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	A  ARTC is responsible for the rail bridge.  RTA maintains only the road bridge.  RTA contributes 25% of costs for the maintenance of the rail bridge. 
	Q What is submitted to the Heritage Council? 
	Q Are you looking at pier matching? 
	A  Pier matching will be confirmed in the next stage. 
	Q Even with the new bridge, as the traffic gets down to the cross roads it will cause congestion? 
	A  The roundabouts have sufficient capacity for the next 20 to 30 years. 
	Q Heavy traffic crossing the bridge crosses the centreline at the’ kinks’.  Hold up is the ‘kinks’ on the bridge and the heavy vehicles? 
	A  That is correct. 
	Q Facts presented earlier regarding BCR have significantly changed.  How can the RTA get it so wrong? 
	A  The change from 60km/hr to 50km/hr in urban areas has had an effect on BCR.  
	Q Facts keep changing, community members don’t feel the RTA is doing the process correctly? 
	A  This is part of the route selection process where assumptions that are made earlier in the project are confirmed or amended as the project proceeds. 
	Q Are there sufficient funds for the Statement of Heritage Impacts? 
	A  Yes there is sufficient funding. 
	Q Has the RTA employed a consultant to carry out the Heritage Study? 
	A  RTA Sydney office has a heritage expert who is compiling the Statement of heritage Impacts in accordance with the requirements set out by the NSW Heritage Office. 
	Q Concern with bridge design, aesthetics impact on existing bridge for Heritage Assessment.  Do the visual designs go the Heritage Office? 
	A  Yes they will be part of the submission. 
	Q What is the time frame? 
	A  Announcement of the preferred route will be later this year. The RTA will not announce the preferred route until all the issues from the Corridor Evaluation Workshop have been addressed. The Environmental Impact Assessment would follow the announcement of the preferred route and this would take 12 – 18 months. 
	Q Concern with noise involved with the increase in height and grades of the bridge 
	A  The noise impact of raising the existing bridge further is being investigated.  The removal of kinks will significantly reduce the high peak noises such as engine braking, gear changes, acceleration etc. 
	Q Can we tell the community where the bridge is going? 
	A  Yes. The recommended site at this stage is downstream of the existing bridge. 
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