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HARRISON-BENNETT PRECINCT 

Minutes of General Meeting  

held on Thursday, 6 August 2026 at 6 pm at 

 Cremorne Early Childhood Centre, 108 Parraween Street, Cremorne 

Harrisonbennett.precinct@gmail.com 

Attendance 33 attendees (including 1 guests) 
4 apologies:  KD, RT, NB, CC 

Previous 
Meeting 
Minutes & SOA 

Meeting Minutes for 2 July 2026 were confirmed by BD and seconded by JR. 

Minutes and Council’s Statement of Actions (SOA) can be viewed on the NSC 
website at  https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/harrisonprecinct 

Committee 
actions 

The following submissions were prepared and lodged in accordance with the 
Precinct resolutions of 2 July 2026, and a copy shared with members on 2 
August 2026: 

1. Submission to North Sydney Council on Hume Street Park Stage 2 – 

Expanded Open Space for Crows Nest, recommending that Council: 

(i) Reassess the feasibility of relocating Kelly's Place Children's Centre 

to the Bank Street site, taking into account Council's improved 

financial position and confirmed availability of childcare developer 

contribution funding; and 

(ii) Prepare and publicly exhibit at least one concept design incorporating 

Kelly's Place within the expanded park, alongside other concept 

design options, and consult the community on the preferred approach 

before making a decision. 

2. Submission to the Minister for Planning and Public Spaces (as the 

funding provider and body responsible for project delivery), urging the 

State Government to work with Council to develop a solution that secures 

both the future of the childcare centre and the delivery of expanded public 

open space. 

Special 

Presentation 

by Dr Ian 

Hoskins, North 

Sydney 

Council 

Historian 

An Illustrated History of Cremorne and Neutral Bay 

The Precinct were delighted to welcome Dr Ian Hoskins, North Sydney 

Council Historian. 

Dr Hoskins gave a fascinating presentation that covered the history of the 

local area from the 1800s.   

• Country of the Cammeraygal people: Neutral Bay and Cremorne are 

located on the traditional land of the Cammeraygal people. 

• Name of Neutral Bay: Dates from 1789, when Governor Phillip 

designated the bay as an anchorage for non-British “neutral” ships 

visiting Port Jackson. 

• Thrupp Estate: Much of Neutral Bay and Cremorne formed part of the 

700-acre Thrupp Estate, originally associated with Captain John Piper.  

Historians generally agree that Captain Piper gifted this land to his 

daughter and son-in-law, Alfred Thrupp (although the couple moved to 

mailto:Harrisonbennett.precinct@gmail.com
https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/harrisonprecinct
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Tasmania and did not ever live there). The land was subsequently 

acquired by the Cooper family, and passed to John Cooper. It was 

progressively subdivided and made available through long-term leases, 

with ratebooks recording both the landowner and the rate-paying lessee. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Early development: The original landscape was heavily wooded, with 

steep slopes, gullies and harbour views. Development initially 

concentrated around the waterfront and Kurraba Point. Cremorne Point 

developed relatively early.  The name Cremorne derives from the 

Left: 1917 Cremorne 

Heights subdivision sales 

map, Stanton Library, 

North Sydney Heritage 

Centre 

Above: 1900 Barrons Estate subdivision sales map, Stanton Library, North 

Sydney Heritage Centre 



3 

 

Cremorne Gardens “pleasure garden” established in the 1850s.  These 

gardens were named after the London gardens. 

• Military Road and transport: Military Road dates from the 1860s and 

was developed to provide access to harbourside fortifications 

constructed in response to the perceived threat of invasion. It 

subsequently became an important commercial route, with shops 

developing along the road and tram services introduced from the 1890s. 

Ferry services and trams were significant drivers of suburban growth.  

• Walter Liberty Vernon: In 1884, architect Walter Liberty Vernon leased 

a substantial parcel of the Thrupp Estate from the Cooper family. He built 

his own home, Penshurst (in Penshurst Avenue Neutral Bay), in English 

Revival style (demolished 1968-69 – replaced by Mexican-style 

townhouses) and subsequently planned a subdivision that became the 

Neutral Bay Land Company Estate. Vernon was also elected an 

alderman of the Borough of East St Leonards in 1884 and became NSW 

Government Architect in 1890. 

• Neutral Bay Land Company: Vernon's development was influenced by 

contemporary English ideas of planned and model suburbs. The estate 

was intended to provide well-designed homes, gardens, harbour views 

and good residential amenity. A few original houses survive, including 

around Wycombe Road. 

• Vernon’s architectural legacy: Vernon helped introduce English 

Revival architecture to Sydney. His work as NSW Government Architect 

included a number of significant public buildings, including the former 

Land Titles Office and the Neutral Bay Fire Station in Yeo Street.  

• Architectural development: The area contains examples of a range of 

architectural styles. Examples mentioned included: 

• Arts & Crafts: 146 Wycombe Road 

• Romanesque Gothic: Glenarty at 27 Harrison Street (circa 1912) 

• Georgian Revival: Alcombe Flats at 14 Harrison Street (Stacey 

Arthur Neave / John Berry, 1927). 

• Georgian Revival: Walden at 23a Wycombe Road (Stacey Arthur 

Neave / William Hardy Wilson) 

• Increasing density: From the 1920s and 1930s, “walk-up” flats began 

to appear, marking an early transition towards higher-density housing.  

• The suburb's street pattern: Reflects its steep topography, with roads 

generally following ridges and smaller streets responding to gullies and 

difficult terrain. The Brush Box trees along Harrison Street were noted 

as original plantings. 

• Population growth: The population grew rapidly from fewer than 600 

people in the 1880s, to 40,000 by WW1. 

• Local landmarks and associations: The Neutral Bay Club 

incorporates the significantly modified former home of John Cooper. The 

neighbouring house was acquired by North Sydney Council in the 1970s 
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and became Ilbery Park. Literary associations include novelist Ruth 

Park, who lived at 95 Ben Boyd Road with her husband Darcy Niland. 

Links to resources 

• North Sydney Heritage Centre at the Stanton Library 

https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/heritage-centre 

• North Sydney Heritage Centre Digital Collections 

https://stanton.imagegallery.me 

• An Architectural History of a Locality (Dr Ian Hoskins) 

https://www.athomeinnorthsydney.com.au/ 

• Chinese Market Gardeners and Storekeepers in North Sydney 1870 to 

1940 (Dr Ian Hoskins) https://www.chineseinnorthsydney.com.au 

Acknowledgements 

Attendees expressed their sincere thanks to Dr Ian Hoskins for his engaging 

and interesting presentation and for generously sharing his expertise and 

knowledge with attendees at the Precinct meeting. 

Neutral Bay to 

Mosman Route 

– Street 

Upgrade 

Project 

including 

Cycleway 

Attendees discussed the Council report released on 31 July 2026, “Item 9.3 

- Neutral Bay to Mosman Route - Street Upgrade Project”.  (Document can 

be downloaded from this page:10/08/2026 Council Meeting – North Sydney 

Council). 

Recommendation in the Council report 

The Council report recommends endorsement of the publicly exhibited 

concept design for the cycleway, but with two changes that are significant: 

• Full closure of the eastern exit of Harrison Street at Rangers Road, 

stated as intended to reduce conflicts at the intersection, maintain two-

way vehicle travel, and provide 330m² of green space. This is a major 

change, given that the original exhibited proposal was to make Harrison 

Street one-way east bound. 

• Net loss of 11 parking spaces: Removal of 68 kerbside parking spaces 

(mainly from Yeo Street and Harrison Street), with 57 spaces relocated 

to other areas (3 to Yeo Street, 24 to Barry Street, 15 to Cranbrook 

Avenue, 7 to Spofforth Street, 3 to Bennett Street and 5 to Hampden 

Avenue).  The original design had proposed zero net loss of parking 

spaces. 

The full set of refinements are outlined on page 10 of the Council report.  The 

conversion of Barry Street to one-way, and the introduction of right-turn 

restrictions at Wycombe Road/Yeo Street (peak hours between 7 and 9 AM 

and 4 to 6 PM weekdays) and Spofforth Street/Cranbrook Avenue (full time), 

and closure of 2 bus stops on Spofforth Street, remain part of the proposal. 

Councillors will vote on the proposal at the Council meeting on Monday 10 

August 2026.  

https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/heritage-centre
https://stanton.imagegallery.me/
https://www.athomeinnorthsydney.com.au/
https://www.chineseinnorthsydney.com.au/
https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/council-meetings/303/10-08-2026-council-meeting
https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/council-meetings/303/10-08-2026-council-meeting
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2. Precinct submission 

The Precinct lodged a submission on the proposal on 6 April 2026 and sent 

Councillors a copy on 8 April 2026.  (Submission appended to these minutes 

for easy reference). 

It was noted that most of the issues raised in the Precinct submission remain 

unresolved and/or not responded to. Attendees raised a similar concern that 

issues they had raised had also not been responded to in the Council report. 

3. Issues discussed  

a) Lack of community consultation on a materially changed design 

• Attendees expressed concern that there has been no community 

consultation on the significant change being proposed to Harrison 

Street.  (Previously proposed to be one-way east bound, now proposed 

to be closed at the eastern exit at Rangers Road).  

• Council’s Community Engagement Strategy (extract below), identifies 

road closure proposals as “high impact” and requires a minimum 

consultation period of 28 days.  The lack of consultation on the proposed 

closure of Harrison Street is inconsistent with this published policy. 

•  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Above: pg.23, Community Engagement Strategy – North Sydney Council 

• Concern was also expressed about the limited notification of the 

change. Residents notified were previous submitters, who received an 

email from Council on 4 August, only six days before the Council 

meeting.  Other residents were not notified. 

• As a result, many residents are likely to be unaware of the changes 

being proposed.  Six days is also too short a timeframe for those notified 

to review the changes and provide comments. 

https://www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/homepage/208/community-engagement-strategy
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b) Lack of transparency 

• Submissions have not been published, reducing transparency.    

• It is unclear why Council has not published submissions, noting that in 

most community engagements to date, Council has published 

submissions in line with its stated commitment to open transparent 

government. 

• Failure to publish submissions means that the public are entirely reliant 

on the Council report (that includes a summary of “Engagement 

Outcomes”) for an understanding of community concerns.   

• However, attendees observed that the Council report does not appear 

to provide a complete or accurate representation of issues raised in 

submissions: 

o Attendees noted that concerns raised in individual submissions have 

not been acknowledged or responded to in the Council report.   

o Most of the issues raised by the Harrison-Bennett Precinct in its 

submission have not been acknowledged in the Council report. 

c) Traffic modelling – significant deficiencies 

• Concern was raised that Council continues to rely on outdated traffic 

modelling undertaken in 2023, which was based on the following 

assumption:  

“It was advised by the Council that there will be no major land use 

changes or committed development in proximity to the Route 5 to 

generate additional development-related traffic for the purpose of this 

traffic study.”  

(GHD, Traffic Impact Assessment Route 5: Bent Street to Rangers 

Road, page 21, Section 4.1) 

• Attendees agreed that this assumption is no longer valid given 

significant changes to State planning policy since 2023, including the 

Low and Mid-Rise Housing Policy, Infill Affordable Housing provisions 

and changes to the HDA and SSD framework, which are facilitating 

increased development at unprecedented pace and scale across 

Cremorne and Neutral Bay. 

• The Precinct’s submission had identified at least 16 known development 

applications representing more than 730 dwellings and more than 1,500 

additional car parking spaces (as at March 2026), with further 

development now in the pipeline.  

• In light of these changes, the Precinct had requested Council to 

update its traffic modelling. Some attendees stated they had also 

requested the same.   

• However, Council has not updated its traffic modelling. In 

considering “cumulative impacts” of developments, Council’s 

report considered the impact of only one DA, at 54-64 Barry Street, 

and concluded on the basis of this one DA, that no further 
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modelling or analysis is required.  (Refer to page 48 of 53 of the 

Council report, item 9). 

(Council's Traffic Modelling Report can be downloaded from the Council 

project page:  North Sydney Council | Neutral Bay to Mosman route: 

street, walking and cycling upgrades  under “Concept Designs”). 

d) Intersection analysis – significant deficiencies 

• Attendees also questioned the basis of Council’s conclusions regarding 

intersection performance.  

• Council’s intersection analysis relies a single one-hour assessment 

undertaken between 11.00 am and 12.00 pm on Saturday 16 December 

2023, during school holidays and shortly before Christmas. 

• Concern was expressed that this period cannot reasonably be regarded 

as representative of typical traffic conditions, does not represent peak 

conditions, and cannot reasonably be used as a basis for assessing 

current or future intersection performance. 

• The Council report released on 31 July concludes that intersection 

performance will improve with the cycleway. However, no evidence or 

analysis has been provided to substantiate this conclusion. It appears to 

be based on an untested belief or assumption that vehicle utilisation will 

reduce because people will cycle instead.  However, such an 

assumption fails to consider journey purpose, destination and 

accessibility. 

• Attendees noted that cycling will not be a practical mode for all users or 

in all circumstances, including people with mobility limitations, people 

carrying goods, families travelling with children, and travel undertaken 

in poor weather or at night.    

e) Emergency services access and response times not assessed 

• Concern was raised that the impacts of the proposed changes to the 

local road network on emergency vehicle access and response times 

have not been assessed. 

• The Precinct had asked council to investigate the impacts on Fire and 

Rescue, Ambulance and Police, as well as heavy service vehicles 

generally.  

• However, Council’s report has deferred this assessment to a later stage, 

stating: 

“Vehicle access requirements, including turning movements for buses, 

service and emergency vehicles, will be further assessed during detailed 

design.” (Item 6, page 47 of the Council report) 

• Attendees considered that these matters should be assessed before 

Council endorses the concept design, particularly where public safety is 

involved. Deferring the assessment until detailed design could make it 

more difficult to make substantial changes later. 

https://yoursay.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/nb2m
https://yoursay.northsydney.nsw.gov.au/nb2m
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f) Harrison Street – safer “Quietway” approach 

• Attendees noted that residents had proposed a “quietway” approach for 

Harrison Street as an alternative to a separated cycleway. The proposed 

quietway approach would retain Harrison Street as a two-way shared 

bicycle route, introduce a 30 km/h speed limit and provide increased 

signage and other appropriate traffic-calming measures.  

• Concerns were raised about the safety implications of a separated 

cycleway, particularly the interaction between cyclists and vehicles 

entering and exiting the numerous driveways and laneways along 

Harrison Street. Similar safety concerns apply to Yeo Street, where 

driveway and laneway access would also create potential conflict points. 

• A quietway would provide a safer cycling environment while retaining the 

existing function and access arrangements of the street.  It would also 

be a less costly approach than constructing separated cycleway 

infrastructure. 

• The discussion noted that the Council’s Bike Action Plan and the NSW 

Government’s Cycleway Design Toolbox recognise quietways as an 

appropriate treatment for suitable local and residential streets, while 

protected cycle infrastructure is generally more appropriate on higher-

traffic corridors. 

• The Council report does not address this alternative approach proposed 

by residents, raising questions as to whether it was properly considered. 

g) Cost-benefit analysis to justify the use of public funds 

• The Precinct’s submission had requested that Council undertake and 

publish a comprehensive analysis of the proposal’s anticipated costs 

and benefits. This should account for costs to the local community, 

including impacts on parking and accessibility, safety, congestion and 

local businesses, as well as design and capital costs. It should also 

quantify the anticipated benefits, supported by evidence-based 

utilisation forecasts. The project should only proceed where a net public 

benefit is demonstrated, ensuring the prudent use of public funds. 

• However, Council has not undertaken or published a cost-benefit 

analysis. The Precinct’s recommendation has also not been 

acknowledged in the Council report, which reduces transparency. 

h) Evidence of demand and utilisation  

• Concern was raised about the limited evidence provided to substantiate 

demand for the proposed cycleway. 

• The Precinct’s submission had requested utilisation forecasts and 

information about likely user profiles. This has not been provided by 

Council. 

• Council’s report appears to assume that the cycleway will result in a 

meaningful reduction in vehicle traffic, however Council has not provided 

evidence or a forecast of the likely extent of any mode shift. 
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• The Precinct had also recommended Council review the Young Street 

and Sutherland Street cycleway in Cremorne, installed approximately 

ten years ago, to assess its utilisation and whether it has achieved its 

intended objectives before proceeding with a similar investment. This 

recommendation has not been acknowledged in Council’s report. 

• Attendees noted that Council had surveyed 46 children aged 14 years 

or younger, 24 (52%) of whom were 9 years or younger, asking them 

whether they would prefer to travel to school by car, or scoot, cycle or 

walk. 45% are reported to have indicated they would prefer to cycle, 

scoot or walk, which Council then elevated to a “key insight” in support 

of the proposal.  Attendees suggested that a more meaningful approach 

would have been to ask parents whether they would permit their children 

to travel via these modes given that parents are ultimately responsible 

for decisions about their children’s safety and mode of travel. 

i) Framing of community concerns in the Council report 

• In addition to concerns that issues raised by residents in submissions 

have not been properly addressed, and the lack of transparency arising 

from the failure to publish those submissions, concerns were also raised 

about the way community feedback has been characterised in the 

Council report. The report refers to “motonormativity” (p.27), “pluralistic 

ignorance” (p.27) and “fear of the unknown” (p.25) when discussing the 

concerns raised by residents. 

• The Council report also describes respondents as being “confused” 

about the difference between relocating and removing parking: 

“Although Council’s concept design seeks to relocate rather than 

remove street parking within the project area, multiple respondents and 

event attendees appeared confused about this distinction, including 

some local leaders who referenced the “removal” of parking in their 

communications to constituents. This confusion may explain why this 

feature attracted the least support.” (p.35) 

• Attendees noted that such descriptions may have the effect of portraying 

valid concerns in a negative or dismissive way, rather than treating those 

concerns as legitimate contributions to the consultation process. 

4. Precinct motion 

The following motion was proposed and unanimously supported:  

That the Precinct write to Councillors to ask them to not approve the 

concept design and instead defer consideration of the proposal until: 

• All submissions have been published, in line with Council’s 

commitment to transparent and open government; 

• The concerns and recommendations raised in those submissions 

have been properly considered and responded to. 

• The revised proposal is re-exhibited and further community 

consultation is undertaken, noting that the revised proposal includes 

the permanent closure of the eastern exit of Harrison Street at Rangers 
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Road — a significant change that was not included in the originally 

exhibited proposal; 

• Traffic modelling is updated to reflect current planning settings, 

cumulative development and anticipated growth; 

• The impacts on emergency vehicle access and response times are 

assessed and the findings transparently disclosed to the public; 

• A cost-benefit analysis is undertaken and published, demonstrating 

the anticipated benefits and costs of the proposal; and 

• Utilisation forecasts and user profiles are developed and published 

to substantiate the anticipated demand for the proposed infrastructure. 

[Post meeting note: Copy of email to Councillors attached to these minutes] 

5. How can the community make their voices heard? 

• As Councillors are elected representatives whose role is to represent 

their community, attendees were encouraged to write to all Councillors 

to outline their concerns and consider speaking at the Public Forum, or 

attending. SK will speak on behalf of the Precinct at the Public Forum. 

• Direct participation provides Councillors with a clear indication of the 

level of community concern and ensures that residents’ views are heard 

directly.  It was also noted that some Councillors may not be familiar with 

the streets in the locality, making direct communication from residents 

particularly important in ensuring that local impacts are understood.  

Financial 

report 

Cash at bank as at 2 July 2026:        $235.46 

The Precinct’s flyer delivery costs are relatively high because its geographic 

scope covers 2 Precinct areas (Harrison & Bennett) that have high residential 

density. The committee’s view is that while social media or electronic 

distribution can be used, flyer delivery remains the most inclusive, in that it is 

the only mechanism that will ensure that all residents receive the information.  

Some residents are not active on social media, and reliance on the existing 

electronic distribution list limits the ability to reach new attendees. 

Currently the Precinct does not have enough funds to pay for flyers for the 

remaining period of the operational year. In light of this, Council is kindly 

funding flyer costs for this remaining period. The Precinct extends their 

sincere thanks and appreciation to Council. 

Meeting close The meeting concluded at 8.00 pm. 

Next Meeting The next meeting will be held on Thursday, 3 September 2026 at 6 PM 

 
Attachment 1: Precinct email sent to Councillors on 8 August 2026 re recommendation 
in Council paper, “9.3 Neutral Bay to Mosman route” (considered at Council meeting 10 
August 2026).  

Attachment 2: Precinct submission on publicly exhibited concept design, submitted to 
Council on 6 April 2026. 



Harrison-Bennett Precinct <harrisonbennett.precinct@gmail.com>

Harrison-Bennett Precinct comments re Neutral Bay to Mosman Route (Item 9.3)
1 message

Harrison-Bennett Precinct <harrisonbennett.precinct@gmail.com> Sat, Aug 8, 2026 at 6:00 PM
To: mayor@northsydney.nsw.gov.au, cr.nicole.antonini@northsydney.nsw.gov.au,
cr.maryann.beregi@northsydney.nsw.gov.au, cr.efi.carr@northsydney.nsw.gov.au,
cr.chris.holding@northsydney.nsw.gov.au, cr.angus.hoy@northsydney.nsw.gov.au,
cr.jessica.keen@northsydney.nsw.gov.au, cr.Godfrey.Santer@northsydney.nsw.gov.au,
cr.James.Spenceley@northsydney.nsw.gov.au, cr.Shannon.Welch@northsydney.nsw.gov.au
Cc: Harrison-Bennett Precinct <harrisonbennett.precinct@gmail.com>

Dear Mayor and Councillors 

Re: Item 9.3 Neutral Bay to Mosman Route – Street Upgrade Project (10 August
2026 Council meeting)
The Harrison-Bennett Precinct considered this item at its meeting on 6 August 2026 and unanimously resolved to
write to Councillors expressing the concerns as set out below. 

The Precinct notes it made a submission to Council on the originally exhibited proposal on 6 April 2026 and shared a
copy with Councillors on 8 April 2026 (copy attached for your reference).  This submission raised substantive
concerns regarding the impacts of the proposal on local amenity, safety, traffic, parking and access, as well as
concerns about the adequacy of the evidence and analysis supporting the proposal. This letter does not seek to
repeat all matters raised previously but rather highlights key concerns arising from the post-exhibition report.

Thank you for your consideration of the Precinct's concerns.

Harrison-Bennett Precinct Committee

Precinct's recommendations
For the reasons set out below, the Harrison-Bennett Precinct recommends that Council not approve the concept
design, including any of the proposed changes to the local road network, and instead defer consideration of the
proposal until:

1. All submissions have been published, in line with Council’s commitment to transparent and open
government, and the concerns and recommendations raised in those submissions have been properly
considered and addressed;

2. The revised proposal is re-exhibited and further community consultation is undertaken, noting that the
revised proposal includes the permanent closure of the eastern exit of Harrison Street at Rangers Road
— a significant change that was not included in the originally exhibited proposal;

3. Traffic modelling is updated to reflect current planning settings, cumulative development and anticipated
growth, and any recent traffic data collected by Council is publicly released;

4. The impacts on emergency vehicle access and response times are assessed and the findings
transparently disclosed to the public;

5. A comprehensive cost-benefit analysis is undertaken and published, demonstrating the anticipated
benefits and costs of the proposal; and

6. Utilisation forecasts and user profiles are developed and published to substantiate the anticipated
demand for the proposed infrastructure.

1. Submissions have not been published and key concerns have not been
addressed 

Submissions have not been published, reducing transparency and limiting Councillors’ ability to understand the full
extent and nature of community concerns. Councillors are largely reliant on Council’s summary of submissions in its
post-exhibition report.

This is particularly concerning because a number of significant issues raised in the Precinct’s submission have not
been acknowledged in Council’s post-exhibition report. It is also understood that issues raised by local residents — for
example, the suggestion of a quietway on Harrison Street — have not been adequately addressed. In the absence of



access to the underlying submissions, Councillors and the community are therefore unable to confirm whether these
matters were properly considered or understand why particular recommendations were not adopted.

2. The proposal has materially changed and should be re-exhibited
The recommendation before Councillors contains a significant change that was not part of the originally exhibited
proposal - closure of Harrison Street at Rangers Road.  Such a major change warrants broader community
notification and community consultation.  

Council's Community Engagement Strategy (page 23) identifies road closure proposals as being "high impact" and
requiring a minimum community consultation period of 28 days. 

It is understood that Council emailed submitters on Tuesday, 4 August 2026, notifying them of the post-exhibition
report and the materially revised proposal. Allowing submitters only six days to review and consider a
significantly revised proposal, before Council makes its decision, is not an adequate period for meaningful
consideration or consultation. 

Further, residents who did not make a submission would not have received this notification.  Therefore, many
residents are likely to be unaware of the material change to the proposal and that Council is being asked to determine
the matter on 10 August 2026.

3. The traffic assessment does not reflect current and future conditions
a) Traffic modelling continues to be underpinned by an outdated / invalid assumption 

In the Precinct submission, the Precinct had recommended that Council update its traffic modelling because it was
based on 2023 data and an outdated assumption provided by Council to GHD in 2023:

“It was advised by the Council that there will be no major land use changes or committed development in proximity to
the Route 5 to generate additional development-related traffic for the purpose of this traffic study.”

(p21 of GHD Traffic Impact Assessment Route 5: Bent Street to Rangers Road)

Since 2023, there have been significant changes to State planning policy, including the Low and Mid-Rise Housing
policy, the Infill Affordable Housing policy and the HDA and SSD framework, that are enabling increased density at
unprecedented scale and pace, together with associated increases in traffic pressures.
 
In its submission, the Precinct identified 16 known development applications (DAs) representing over 1,500 additional
car parking spaces.  Today, there are even more DAs in the pipeline.  The Precinct requested Council to consider
cumulative traffic impacts.  However, Council's report (page 48) responds to this issue by considering the impacts of
only one DA at 46-56 Barry Street, and concludes, based on this one DA, that no updated traffic assessment is
required.

This demonstrates that cumulative impacts have not been adequately considered.   In addition, the traffic
modelling relied on to justify the proposal remains based on outdated data and assumptions and therefore
likely to understate current and future traffic impacts.  
 
b) Deficiencies in intersection performance analysis 

The report’s conclusions regarding congestion and intersection performance are based on observations undertaken
for only one hour on a single day — between 11:00 am and 12:00 noon on Saturday, 16 December 2023 –
during school holidays and close to Christmas, approximately three years ago. These observations cannot
reasonably be regarded as representative of normal or current traffic conditions.

c) Traffic counters - data not released 

Residents have observed traffic counters installed in the area since the project was proposed earlier this year.   If
Council has collected updated traffic data, it is unclear why those results have not been published. To the extent
these traffic counters were installed by Council, the Precinct requests Council to clarify their purpose and
publicly release the data collected. 

4. Impacts on emergency service response times have not been assessed
The Precinct requested in its submission that Council assess and publicly disclose the expected impacts of the
proposed changes to the local road network, on emergency vehicle access and response times for Fire and Rescue,
Ambulance and Police.

For example, Barry Street is a long and narrow street. The proposed one-way configuration, combined with parking on



both sides of the street, has the potential to reduce maneuverability for emergency vehicles, delay access and hinder
exit.

The impacts on all affected streets should be assessed.

However, Council’s post-exhibition report defers consideration of these impacts until the detailed design stage.  The
Precinct's position is that such important information should be made available to the community now.  Further,
Councillors should have a full understanding of these impacts — particularly as they relate to public safety —
before deciding whether to proceed with the concept design.   

Deferring these matters until the detailed design risks effectively committing Council to the concept before the full
implications are understood. By that stage, it is likely to be too late, or considerably more difficult, to make material
changes to the proposal.

5. No cost-benefit analysis has been provided
 The Precinct remains concerned that Council has not undertaken or published a cost-benefit analysis.  As set out in
the Precinct's submission, best practice requires significant public expenditure to be supported by an assessment
demonstrating that a project delivers a net public benefit. Given the proposal’s impacts on safety, parking, access,
traffic movements, residential amenity and local business (arising from the removal of parking near the commercial
and retail centre of Neutral Bay), as well as its significant capital cost, Council should demonstrate that the anticipated
benefits outweigh the impacts.  

This issue was raised in the Precinct’s submission but has not been addressed or acknowledged in Council’s post-
exhibition report.

6. Lack of evidence of demand
The Precinct's submission recommended that Council provide utilisation forecasts and define likely user profiles to
substantiate expected demand. These requests have not been acknowledged in Council's post-exhibition report.

Council’s report appears to assume, without evidence, that introducing a cycleway will result in a meaningful reduction
in vehicle traffic.  The Precinct’s view is that, while cycling may replace some car trips, it is not a practical or
accessible alternative in all circumstances, nor is cycling a viable mode of transport for all people or user
groups. Without evidence of a material mode shift, there is a significant risk that the main effect will instead be to
redistribute traffic onto surrounding streets.

The Precinct also highlighted to Council in its submission that the cycleway installed on Young Street and Sutherland
Street in Cremorne approximately ten years ago remains significantly underutilised. Before committing further public
funds to a similar project (even if the funds are from the State Government), the Precinct recommended that Council
undertake a post-implementation review of that project to determine whether it has achieved its intended objectives
and identify lessons before proceeding with a similar investment.

Similar to the other issues raised by the Precinct, this feedback has not been acknowledged or addressed in Council’s
post-exhibition report.

Harrison-Bennett Precinct submission on proposed Neutral Bay to Mosman Cycleway_FINAL.pdf
441K

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=30911d467e&view=att&th=19fe0636164deae8&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_msk204470&safe=1&zw
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/2/?ui=2&ik=30911d467e&view=att&th=19fe0636164deae8&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_msk204470&safe=1&zw
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Proposed Neutral Bay to Mosman Cycleway 
Harrison-Bennett Precinct Submission 

 

The Harrison-Bennett Precinct considered the proposed Neutral Bay to Mosman cycleway at the 

Precinct meeting on 5 March and again on 2 April 2026.  At the April meeting, it was resolved that the 

Precinct lodge a submission based on the issues and concerns discussed at the meetings. 

The Precinct appreciates and thanks Council for the extension of time to 7 April 2026 to make a 

submission. 

1. Strategic and Policy Considerations 

The Precinct’s view is that, consistent with best-practice public sector decision-making, any 

infrastructure proposal involving the use of public funds must be supported by a robust, evidence-

based business case (or cost-benefit analysis) demonstrating a clear net community benefit.  This 

principle applies equally in the private sector, where rigorous cost–benefit analysis is fundamental to 

informing and justifying infrastructure investment decisions. 

At present, the Precinct is not aware of any publicly available cost–benefit analysis that provides 

evidence that the proposal will deliver a net benefit, or that it represents an efficient and responsible 

use of public resources.   

On the basis of the information currently available, the Precinct does not support the proposal. It is 

the Precinct’s position that the localised costs and permanent adverse impacts on amenity, access, 

safety, and liveability are likely to outweigh the expected benefits of the project, particularly given the 

absence of demonstrated demand.   

This position is reinforced by the scale and cumulative nature of the impacts. The Precinct is of the 

view that the amenity impacts arising from the proposed cycleway will unreasonably compound 

already declining liveability resulting from ongoing and escalating densification in the area. The 

cumulative effect of increasing traffic, congestion, reduced accessibility, loss of open space, tree 

reduction, and erosion of outlook and neighbourhood character is progressively diminishing the 

quality of life for residents. In this context, the proposal represents a further incremental burden on 

a community already absorbing significant change, where amenity outcomes are being increasingly 

traded off in pursuit of broader policy objectives that have not been adequately substantiated.  

The associated impacts on residents’ mental and physical wellbeing, should not be underestimated. 

These impacts must be explicitly assessed and appropriately weighted in any evaluation of net 

community benefit. 

Accordingly, the Precinct considers that a decision should not be made on this project until Council has 

prepared and published a comprehensive cost–benefit analysis that includes, at a minimum: 

A. Full cost transparency - Disclosure of capital costs, as well as ongoing operating and 

maintenance costs. 

B. Funding and risk allocation - Disclosure of the respective funding contributions of the State 

Government and Council, including responsibility for any cost overruns and how the project 

will be managed. 
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C. Assessment of community impacts - Identification and quantification of the social, economic 

and environmental costs imposed on the local community, with any limitations in 

quantification clearly explained and justified.  

D. Evidence-based benefits - Identification and quantification of expected benefits, supported by 

fully substantiated demand forecasts, utilisation assumptions, and a clearly defined user 

profile. 

E. Options analysis - Identification and rigorous evaluation of alternative options, including a ‘do 

nothing’ scenario. 

The NSW Government Business Case Guidelines, published by NSW Treasury as best practice 

guidelines for government entities, articulates the importance of establishing a comprehensive 

business case to support government funding decisions: 

“Well-prepared business cases support responsible financial management by ensuring that 

government has the information and advice required to make informed resource allocation decisions. 

They establish whether a proposal is expected to improve the welfare of the community, whether it’s 

the best option for meeting the objectives, the expected cost, whether it can be delivered efficiently 

and effectively, whether the associated risks can be managed, and the basis against which success 

can be measured.” 1 

Infrastructure Australia, an independent body established under federal legislation to advise the 

Australian government on infrastructure investments and decisions, has published a set of 

infrastructure decision-making principles designed to ensure major public infrastructure investments 

“deliver the best outcomes for the community and the best value for taxpayers”.  Principle 5 provides 

the following guidance: 

“Governments should undertake detailed analysis of a potential project through a full business case 

and should not announce a preferred option or cost profile before undertaking detailed analysis 

involving multiple options. Business cases should include rigorous examination of the potential 

project’s benefits relative to its costs, show the project to be resilient to change under a range of future 

scenarios, and show the split between public and private benefits.”2 

In the Precinct’s view, adherence to these principles is fundamental to ensuring transparency, 

accountability, and the responsible use of public funds.   

 

 

 

2. Demonstration of demand and utilisation 

Council has stated (on its YourSay website) that, during consultation on the Integrated Transport 

Strategy (part of the suite of Informing Strategies consulted on in May and June 2024): 

 
1 NSW Treasury, NSW Government Business Case Guidelines, November 2024, page 1, available at NSW 
Government Business Case Guidelines. 
2 Infrastructure Australia, Infrastructure Decision-making Principles, July 2018, principle 5, available at 
Infrastructure Decision-making Principles | Infrastructure Australia. 

Recommendation 1 – Cost Benefit Analysis 

Council should undertake and publicly release a comprehensive cost–benefit analysis addressing 

the elements outlined above before progressing the proposal further.  Specifically, the impacts on 

the local community as outlined in this submission need to be adequately considered. 

https://www.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/noindex/2025-03/tpg24-29-nsw-government-business-case-guidelines.pdf
https://www.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/noindex/2025-03/tpg24-29-nsw-government-business-case-guidelines.pdf
https://www.infrastructureaustralia.gov.au/publications/infrastructure-decision-making-principles
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“…our community told us they want greater access to sustainable transport options. This project will 

deliver changes that support healthy and active travel, and provide more transport choices – making 

it easier to move around without a private vehicle.” 

While such statements may reflect broad community aspirations, it is the Precinct’s view that they do 

not constitute evidence of demand for any specific infrastructure proposal. Consultation on high level 

principles cannot be relied on as endorsement of a detailed project design, particularly where that 

design involves significant localised impacts, costs, and trade-offs that were not presented to the 

community at the time. 

Accordingly, any specific proposal must be supported by evidence of likely usage and assessed 

alongside its local impacts as part of the cost–benefit framework outlined earlier. 

At present, there has been an inadequate demonstration of demand for the proposed cycleway.  As 

such, there is a need for quantitative demand modelling and evidence-based forecasts of expected 

usage, to inform any decision-making. 

In this regard, the Precinct notes the apparent underutilisation of existing cycleways in North Cremorne 

(Sutherland Street and Young Street).  There is a perception within the community that this cycleway 

represents a suboptimal use of public funds.  Council should undertake and publish a formal evaluation 

of these facilities, disclosing performance indicators and an assessment of performance against those 

indicators including utilisation rates, prior to committing further investment in similar infrastructure. 

A further key requirement of the business case is a clearly defined user profile. While the cycleway 

may be intended to support a range of users, Council has not articulated who, in practical terms, is 

expected to use the facility at scale. Likely constraints on utilisation should be explicitly recognised, 

including for the following user groups: 

• Families transporting children or travelling together 

• Residents undertaking weekly grocery shopping or carrying goods 

• Older residents 

• People with disabilities 

• People with injuries or who are mobility impaired 

• People who do not own or have access to a bicycle 

• Recreational or group cyclists who typically prefer on-road riding 

• Commuters with complex travel needs (e.g. carrying work equipment, clothing, or other items) 

• Discretionary or social trips where convenience and flexibility are prioritised 

The proposal is also understood to be partly directed at school travel, including students attending 

SCEGGS Redlands and Neutral Bay Public School. However, the catchment for Neutral Bay Public School 

extends well beyond the proposed cycleway route, which indicates a limit on the number of students 

who could practically utilise the proposed cycleway.  In the case of SCEGGS, a private school, it is 

understood that many students travel from outside the immediate local area.  

Council should therefore provide supporting data on student home origins (aggregated as required) to 

substantiate the extent to which the proposed cycleway would meaningfully serve this user group. 

Without clear evidence of likely users, travel patterns, and expected utilisation rates, there is a material 

risk that the proposal will not achieve meaningful transport outcomes relative to its cost and local 

impacts. 
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3. Outdated traffic modelling and changed conditions 

The GHD traffic assessment is based on data and assumptions drawn from 2023, including a 2023 

traffic model and 2023 site conditions. While it appears that since 2023, the report has subsequently 

been reissued (with the version updates on 20 December 2024, 31 January 2024, and 13 January 

2025), the underlying inputs and key assumptions have not been revised to reflect material changes 

in land use policy and increased development and associated traffic activity across the study area. 

The Precinct also draws Council’s attention to the submission of Mr Peter Twiney, local resident, dated 

21 March 2026. Mr Twiney is a highly experienced traffic consultant with 40 years in the field, including 

being a director of Masson Wilson Twiney Pty Ltd and a Court-appointed expert in traffic matters. The 

Precinct shares the concerns raised in his submission. 

Material changes in land-use and development context 

Of particular concern is the following assumption, that GHD states as having been provided by Council 

to GHD, in the context of the study’s reliance on 2023 traffic conditions: 

“It was advised by the Council that there will be no major land use changes or committed development 

in proximity to the Route 5 to generate additional development-related traffic for the purpose of this 

traffic study.”3 

There have been material changes in State Government planning policies since 2023.  The Low and 

Mid-Rise Reforms, combined with Infill Affordable Housing bonus provisions, implemented in 2024 

and 2025, have resulted in significant upzoning across Cremorne and Neutral Bay.  These changes have 

introduced permissibility for materially greater heights and density, in some cases enabling up to 10-

storeys in areas previously zoned for 2-storeys. Amendments to the State Environmental Planning 

Policy (Housing) 2021 (December 2024–January 2025) have accelerated this trend by enabling certain 

developments to be declared State Significant Developments.    

The assumptions provided by Council to GHD, and that underpin the traffic impact assessment, are 

therefore no longer valid. 

 

 

 
3 GHD, Traffic Impact Assessment Route 5: Bent Street to Rangers Road, Traffic Impact Assessment, 13 January 
2025, page 21. 

Recommendation 2 – Utilisation forecasts  

Utilisation forecasts for the proposed cycleway and the basis for those forecasts should be disclosed. 

Recommendation 3 – Evaluation of effectiveness of existing cycleway infrastructure  

Key performance indicators for the Young Street/Sutherland Street cycleway, including utilisation 

statistics and an evaluation of performance against those indicators, should be disclosed. 

Recommendation 4 – Definition of user profile and substantiation of expected student use 

The expected user profile (including journey purpose and demographic characteristics) should be 

clearly defined. Data on the home origins of SCEGGS Redlands and Neutral Bay Public School 

students (aggregated as required) should also be furnished to substantiate Council’s assertion 

regarding likely usage. 
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Site analysis limitations 

The GHD site inspections were conducted on a single day, during a single hour (16 December 2023, 

11:00 am–12:00 pm) to assess queuing and congestion at key intersections. The report recorded no 

observable queuing at Ben Boyd Road/Yeo Street, Barry Street/Yeo Street, or Rangers Road/Spofforth 

Street. 

However, this timing falls outside peak local traffic conditions, coinciding with end-of-school-term 

activity, a weekend, and holiday travel patterns. As such, the observed conditions are not 

representative of typical weekday peak demand, particularly during school term. 

Updated traffic modelling is required 

It is the Precinct’s view that the current report is not fit for purpose and should not be relied upon to 

inform decision-making, given that the report’s conclusions are founded on clearly superseded 

assumptions and outdated traffic conditions.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Localised traffic, access and safety impacts 

The Precinct is deeply concerned about the proposal’s adverse impacts on the local community.  

Cremorne and Neutral Bay are already being significantly impacted by congestion and infrastructure 

constraints caused by the State Government’s densification policies.   

Appendix 1 provides a list of known developments in the vicinity of the study area, collectively 

amounting to approximately 730 new dwellings and over 1,500 associated parking spaces —and, by 

implication, vehicles (including those associated with the 89-space childcare centre on Spofforth 

Street). The overall impact is likely to be even greater when accounting for traffic generated by service 

vehicles, deliveries, and other non-residential trips.  Cumulatively, this represents a substantial 

increase in traffic generation. The development pipeline continues to expand as additional sites are 

consolidated and redeveloped under the State Government’s densification reforms.  The scale and rate 

of development, and associated traffic generation, is therefore only expected to increase.   

Against this backdrop, the proposal introduces a combination of parking removal and relocation, one-

way street conversions, and turning restrictions across a broad area.  The cumulative effect of these 

changes is to fundamentally alter traffic patterns across the local road network.  Vehicles—whether 

residents, visitors, service providers or delivery drivers—will be forced to adopt alternative routes, 

resulting in redistributed and increased congestion, longer and less efficient journeys, and increased 

pressure on streets not currently designed to accommodate higher traffic volumes.   These impacts 

will add stress to daily lives and reduce liveability for current and future residents. 

While Council asserts that the proposal will help to reduce traffic on local streets, there is no evidence 

of this.  Feedback from residents, based on lived experience of local traffic conditions, indicates the 

opposite is likely to occur.   

Recommendation 5 – Updated Traffic Modelling  

Given the outdated assumptions underpinning the traffic assessment and material limitations in the 

site analysis, Council should provide updated traffic modelling that reflects: 

a) Existing NSW Government land use and housing policy settings; 

b) Population and vehicle growth arising from approved, underway, and reasonably 

anticipated developments; and  

c) Updated site analysis undertaken on multiple days, including during school term and peak 

traffic periods. 
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The key costs to the community are set out below. 

a) Widespread congestion, inefficiency, safety risks  

Turning restrictions and one-way conversions will require more circuitous travel, increasing travel 

times and concentrating traffic on already constrained corridors. This will reduce overall network 

efficiency and reliability.   By way of illustration (non-exhaustive examples): 

• Converting Harrison Street to one-way eastbound is likely to increase traffic volumes on 

Rangers Road, Murdoch Street, Bennett Street and Wycombe Road. 

• Converting Barry Street to one-way northbound is likely to increase traffic on Lindsay Street, 

Bydown Street, Ben Boyd Road and Raymond Road. 

• A permanent right-turn restriction from Spofforth Street into Cranbrook Avenue is likely to 

increase traffic on Spofforth Street, Rangers Road and Allister Street, which are already highly 

constrained, particularly during school drop-off and pick-up periods. 

As traffic is diverted, increased volumes will be experienced across multiple surrounding streets (not 

just those directly affected by relocated or removed parking, one-way or no right-turn restrictions, or 

narrowing due to the cycleway).  Many of these streets are narrow, residential in character, and not 

designed for higher traffic loads, creating heightened safety risks for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles.   

The proposed restrictions also raise concerns regarding access of key service vehicles, including waste 

collection. Garbage trucks, which already operate within tight spatial constraints, may face reduced 

manoeuvrability. The interaction between larger service vehicles and increased traffic volumes on 

constrained streets materially elevates the risk of accidents, as well as operational inefficiencies, with 

flow-on impacts for residents. 

The Precinct considers the proposed narrowing of Rangers Road to be of particular concern, noting 

that the corridor already experiences gridlock during peak periods, especially during Redlands School 

pick-up and drop-off times. Any further reduction in road capacity is likely to exacerbate existing 

congestion and compound safety and access issues. 

b) Compromised emergency response times 

The proposed restrictions and diversions will hinder the ability of emergency services—including fire, 

ambulance and police—to efficiently access and exit the local area. By introducing longer routes, the 

proposal is likely to increase response times, with potentially serious consequences for community 

safety. 

c) Loss and redistribution of on-street parking 

A substantial proportion of existing on-street parking—particularly on Yeo Street and Harrison Street—

is proposed to be removed and relocated to other parts of the area including Cranbrook Avenue, 

Hampden Avenue and Spofforth Street. 

This is not a like-for-like replacement because: 

• Relocated parking is often a significant distance from the original locations; 

• Some relocated spaces fall outside existing Resident Parking Permit Zones; and 

• Additional parking is being introduced into streets that are already operating under 

constrained conditions. For example, Cranbrook Avenue (proposed to receive approximately 

15 additional spaces) already experiences significant congestion during school drop-off and 

pick-up periods. 
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The loss and displacement of parking will disproportionately impact residents without access to off-

street parking, including families, older residents or people with limited mobility, who rely on easily 

accessible parking to carry out their daily activities.  

d) Impacts on local businesses and services 

The removal of parking in proximity to the Military Road commercial precinct, including a net loss of 

over 30 spaces on Yeo Street and 15 spaces on Harrison Street, will reduce accessibility for customers, 

short-stay visitors and service vehicles.  This will have direct flow-on effects for local economic activity 

and service provision. Further, the removal of parking on Harrison Street will reduce access to an 

existing healthcare facility that relies on convenient short-term parking for patient drop-off, pick-up 

and access. 

e) Cumulative liveability impacts 

These traffic and access changes come on top of broader pressures from ongoing densification, 

including increased population and crowding, reduced open space, tree loss and higher levels of noise 

and congestion. The proposal risks compounding these impacts, with consequences for residents’ 

wellbeing and mental health.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Consultation and notification 

The Precinct has received feedback that some residents were not directly notified. Further, while 

Council erected posters on Yeo Street, Rangers Road and Spofforth Street, it has been raised by 

concerned residents that signage was not distributed across the wider affected area. 

It appears possible that only residents located on the route of the cycleway or those directly impacted 

by the proposed parking removal and relocation, one-way conversions, or new turning restrictions, 

may have been directly notified. Given that the impacts of the proposal extend beyond those streets, 

the Precinct considers that notification should have encapsulated a significantly broader area, if not all 

of the south side of Neutral Bay and Cremorne.  

Recommendation 6 – Engagement with Emergency Service Providers  

Council should consult with relevant emergency service providers, including fire, police, and 

ambulance services, to assess the potential impacts of the proposal on emergency access, response 

times, and exit routes. This consultation should specifically identify any streets or locations where 

response or exit times may be adversely affected, and quantify the nature and extent of those 

impacts. The outcomes of this consultation should be publicly released. Where such consultation 

has already been undertaken, Council should publish the advice, findings, and any mitigation 

measures identified. 

Recommendation 7 – Engagement with local businesses  

Given the community’s concerns about the impacts on local businesses, Council is requested to 

explain the nature and extent of consultation that has been undertaken with affected businesses.  

This should include, but not be limited to, businesses located on Yeo Street, Wycombe Road, Rangers 

Road, Harrison Street, Spofforth Street, and Military Road.  

Recommendation 8 – Impacts on the local community to be given due weight 

In undertaking the cost–benefit analysis referred to in Recommendation 1, Council should recognise 

and give due weight to the impacts on the local community as described in this section 4, including 

cumulative effects on liveability. 
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6. Conclusion and recommendations 

For the reasons outlined in this submission, the Harrison-Bennett Precinct’s position is that the 

proposed Neutral Bay to Mosman Cycleway does not demonstrate a net community benefit and should 

not proceed. 

Key issues include: 

• There is no comprehensive, up-to-date cost–benefit analysis demonstrating that the benefits 

of the project outweigh its full capital, operational, and community costs; 

• There is insufficient evidence of demonstrated or forecast demand to justify the costs that will 

be imposed on the local community; 

• The traffic modelling underpinning the proposal is materially outdated and does not reflect 

significant and ongoing changes in land use policy, development activity, and associated traffic 

generation within the affected area; and 

• The proposal will give rise to significant adverse impacts on traffic flow, parking availability, 

access, safety, access to essential services, and local amenity across the broader 

neighbourhood, which have not been adequately recognised or assessed in the current design 

and consultation process. 

In light of these issues, the Precinct recommends that Council not proceed with the proposal.  

Alternatively, Council should pause further progression until it has addressed the issues identified in 

this submission, including through the preparation and public release of a comprehensive cost–benefit 

analysis, the provision of robust, evidence-based demand forecasts, the publication of updated traffic 

modelling, and the implementation of the broader recommendations as set out in this submission.  

This is necessary to ensure transparency and accountability in decision-making and the responsible 

use of public funds. 

Harrison-Bennett Precinct 

6 April 2026 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 9 – Notification strategy 

Council is requested to disclose the full extent of its notification strategy, including the streets where 

letters were distributed and signage was installed. The Precinct also recommends that Council adopt 

a broader notification area for any future consultation or updates on this proposal, reflecting the 

wider distribution of impacts across the local road network. 
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Appendix 1: Pipeline of known developments 

A significant pipeline of current, approved, and proposed developments now exists within and 

adjacent to the affected area, many of which will materially increase traffic generation, vehicle 

ownership, and service vehicle movements. These include (non-exhaustive): 

Site Maximum 
Storeys 

Units Basement 
levels 

Car Spaces Status 

54-64 Barry Street 8 45 3 62 LEC 

19-21 Barry Street 6 20 2 28 Under assessment 

16, 18 and 18A Watson 
Street 

9 14 3 24 LEC 

45-51 Murdoch Street 6 32 2 48 Construction not 
commenced 

53-55 Yeo Street 6 13 2 21 Under construction 

27-37 Bydown Street 8 25 3 44 Waiting LEC outcome 

1-7 Rangers Road & 50 
Yeo Street 

12 97 5 358 Under assessment 

183-185 Military Road 12 62 
 

57 Planning Proposal 
process 

41-53 Grosvenor Street 9 83 4 340 Planning Proposal 
process 

166-178, 186-192 & 
198-214 Military Road 

12 140 Unknown, 
likely 4-5 

134 Planning Proposal 
process 

40 Spofforth Street Dashing Ducks - 89 space childcare centre Approved 

257-259 Military Road 6 12 2 11 LEC 

131-133 Holt Avenue 5 24 3 43 Constructed 

13-15 Allister Street 4 13 3 20 Constructed 

11-23 Rangers Avenue, 
Mosman 

7 44 2.5 91 Proposed 

42A–52 Rangers Avenue 
& 21–31 Brierley Street 

Mosman 

7 103 3 198 Under assessment 

[Note: Details presented for a Planning Proposal are indicative only] 

Collectively, these known projects alone represent approximately 730 new dwellings and more than 

1,500 associated parking spaces—and, by implication, vehicles (including those associated with the 

89-space childcare centre on Spofforth Street). The overall impact is likely to be even greater when 

accounting for traffic generated by service vehicles, deliveries, and other non-residential 

trips.  Cumulatively, this represents a substantial increase in traffic generation. The development 

pipeline continues to expand as additional sites are consolidated and redeveloped under the State 

Government’s densification reforms, and therefore congestion is only likely to increase. 
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