any barrier attenuation. With 

four cars within 2 metres of the proposed 1.8 metre high fence the calculated 

noise level (LAeq, 15 minute) at the most affected residential property (i.e. 1A 

Rosemead Road) is 47 dBA which exceeds the 42 dBA noise goal by 5 dBA. 

 

 

6.5 On-Road Traffic Assessment  

  

Existing on-road traffic flows are reported to be 11.5 vehicles per hour from the 

morning peak time of 7:00 to 9:00 am (Vargas Traffic Planning Pty Ltd, 

reference 19516, dated 29
th

 November 2019).  This is predicted to increase by 71 

vehicles per hour for the proposed community preschool and primary school, 

giving a total of 82.5 vehicles per hour. 

 

The road traffic noise level (LAeq, 1 hour) during the morning peak periods is 

calculated (Calculation of Road Traffic Noise – 1988, Department of Transport, 

Welsh Office. GB) to be 55 dBA currently and rising to 60 dBA if the proposed 

school is to go ahead.  This increase of 5 dB does not comply with the noise 

goals of the NSW Road Noise Policy (2011). Any increase in road traffic noise 

over 2 dB represents an impact that is considered unacceptable to the average 

person. As  such,  the  projected  increase  in  traffic  activity  as  a  consequence  
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of  this  development proposal will clearly have unacceptable road traffic noise 

implications. 

 

 

6.6 Mechanical Plant Noise Assessment 

  

The total combined noise emissions from mechanical equipment should not 

exceed a day time noise level (LAeq, 15 minute) of 42 dBA when measured at the 

nearest residential boundary. If the community preschool and primary school is 

approved, outdoor air conditioning condenser units are likely to be installed. 

Assuming these are at 10 metres from the nearest neighbouring boundary, each 

condenser unit should be selected with a rating sound power level (LWA) not 

exceeding 66 dBA (re 10
-12

 watts) in order to meet the design goals. Condenser 

units with sound power level in excess of 66 dBA will require noise amelioration 

measures such as longer distances from the condenser units to neighbouring 

boundaries, noise barriers and/or acoustic louvres. The recommendations apply to 

the day time period use and therefore air-conditioning should not be used during 

night time hours (i.e. not between 10.00 pm and 7.00 am on any day). 

 

 

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

NG Child & Associates have produced an acoustic assessment for a proposed 

Preschool and Primary School development at 1 Rosemead Road, Hornsby, NSW 

2077. They have prepared a report (The Report) entitled “Acoustic Assessment 

Report Proposed Preschool & Primary School 1 Rosemead Road Hornsby 

NSW”, which has been peer reviewed. Due to the errors in the NG Child & 

Associates report this revised report has been produced. 

 

The level of noise levels to be generated by activities associated with the 

proposed community preschool and primary school, i.e. the outdoor activity areas 

and the additional on-road traffic and traffic in the car parking area, is predicted 

to be non-compliant with the noise goals and all relevant acoustical guidelines, 

see sections 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5 above. The proposal is predicted to have negative 

noise impacts on all residential neighbours.   

 

It is concluded that the proposed site is unsuitable for a community preschool and 

primary school development due to the potential noise goal exceedances from the 

outdoor play area, the additional on-road traffic and traffic in the car parking 

area.  
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APPENDIX A – MEASURED SOUND PRESSURE LEVELS 

 

Environmental noise levels can vary considerably with time; therefore it is not 

adequate to use a single number to fully describe the acoustic environment. The 

preferred, and now generally accepted, method of recording and presenting noise 

measurements is based upon a statistical approach. For example, the LAF10 noise 

level is the level exceeded for 10% of the time, and is approximately the average 

maximum noise level. The LAF90 level is the level that is exceeded for 90% of the 

time, and is considered to be approximately the average of the minimum noise 

level recorded. This level is often referred to as the “background” noise level. 

The LAeq level represents the average noise energy during the measurement 

period. This level is often referred to as the ‘ambient’ noise level. 

 

The measurements results from ambient noise monitoring are shown below.  

Details of the measurement procedure are given in Section 5 above. 

 

 

East Boundary - Logged Ambient Noise Levels 

1A Rosemead Road, Hornsby NSW 2074 

Monday 6
th

 January 2019 to Monday 13
th

 January 2019 
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APPENDIX B – GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS 
 

‘A’ Frequency Weighting – The most widely used sound level frequency filter is the A 

scale, which roughly corresponds to the inverse of the 40 dB (at 1 kHz) equal-loudness 

curve. Using this filter, the sound level meter is less sensitive to very high and, in 

particular, very low frequencies. Sound pressure level measurements made with this 

filter are commonly expressed as dBA. 

 
Acoustic Fence – A fence which has enough mass to reflect a significant amount of 

sound and has no holes or gaps (including at the base). 

 

Ambient Sound – The all-encompassing sound associated with that environment being a 

composite of sounds from many sources, near and far. 

Assessment Background Level (ABL) – The tenth percentile value of the recorded LA90 

level for each day, evening and night period. 

 

Background Noise Level (LAF90, T) – A statistical parameter used for assessments of 

constantly varying noise levels. The LAF90 is the ‘A’ frequency weighted noise level that 

is exceeded for 90 % of the measurement period, ‘T’. The measurement period is 

normally 15 minutes. The background noise is therefore the lowest noise level that 

occurs for 1.5 minutes in any 15 minute period. 

 

Decibel (dB) – The logarithmic ratio of any two quantities and relates to the flow of 

energy (power). A scale used in acoustical measurement related to power, pressure or 

intensity. Expressed in dB, relative to standard reference values. 

 

Energy Average Noise Level (LAeq, T) – The LAeq noise level is also known as the 

equivalent continuous sound pressure level. This is the ‘A’ frequency weighted 

logarithmic average of the sound energy of the measurement time ‘T’. When measured 

over a 15 minute time period the symbol LAeq, 15 minute is used. This is the standard 

descriptor used for source noise measurements and ambient noise measurements. 

 

Percentile Level (L90, L10, etc) – A statistical measurement giving the sound pressure 

level which is exceeded for the given percentile of a specified time period, e.g. L90 is the 

level which is exceeded for 90% of a measurement period. 

Rating Background Level (RBL) – The median value of the tenth percentile value 

(ABL) for the recorded LAF90 levels for each day, evening and night period over the 

complete 7 days or more of noise monitoring.  The tenth percentile is also referred to as 

the Assessment Background Level (ABL).  

 

Sound Pressure Level (SPL) – 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the 

r.m.s. sound pressure of 20 micro Pascals. 
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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  








