
      Craig & Sonya Windred 

         17 Edward Street 

          Concord NSW 2137 

30 October 2015 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

Having attended the public information sessions, read the EIS documentation and spoken to various 

project representatives, we are of the opinion that the proposed development being adjacent to our 

home will cause significant degradation to our current standard of living both during construction 

and after it is complete. We will also be impacted with a significant loss of property value due to the 

proximity of the development to our dwelling. 

Our objection is based on the absence of any reasonable communication to address these concerns 

in a manner more appropriate to the direct hardship it will cause. Whist acknowledging there has 

been an attempt to generally address concerns in terms of educating the community, no amount of 

education will restore our property value in the eyes of potential buyers. Similarly, education of the 

lifestyle impacts may help us prepare for the inevitable, but it does not reduce the impact where we 

are directly affected.  

Our concerns extend such that should we choose to remain in our residence during construction, we 

will not only be subjected to the disturbance caused by the construction of the nearby Concord Road 

interchange, but are expected to continue to live with these disruptions for the duration of the 

entire project due to the proximity of the C5 tunnel site. Notwithstanding any objection we might 

have to the construction and location of the interchange, it is difficult to accept that a more 

appropriate location for the tunnel site could not be found given that operations are anticipated to 

be 24x7 for at least some portion of the project. From our perspective this is very much an attitude 

of “we’re already crapping all over these people, a little bit more can’t hurt”.  

It should be noted the purpose of this submission is to address our concerns as the owners of a 

property directly impacted by the WestConnex project. It is made on the basis the project is 

approved as per the proposals detailed in the EIS. It is not in any way an endorsement of these 

proposals, but a reluctant acceptance that the project may ultimately be approved in its current 

form. 

The remainder of this submission attempts to show how we have come to formulate this objection. 

In summary, it is our belief that our concerns are substantial in nature and justify the compulsory 

acquisition of our property at a price consistent with a valuation prior to any construction proposals. 

Furthermore, we would request any costs associated with moving also be reimbursed such as stamp 

duty, solicitors fees, removalists costs, refinancing costs etc. Put simply, we are seeking 

compensation in line with what might be considered fair and reasonable by any  informed impartial 

observer.   

  



Edward Street references found in the EIS 

A number of sections were found in the EIS directly referencing Edward Street. A snippet of some of 

these references appear below. There is a consistent theme of high impact to Edward Street 

residents, and it is the purpose of this section to highlight this fact. Being the only non-acquired 

property directly adjacent to the C5 tunnel site (and later Concord Road Interchange) suggests our 

impact is even more significant than the average Edward Street resident.  

Visual Impacts. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

The following section does not indicate a high impact, however it suggests dwellings are generally 

not directly adjacent to the construction site and as such suggests our property is subject to a 

different rating (albeit not disclosed). 

 

 

"however" reference to "edge of the zone" indicates our residence is the most affected. 

 



 

 

Lighting Impacts. 

 

 

  



General Concerns 

Currently suggested, but not included in the EIS, is the proposal for a service tunnel to be drilled 

beneath our property. This advice was only received on 29/10/2015 (yesterday - 4 days before the 

EIS submission deadline) by mail and as such the full impact of this proposal is yet to be determined. 

Independent advice received suggests this tunnel will be 20 metres below the surface, not the 35 

metres suggested in the letter and will be used to connect the main east / west tunnels.  

This news, combined with all other concessions we are expected to give the project, lead us to 

believe we are being treated with very little respect, zero empathy and are on the receiving end of 

extremely unfair treatment.  If we can take the liberty of quoting ourselves “we’re already crapping 

all over these people, a little bit more can’t hurt”. 

A 3 metre high transparent noise wall (Volume 2D, Figure 6.40) is proposed along the eastern edge 

of the Concord Road Interchange. Whatever other objections we may have, it is difficult to 

understand why anyone would believe we would want to be able see the interchange traffic as it will 

be a constant reminder of this very stressful period of our lives. Put simply, our house is currently 

located in a highly desirable, quiet, tree lined street and anything that will change this dynamic is 

most certainly unwelcome.  

Perhaps a more pragmatic objection to this proposal is that at night the dynamic will change 

considerably as headlights will constantly be invading our living space. The bedroom located on the 

western side of the house may be rendered completely unfit for purpose due to the constant 

ambience of the additional street lighting together with the random generation of light afforded by 

interchange traffic. Taking into consideration any additional traffic noises may mean windows on the 

western boundary will be permanently nailed and boarded shut. 

During construction, a temporary 4.5 metre fence will be erected close to and along the western 

boundary of our property shielding those activities that will be conducted to the east and external to 

the acoustic shed. It is unclear what materials this fence will be comprised, but we have been 

advised that due to the height and proximity of this fence to our boundary, it is unlikely we will be 

able to see the 15 metre high acoustic shed from within our property boundaries at ground level. 

This suggests the fence will be opaque and as such may act as a makeshift noise wall. Apart from the 

visual aspects of this potential eyesore, we will necessarily forgo any afternoon sun we may 

currently enjoy. It will also give a very claustrophobic feel to our home as it will be located within a 

few metres of the side windows of the house completely destroying any view we may otherwise 

have. We can necessarily expect to tolerate this experience for up to 3 years. 

The fence will be 90 metres long and as such extends beyond both the north and south boundaries 

of our property. However this fence is constructed, we request assurance it be done in such a 

manner it does not hinder our ability to reverse a vehicle from our driveway. This is a concern given 

there may be parked cars on the opposite side of Edward Street leaving little to no room for 

manoeuvrability. 

Irrespective of the reason, we are the owners of the only residence in Edward Street in this 

unfortunate situation. The residents of #22 on the opposite side of the road (also adjacent to the 



construction) are in the process of being acquired and #20 being one house further east again has 

already been acquired. It is expected these properties will be resold as they are surplus to the 

project. We do not begrudge the owners their offers of compensation as we believe given the 

circumstances it is the right and proper thing to do. We also believe it would be fair to be presented 

with a similar opportunity for relocation, and are disappointed that any conversation around this 

matter has not been forthcoming. 

Upon driving down Edward Street it is clearly evident that the street is relatively narrow. With cars 

normally parked on both sides of the road leaves little room for two way traffic. Fortunately there is 

not a lot of traffic to contend with and this rarely causes issue. The same cannot be said however on 

garbage collection day. Being caught in the front or behind the garbage truck (2 per week) is a no 

win situation and can result in significant delays that often coincide with times when we are trying to 

get to work or our son is trying to get to university. Fortunately, this problem can be easily avoided 

by using the alternate exit/entry via Alexander Street and results in very little inconvenience. 

The WestConnex project will remove this alternate route and extended delays can be expected if 

unfortunate enough to be caught behind the weekly collection service. Furthermore, it seems 

unlikely a truck of the current size will be able to negotiate the small end of street turning circle 

forcing it to dangerously reverse down the entire length of Edward Street. Even if somehow the 

turning circle can be widened and successfully used, this is not due for construction until after the 

demolition of the acoustic shed. 

Exiting the street in reverse is illegal and because of this it is not unreasonable to anticipate truck 

drivers will boycott Edward Street from garbage collection. 

The section of road joining Alexander and Edward Streets is regularly treated as an unofficial illegal 

dumping site. With the closure of this section of the road, combined with the inability of authorities 

to adequately address the issue (not a criticism), it is reasonable to assume this problem will not go 

away and will simply shift to some other area. It is our belief that this new site is highly likely to be in 

close proximity to the newly proposed Edward Street turning circle and likely extend to the unused 

land alongside our western boundary fence. The basis for this assumption is that havi ng lived in the 

area for over 20 years, these sites tend to be in areas that  

 Are accessible by car 

 Have little foot traffic in non-daylight hours 

 The activities are not easily observed by more than 1 or 2 neighbouring houses.  

 

Concealing these activities will also be aided by the increased noise level afforded by traffic 

travelling the interchange. A dead end street with a large nearby area of vacant non residential 

space will be a magnet for such activity and may even attract the attention of additional illegal 

dumpers.  

 

The following photograph was taken from the EIS. It depicts a house currently at the western end of 

Ada Street. Its inclusion is for illustration purposes as it seems to closely represent a future dynamic 

we may expect from our housing situation. It is similar in the sense it is a house at the end of a street 

terminating with a turning circle. Adjacent to the property is some vacant land and next to this is a 



pedestrian pathway closely located and roughly parallel with Concord Road. Further west again is a 

noise wall and beyond this wall is the M4 traffic.  The caption of it being a locale for anti social 

behaviour at night cannot be ignored and confirmed true by our own observations. It is very 

intimidating walking alone along this pathway at night regardless of the presence of any undesirable 

element.  

 

 

Figure 4.34 View looking north to a residual land parcel from construction of the existing M4 which  
is reported to be a locale for anti-social behaviour at night. (Source: AECOM) 

 

We are extremely concerned that our property will be subject to similar activity and angered we 

are being forced into this situation with limited opportunity for recourse. 

 

Special Concerns 

Jonathan, our youngest son, is a long term asthma sufferer requiring the use of both a Ventolin 

puffer and the daily use of an Alvesco preventative puffer to help control the onset of asthma 

attacks. He has had the condition since childhood and in all likelihood will continue for many years to 

come. Throughout the project duration we will need to acutely monitor his condition from increased 

and prolonged exposure to airborne dust particles directly associated with the nearby construction.   

 

We appreciate this is not a problem of WestConnex and is something we have had to be mindful and 

learn to control for many years. That being the case, we will still be somewhat reliant on him to 

communicate any additional discomfort he may be experiencing. He is aware of the financial 

hardship a relocation in the current environment may cause the family, and we are concerned he 

will try to conceal his condition from us because of this. 

 

Clearly we would prefer to avoid this situation altogether as from our perspective the health, safety 

and wellbeing of our family above anything else is paramount. 

 

Below is a letter from our long term general practitioner substantiating the position with regard to 

Jonathan's condition as well as a letter from his respiratory physician dated 8 July 2011. 

 



 
 



 
 



 
 

 

Other Observations 

The following are largely items with which we have concerns but have been difficult to find answers 

or have received conflicting advice. Some of these issues seem to have been ignored by the EIS but 

accept they may at least be partially addressed as it is difficult to identify anything of relevance in 

this 5000 odd page document. 

Reference has been made to a 4.5 metre high wall being constructed close to our boundary, and this 

wall will in fact fully enclose the acoustic shed. This was advised to us by project personnel during a 

house visit on 26/10/2015. The EIS however suggests this wall will only be this height on the 

northern side and makes reference to a 3 metre high wall on the eastern side. We are now unsure 

what height the wall on our boundary will be. 

We had been previously advised that the interchange road, where closest to our boundary fence, 

would be at the existing street level and be gradually elevated in order to be able to cross over 

Concord Road. This also appears consistent with reference to the EIS, but is difficult to be sure. 

During the same house visit we were told this road would in fact be elevated 2.5 metres outside our 

boundary, and incredulously, advised the 3 metre noise wall would not sit atop this elevated road, 

but at existing ground level leaving only a 0.5 metre section of the wall to buffer any traffic noise. 

Despite our objections to this nonsense we were assured this was in fact true. This was subsequently 

retracted the following day with advice the noise wall would in fact sit where is should be on top of 



the elevated road. For this reason, we are unsure if the elevated road is a reality or if it will be at 

existing street level. 

We are unable to determine if disruptions to public utilities have been assessed. Things like ongoing 

disruptions to water, electricity, gas, phone, internet and cable services are a real possibility and will 

have a major impact on our lives given everything else we are expected to endure.  

We are led to believe the acoustic shed will be enclosed by a roof and raises concerns over adequate 

ventilation and how this will be addressed. Should air conditioning units be used, the shed space will 

be significant and presumably so too any noise that may be generated from these units. 

Whilst the naming of the “acoustic shed” suggests it will try to contain at least some of the 

generated noise, we can’t find anything in the EIS that forecasts what this noise level may be.  

 

Thank you for your consideration and look forward to receiving your response. 

 

Craig & Sonya Windred 

17 Edward Street Concord 2137 

sonyawindred@hotmail.com 

 


