
From: 	 Kristie Asciak <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:16 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these areas will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is alarmingly negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel 
particulates carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

Furthermore there will be a high level of pollution from this increased traffic that will be pumped into a community of 
homes, schools and business owners. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

This proposal is clearly flawed at so many levels. It's not a small thing that is being undertaken and as a parent of two 
young children this poorly planned short term band aid approach to population, infrastructure and environment makes 
me worry for their future — particularly when so many other countries around the world ha e done so much better. 
They used to call Australia the luck country. Now all I see is a country with a flawed government too easily swayed 
by short term results, corporate influence and no concern for our childrens long term future. It's enough to make me 
want to move overseas. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kristie Asciak 53 Waterloo St, Surry Hills NSW 2010, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kristie Asciak via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kristie provided an email 
address (klasciak@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kristie Asciak at Idasciak@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 < campaigns@good.do  > 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:14 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges, this route is already 
congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West link already has queues at the traffic 
lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use Norton Street, a two-lane largely 
commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks and contractor vehicles will result in 
traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter travel times drastically increased. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
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better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and publish my name and submission 
in accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:16 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Saxifrage Cucvara <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 10:07 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Objection - WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I am completely opposed to the WestConnex proposal and am in agreement with the points stated by the Action 
Group below. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 

• recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Saxifrage Cucvara 2/12 Kensington Rd, Summer Hill NSW 2130, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Saxifrage Cucvara via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Saxifrage provided an 
email address (saxifrage2020@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Saxifrage Cucvara at saxifrage2020@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Lillian Cox-Meagher <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 9:16 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 [SPAM DETECTED BY EXO] Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project 

number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application. I reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

I an not going to enumerate the many reasons why Westconnex is a bad idea, as many people more literate than me 
have already done so. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to my letter. 

Yours sincerely, Lillian Cox-Meagher 31 Albany Rd, Stanmore NSW 2048, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Lillian Cox-Meagher via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Lillian provided an 
email address (lissajane@live.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Lillian Cox-Meagher at lissajane@live.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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• From: 	 Melissa Cox <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:38 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 [SPAM DETECTED BY EXO] Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project 

number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts related to so many issues which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS 
and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before 
more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The concept design process is faulty. it effectively means that residents concerns are not addressed. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

It seems that children on the North Shore are more important than Inner West children since the air stacks there are 
proposed to be filtered while the Inner West ones are not.The same policy should be applied in all areas of Sydney 
and the government needs to urgently review its support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets.This particularly 
concerns me as my street is likely to be a prime rat run. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
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and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. When I attended an 
information evening in Camperdown run by Westconnex i was told by one of their "air experts" that it is unnecessary 
to install equipment to draw the air from the tunnel which runs from the St Peter's interchange to the Rozelle exit 
because the traffic will "push the air ahead if it". This beggars belief. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

The NSW Roads and Maritime Services have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the 
development of more public transport, despite the continued call by the residents of the Inner West and indeed, 
greater Sydney, to improve the public transport system. This is, in fact, the nub of the problem. Sydney residents 
reject the ides that we need more and bigger roads in order to move easily around. The Environmental Impact 
Statement for Stage 3 admits that traffic will be worse when both stages are completed. So the community would have 
to put up with exhaust from tunnels and additional car emissions from traffic, as well as increased traffic. Car 
emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy roadway. Diesel exhaust 
from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise. 

As well,hundreds of residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds 
of submissions on the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation 
is not the provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that 
evey impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Melissa Cox 2048 

	 This email was sent by Melissa Cox via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Melissa provided an email 
address (lissajane@live.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 
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Please reply to Melissa Cox at lissajane@live.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Kate Chessell <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:41 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I Kaye Chessell strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the 
Minister to refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and 
adequately address the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must 
reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of 
WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kate Chessell New England Hwy, Tamworth NSW 2340, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kate Chessell via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kate provided an email 
address (guidetopurehealth@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kate Chessell at guidetopurehealth@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  



 

From: 	 Carlos C Vazquez <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 10:56 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozell, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is NEGLIGENT when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carginogenic. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Carlos C Vazquez 71 Garland Rd, Naremburn NSW 2065, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Carlos C Vazquez via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Carlos provided an email 
address (crowley@origincapital.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Carlos C Vazquez at crowley@origincapital.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html 
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From: 	 Annette Maguire <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 7:11 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 My Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I write to voice my deeply held objections to this proposal, and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister 
to refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately 
address the impacts set out below, which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS 
and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before 
more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' There is no 
opportunity for the community to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the 
approval conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in 
the EIS. The EIS needs to provide opportunities for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I am especially concerned about the proposed pollution stacks. I reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks 
should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or four in a single area. I am particularly alarmed that schools 
would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school," in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Muiphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 
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I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The SS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Annette Maguire 5/158 Camden st 

	 This email was sent by Annette Maguire via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Annette provided an email 
address (avmaguire@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Annette Maguire at avmaguire@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Paul De Gabriele <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:40 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent in light of the fact that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
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Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Paul De Gabriele 18/98 Chandos St, Ashfield NSW 2131, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Paul De Gabriele via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Paul provided an email 
address (paul.degabriele@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Paul De Gabriele at paul.degabriele@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Donna Mosford <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:20 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 OBJECT: Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

Objection to WestCONnex M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I completely object to this proposal. The Secretary of Planning must advise the Minister to reject the EIS and refuse 
the application. Below are the key concerns: 

1. There are material subsidence issues for every home above the Rozelle interchange which adds hugely to the 
scale, cost, and nature of disruption. 

See Figure 12-18 (on page 12-44, in Chapter 12 Land Use & Property within Volume 1B) and the recent publicity 
around the build-ability of the underground spaghetti junction of Rozelle interchange make two things clear for local 
home-owners. The estimates of subsidence (10-50mm) are significant and enough to do real damage even at the 
lowest levels. 

I know the experience in Haberfield of current tunnelling processes has been abysmal. The Conditions of Approval 
for Stage 1 and 2 have not protected residents — reports are now documented showing residents who have abided by 
the process in good faith, and suffered substantial (up to $100,000) of damage to their homes, are unable to hold 
subcontractors accountable for recompense. 

The State Government has a responsibility to ensure that compensation funds and accessible mechanisms exist to 
fully cover all subsidence damage to private dwellings. 

1. What is most shocking about this process is the State Government's disregard for the community they are 
elected to represent. 

The lack of notification of residents of the existence of the EIS by State Government is alarming and the hiding of the 
potential for material damage to resident's homes deep within a document that is 7500 pages is unacceptable. 

1. The number, scale and lack of filtering on the planned airstacks is unacceptable. Diesel particulates are a 
known carcinogen, and are cumulative. This is a very dangerous health situation to put young children in. 

2. The siting of construction areas, the number of truck movements required 24 hours to remove tunnel spoil, the 
associated drilling, the duration of construction (5+) years are unacceptable. 

3. The government's own modelling shows that there is inadequate capacity on receiving roads for the new 
traffic from WestCONnex, so the bottleneck problem will simply shift locations — it will not be solved by 
WestCONnex. It will make both ends worse off, including on Victoria Rd, Anzac Bridge, and City West 
Link. In addition, Western Sydney residents are mostly those who are least able to afford expensive tolls. 
Furthermore, as we move rapidly towards autonomous vehicles, it is clear that car ownership will shift 
enormously, so the demand for road space will reduce dramatically. The State Government should invest in 
public transport options, following the lead of global cities, like London. 

4. The modelling in the EIS brings the financials into question. There is a real risk of a situation like the Cross 
City Tunnel and many other motorway projects around Australia — where the public wears the risk and foots 
the bill for long term financial contracts with private operators. 

5. Approval precedes design for Stage 3 with the plan to let the tender by early 2018, but consultation not 
planned til mid 2018, which renders the consultation meaningless. Instead there must be public exhibition of 
Submissions and Preferred Infrastructure Report. 

I request again that the Minister reject this EIS outright. 
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Yours sincerely, Donna Mosford 90 Foucart St, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Donna Mosford via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Donna provided an email 
address (donnamos@tpg.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Donna Mosford at donnamos@tpg.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Brett Finlayson <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 3:52 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 [SPAM DETECTED BY EXO] Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project 

number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

I agree with all of the statements below, but my main concern is the increased pollution and associated health risks 
from unfiltered ventilation stacks near my home and our children's school. It is absolutely disgusting. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to pi-operly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review.  of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

1 

006211



The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it - 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Brett Finlayson Morton Ave, Lewisham NSW 2049, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Brett Finlayson via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Brett provided an email 
address (bfin76@live.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Brett Finlayson at bfin76@live.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Carmel Elliott <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:31 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

My sons attended both Leichhardt High School and Blackwattle bay. This area needs better public transport, not more 
road traffic. The road traffic is just filtered into our already overcrowded suburb streets which are not being 
maintained by the state government. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the managem6nt of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Carmel Elliott 113 Duntroon St, Hurlstone Park NSW 2193, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Carmel Elliott via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Carmel provided an email 
address (cselliott@tpg.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Carmel Elliott at cselliott@tpg.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Danielle Torrisi <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:20 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

I live in Strathfield and have seen the effects of the M4 East widening. I have seen more congestion in neighbouring 
streets as a result. I am not convinced this project will solve Sydney's transport problems and worse than that, I'm 
alarmed that as a NSW taxpayer and road user, I will be paying for a an overpriced project that will fail. 

I also have family who reside at 86 Waratah St Haberfield. I am concerned about the effects of increased pollution 
and dust on my 93 year old grandmother and the effect of deep excavations underneath the family home. What if 
damage occurs to the house? Will my family be compensated adequately? Will the home be acquired "unexpectedly"? 
My grandmother has lived in that house since 1964 and her daughter died recently. Would anyone seriously expect 
her to relocate? 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
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that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
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community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Danielle Torrisi 110 Albert Rd, Strathfield NSW 2135, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Danielle Torrisi via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Danielle provided an 
email address (anazecria@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Danielle Torrisi at anazecria@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 
	 Rosemary Burnside <campaigns@good.do> 

Sent: 
	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:18 AM 

To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I very strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse 
the application on the grounds below. 

NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an 
independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges, this route is already 
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congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West link already has queues at the traffic 
lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use Norton Street, a two-lane largely 
commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks and contractor vehicles will result in 
traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 
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There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and publish my name and submission 
in accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Rosemary Burnside 12/103 Elliott St, Balmain NSW 2041, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Rosemary Burnside via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Rosemary provided an 
email address (rtbside@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Rosemary Burnside at rtbside@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Kristen Lethem <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:07 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

FILTERED SMOKE STACKS SHOULD BE MANDITORY IN ANY RESIDENTIAL AREA! ITS CRIMINAL 
THAT YOU ARE NOT EVEN CONSIDERING THIS AS AN OPTION! WOULD YOU WANT TO LIVE 
ANYWHERE NEAR THESE STACKS..I SUSPECT NO!!! SO PLEASE DONT SUBJECT OUR FAMILIES TO 
SOMETHING YOU WOULDNT CONSIDER FOR YOU AND YOUR CHILDREN. .THINK ABOUT IT!! VERY 
ANGRY AND DISSAPOINTED BY THIS GOVERNMENT. YOU WONT BE GETTING MY SUPPORT AGAIN! 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse 
the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address 
the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and 
instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more 
billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 
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I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
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granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kristen Lethem 45 Short St, Birchgrove NSW 2041, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kristen Lethem via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kristen provided an email 
address (kristenlethem@mac.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kristen Lethem at kristenlethem@mac.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Maria Crook <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:01 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SR 16_7485 - OBJECT 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

I have real concerns about the Air quality in our suburb and surrounds. The ventilation shafts proposed for Rozelle 
and Lilyfield must be filtered for MP2.5 as it is a know fact that the pollution from these shaft are carcinogens. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

The disruption to the lives of children at the nearby Rozelle Public School is of huge concern. Four to five years of 
noise, pollution whilst building 500 mtrs from the school wipes out their primary education years which is 
fundamental to their learning. 

The state government needs to look at the concerns raised by the residents of the Rozelle /Lilyfield area as the impact 
on peoples lives will be great particularly the health factor and including constant noise for long period of time. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built 
anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or four in a single area. I am particularly 
concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 
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I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Maria Crook 3 Slade St, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Maria Crook via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Maria provided an email 
address (pscrook@optusnet.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Maria Crook at pscrook@optusnet.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Kimberley Chapman <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 7:32 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SS! 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kimberley Chapman Mitchell Rd, Erskineville NSW 2043, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kimberley Chapman via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kimberley provided 
an email address (kmbrly84@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kimberley Chapman at kmbrly84@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Owen Leong <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 6:47 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

As a resident if Tempe, I am particularly concerned about the proposed WestConnex interchange at St Peters. The 
inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St Peters 
Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes ahead. 
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We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Owen Leong 17 Collins St, Tempe NSW 2044, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Owen Leong via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Owen provided an email 
address (owenleong@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Owen Leong at owenleong@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Cassandra May <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 7:29 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

In addition the traffic impacts in the side streets off Victoria rd including toelle st have not been adequately modelled. 
There is not adequate parking for construction workers nor detail about residual land use. We would only support 
recreational land use for this residual land. The air vent in Victoria rd is an eyesore and disproportionately large 
compared to surrounding development. The purpose of new parking at KGV oval is not clear and would not alleviate 
traffic issues in surrounding side streets. 

Yours sincerely, Cassandra May 6 Toelle St, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Cassandra May via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Cassandra provided an 
email address (jkor81@tpg.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Cassandra May atjkor81@tpg.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Lisa Alonso Love <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 6:46 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in terms of the unfiltered stacks near schools amd ask the Secretary of Planning to 
advise the Minister to refuse the application. I have a child that attends one of these schools and am concerned about 
th eimoac ton her and th either children in the school 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions 

There are at least 5 near these stacks. Children and the elderly are most at risk of 
lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No 
ventilation shafts will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should 
be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government needs to urgently review its 
policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and provide a written response to the 
objections I have raised. 

Yours sincerely, Lisa Alonso Love 205/27 George St, Marricicville NSW 2204, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Lisa Alonso Love via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Lisa provided an email 
address (lisa.alonsolove@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Lisa Alonso Love at lisa.alonsolove@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Kylie Devlin <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 7:00 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 
	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

Please don't allow my family to be poisoned. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kylie Devlin 63 Darling St, Balmain East NSW 2041, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kylie Devlin via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kylie provided an email 
address (kylieplummer@hotmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kylie Devlin at kylieplummer@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Richard Moras <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 6:16 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

We need public transport not this 17B useless road project 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Richard Moras 5 Brown St, St Peters NSW 2044, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Richard Moras via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Richard provided an email 
address (rbmoras@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Richard Moras at rbmoras@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  

3 



From: 	 Tess Noman <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 6:01 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

Hello I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to 
refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately 
address the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS 
and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before 
more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Tess Noman 3/26 Herbert St, Dulwich Hill NSW 2203, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Tess Noman via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Tess provided an email 
address (tessnoman@hotmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Tess Noman at tessnoman@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Steve Starr <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 4:17 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the mad network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Thank you 

Yours sincerely, Steve Starr 234 Katoomba St, Katoomba NSW 2780, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Steve Starr via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Steve provided an email 
address (lesannees-petitions@yahoo.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Steve Starr at lesannees-petitions@yahoo.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Bonnie McCreary <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:57 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

All of this: 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
• are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 

will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Dailey Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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' The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Bonnie McCreary 669 King St, St Peters NSW 2044, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Bonnie McCreary via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Bonnie provided an email 
address (bmccreary88@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Bonnie McCreary at bmccreary88@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 John Robens <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 4:58 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. 

• The alternatives have not been adequately addressed. 
• The livability impacts on our city have not been addressed. 
• the ongoing health issues of the additional car driving hours have not been addressed. 
• as shown by the upgrading of the m4 the mooted reductions in surface road traffic is not likely to materialise. 

This means that the surface amenity improvements are not likely to be realised. I am also sure that we can 
have a park on disused land without an expensive road complex. 

• the jobs created are transient in nature and as a result likely to increase future unemployment rather than 
training people for the knowledge jobs of the future. 

Better environmental and city livability improvements could be achieved with the same budget. 

NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the impacts set out below which are 
not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW 
government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more 
residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 
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The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 
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When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, John Robens 84 Foster St, Leichhardt NSW 2040, Australia 

	 This email was sent by John Robens via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however John provided an email 
address (jrobens@interlated.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to John Robens at jrobens@interlated.com.au. 
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To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:55 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

The public health impact of west connex will be hugely expensive and play out over generations to come. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including poise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary. of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 r <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:19 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. I STRONGLY OBJECT! You are ruining 
my city! 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 k <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:45 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New MS) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, L,eichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
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and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
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preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 

. provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 t <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:31 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these areas will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact, it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
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and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin' of error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is a reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road' Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is an insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in 
the analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between 
EIS stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, 
the lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
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,/ 	preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

Given the limited funds available, it is imperative that every dollar spent on transport projects in Sydney is on well 
thought out projects that have discernable public benefit. A completed metro network and bike lanes on our roads 
would start to make a system change to the way we travel in Sydney. This road project I believe will not do this. 

I also disagree that a Western Harbour tunnel is needed. This has been made on the assumption of ever-increasing 
traffic volumes and speaks to the nature of the RMS and SMC promoting roads at the exclusion of alternatives such as 
public transport. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:37 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety. I urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Aaron Driver <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:36 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are Most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

Yours sincerely, Aaron Driver Swanson St, Erskineville NSW 2043, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Aaron Driver via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Aaron provided an email 
address (aaronp.driver13@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Aaron Driver at aaronp.driver13@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:25 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
-are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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• 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Dailey Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Thank you....please consider our children! 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 n <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:19 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Regards, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:11 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 
	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. Fundamentally NO accountability of Health and 
Well Being to the public has been Costed into the Business Case and in so doing exposes the public to REAL and 
onglong Health RISKS AND COSTS. To not plan with these related impacts reflects a flaw in the whole plan that is 
being exposed in process and Duty of Care and thorough Scoping by NSW Planning. By their own activities in 
forums and workshops NSW Planning acknowledge problems in Concepts meeting expected positive outcomes. NSW 
Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . For ongoing COSTS in real detriment terms of Health-Mental;Physical;Cancer;Respiratory; Pollution 
linked illnesses;Allergies;etc. As well as flood impacts and houshold buget negative added impact burden to the tax 
payer in heating and cooling bills due to heat islands/sinks being created. Tree Offsets of 1-1 in FACT indicate 1 
751itre tree...this is a 1 metre canopy"tree/bush" suggested to replace 20-30metre trees with multiples of this 
allotment of canopy. This strategic and systematic depletion with no room to offset is unacceptable in the public Long 
Term Best Interests and must be regected by any responsible administration. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
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these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
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environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:11 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS. There 
should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are 
damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS must give the opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be affected by these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly are 
most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts will be 
built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government needs 
to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates and will be responsible for increased rise in cancers and other lung illnesses. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 
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I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 
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I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

This plan is so deeply flawed it reeks of something fishy. Why would we cater for more cars on our roads in 
preference to better frequent, reliable Public transport? 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 7:50 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on residents, 
measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate 
the cumulative impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.httn1  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 7:53 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools and parks would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. Especially of concern is asthma sufferers like myself. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis drid assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:00 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

I am particularly concerned about the EIS lack of consideration of the Big Picture environmental implications of the 
project, with no consideration for alternatives to the project, such as public transport. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least five schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the 
elderly are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation 
shafts will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the 
government needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:28 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

Hi, cleverer and more diligent people than me have written some good detailed objections to this project and they are 
appended below and I agree with them 100%. As a citizen of NSW I am implacably opposed to this entire project. My 
kids are 5 and 10 and they think building roads is a waste of money. I agree. The amount of public transport, public 
schools and and public housing that could be built with the budget for this project is mind-blowing. The public of 
Australia overwhelmingly rejected the 1950s policy agenda of Tony Abbott, and I think it would be nice if we put his 
1950s road project discreetly to one side. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
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driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West, 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 
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I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:47 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:23 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

This government is forcinng badly made decisions on the people with no regard to the human or actual cost Yours 
sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:39 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 9:52 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

I am also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
' residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 

the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:30 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

STRONG OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application in its totality. The proposal fails its duty of care to the public of Sydney, is not fit for purpose and in many 
areas is arguably fraudulent. The WestConnex concept has always included a Western Harbour Crossing, however the 
impact of this component has been hidden from public scrutiny thereby making this EIS a party to this deception. The 
use of "design and construct" contracts is a deliberate ploy to put the detrimental impact of the project behind a cloak 
of "commercial — in confidence" secrecy. 

The "artists impressions" of parklands are not based on reality. The NSW Government's own Bays Precint Plan 
contradicts the pretty pictures contained in the EIS which does not address the planned huge increase in dwellings 
located next to the unfiltered poisonous output of the projects exhaust stacks. The route of the planned Western Metro 
line is also not considered in what amounts to ad hock planning at best and arguably deceptive/fraudulent conduct. 

The EIS fails to explain why the lungs of inner Sydney's children, adults and elderly are worth less than the lungs in 
Scandinavia and elsewhere protected by exhaust filtering. The toxins that are too dangerous to breath in the tunnels 
are still just as toxic outside the tunnel. Spreading toxins around is not a scientific solution. Scientific experts have 
repeatedly stated that "safe levels" for these toxins is a falicy — a falsehood this EIS is built on 

NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning 
must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be 
an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' 
lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 
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I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
	k. 

four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 
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When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  
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To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:13 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I am astounded at the lack of thorough planning by this government in creating the WestConnex project. Too many 
aspects seem to be ad hoc ... a bit like band aid fixes for perceived problems as the project unfolds. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
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and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be 'accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters.will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 

2 



above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
.worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who woulC1 require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  

3 



From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:31 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. This is 
irresponsible and will cause lasting effects on generations to come. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:09 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. This traffic analysis does not even take into account the consequences for all neighbouring roads of the St 
Peters Interchange and the subsequent ,damage to all neighbouring 'suburbs. There is not one reliable piece of 
information publicly available showing that this project will improve the lives of the residents but there is plenty of 
proof about the expected negative impacts. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for.Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
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above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:09 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered smokestacks. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I have two beautiful children aged 6 months and 6 years who play, learn, eat and live in the areas directly affected by 
westconnex. Please demonstrate to me how you have carefully considered their needs and health in this plan. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.htful  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 12:04 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout .the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary. xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Stop destroying the inner west. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.htrn1  
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From: 	 Daniel Chambers <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:32 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
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the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS. 

Yours sincerely, Daniel Chambers 15/11 Tupper St, Enmore NSW 2042, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Daniel Chambers via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Daniel provided an email 
address (funIcimunki77@hotmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Daniel Chambers at funkimunki77@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do dooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 12:01 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

1 

006252



I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current 
impacts on residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the 
cumulative impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:37 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks.This government is allowing new building in parks, 
while children's health is already being jeopardised by lack of safe, expansive playing fields at schools. Growing 
lungs should be poisoned for this dreadful project and instead public transport is needed. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased.Norton St is a hub for the local area and its amenity will be ruined. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. We all know that the more roads that get built, the more cars use them. Public transport is the key to Sydney's 
transport future. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. Haberfield is a heritage garden suburb. It should be 
treated with respect 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for night noise is 
unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not offered 
adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the Inner 
Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the intersection 
near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous intersection in the 
inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an additional 70 light 
vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied belief that SMC 
could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and accident black 
spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 i <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:55 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. We are currently living in the immediate 
precinct of the St Peters Westconnex stage. Every day our enivronment becomes more hostile, toxic, and unliveable. 
Native animals have been killed as a result of roadworks and demolition, native trees bulldozed and woodchipped, we 
are constantly surrounded by gaseous odours, dust and dirt. Our formerly village lifestyle has been destroyed already. 
It has become patently clear that the design of this stage of the Con will turn the areas of St PEters, Newtowen and 
Enmore into a carpark. The high density of construction has already radically altered the quality of life in this area. 
The details registered below show that the entire project of Westconnex is a disgusting breach of ethics, from both an 
environmental and humanitarian viewpoint. The draconian nature of this kind of thinking will be irrevocable for 
Sydney. We have an opportunity to provide a role model for change that takes environmental responsibilities 
seriously. Westconn 

ex will be one of the great humiliations of this city's history. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 
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The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 y <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:18 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
• are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 

will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
16 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 

2 



it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up , 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  



From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:26 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to fully address the impacts set out 
below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to 
the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and 
more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 e <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:06 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 

2 



it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for - 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  

3 



From: 	 r <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:04 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

Public transport is key 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 10:03 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF EXTREME OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them beign built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur — indeed, the State Opposition is opposed to both projects. Any references to these toll 
roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. - 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a `plan'. 

The high number of residents in both Haberfield and Leichhardt who would require mitigation for horrific night noise 
is unacceptable, particularly because promises of mitigation in Haberfield and St Peters during Stage 2 have not 
offered adequate protection. The Darley Road proposed construction site has been rejected as highly unsuitable by the 
Inner Council Council, its traffic planners and the independent engineer appointed by the council. In fact, the 
intersection near the site 9james St and City west Lik), based on TfNSW's own data, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. despite that, SMC wishes to bring in 100 heavy vehicle movements a day, plus an 
additional 70 light vehicle movements. There have been two fatalities directly out front the proposed site and it belied 
belief that SMC could seriously consider running hundreds of trucks and heavy machinery into a known traffic and 
accident black spot. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 y <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:31 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the impacts which are not 
adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government 
that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives 
are damaged. 

Why are we building more roads, rather than focussing on much needed public transport??? With the money spent on 
constructing this ridiculous Westconnex project, numerous public transport connections could have been implemented 
instead. We are living in 2017 — roads are not the answer anymore. 

Australia can and should be a leader in the world for innovative and technologically driven public transport projects. 
Lets change the culture and start now. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and publish my name and submission 
in accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 
	 s <campaigns@good.do> 

Sent: 
	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:59 AM 

To: 
	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 

Subject: 
	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 k <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:58 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application. The EIS does not adequately addressed community concerns. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and 
instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more 
billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. The community will have no opportunity to comment on the 
Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval conditions. The EIS needs to provide an 
opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 
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The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 

.unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
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provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 8:54 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below, which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:49 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

OBJECTION 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the acquisition of Darley Road site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 
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The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 
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I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 y <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:53 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

OBJECTION 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the acquisition of Darley Road site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 
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The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage cOntamination risks. 
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I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an 
email address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Paul Kaczorek <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:49 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS. 

Yours sincerely, Paul Kaczorek 793 New Canterbury Rd, Dulwich Hill NSW 2203, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Paul Kaczorek via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Paul provided an email 
address (paulkaz@live.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Paul Kaczorek at paulkaz@live.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 1:17 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 This is a Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number S51.16_7485. 

MY SUBMISSION: OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly. 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:47 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS (SSI 16_7485) 

The Secretary Department of Planning & Environment 

Re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

I object to the proposal on the basis that the project will have major consequences for inner city communities, 
particularly in terms of their health and well-being. 

Further I note that while the traffic performance for Harris Street at Chippendale (Broadway) is included, the EIS 
notes that traffic performance is worse off. Further it appears no information has been provided in relation to the 
intersection of Broadway with Wattle Street/Abercrombie Street. 

Given the potential health impact on the local (high density) community, his information is crucial, particularly as 
critical given intending to travel to Chippendale and Ultimo are likely to use the interchange at Sydney Park (rather 
than the interchange at Rozelle). 

Further the absence of key technical information in the EIS, and suggestion that the detailed studies will follow once 
the contract is awarded is not in the public interest. We've already seen the consequences of the poor project outcomes 
and major cost blowouts for the CBD/SE light rail project, as we have for the Cross City and Lane Cove Tunnels. 
Largely the consequence of insufficient detail being provided during the EIS phase, it is crucial this detail be provided 
prior to submissions closing, to enable public input. 

In short, road projects such as this carry sufficient risk. Further, the research indicates that a mass public transport 
system would be of greater public benefit than the current plans. Moreover, the plan to award the project before 
detailed plans are known isunacceptable. 

I urge the Department to advise the Minister to reject the project. 

I note that I have not made a political contribution. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Corporate Identity Promotion <info@cipromotion.com.au > 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 1:17 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS Projct no SSI 16_7485 
Attachments: 	 EIS Submission Easton.pdf 

Attention the Director, Transport Assessments 

Dear Sir, 

Please find Easton Apartments at Rozelle objection the EIS as detailed in the attached Letter. 

Yours Faithfully 

Timothy Johnmston 
Chairperson 
Body Corporate 
Strata Plan no 92563 
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EASTOM 
ROZELLE 

47-51 Lilyfield Road 
Rozelle NSW 2039 

Strata Plan No. 92563 
13th  October 2017 

Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Director, Transport Assessments 

Planning Services 

Department of Planning & Environment 

GPO Box 39 

SYDNEY NSW 2001 

RE: SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX MOMS UNK EIS 

Dear Director, 

We submit this objection as residents of the lilyfield/Annandale area (an area that will be greatly 
impacted by the M4-M5 Link Project (the subject of the EIS). We contend that NSW Planning must 
require the Proponent — the Roads & Maritime Services (RMS) to properly and adequately address 
the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in this EIS before any consideration is 
given for its approval. It is not adequate that a member of the public wanting to renovate their home 
is required to adhere to the process of statutory planning and development controls and yet a 
Government agency being the proponent of this EIS not also being subject to those same processes. 

We therefore object to the M4-M5 Link proposal and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the 
Minister to refuse the application on the grounds below: 

1. The EIS is based on an indicative design only and has insufficient detail for the impacts of 
the proposed design, construction and operation of the project to be properly assessed and 
addressed by the public, local, State and Commonwealth Government agencies, 
infrastructure and service providers, special interest groups, affected land owners, 
businesses as well as the Department of Planning. The EIS does not sufficiently address 
these uncertainties and how these will be resolved in the next stages of the project. 

Further, the public, agencies and key stakeholders impacted by the proposal will have no 
opportunity to further comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which will form the 
basis of the approval conditions. This means that key interest groups and affected residents 



will have limited say in the management of the impacts and or deficiencies identified in the 
EIS. The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for all interest groups directly affected by the 
project to meaningfully input into this report and the approval conditions now — given the 
project is one of the largest infrastructure projects in Australian history — at an estimated 
$7.8 billion. 

The EIS should be refused until the project uncertainties such as design, construction and 
operation methodologies are resolved or an additional layer of planning protection is 
provided via the Preferred Infrastructure Reporting so that there can be no question of 
probity or governance around approval of this project. 

2. We object to the EIS on the basis that the "spaghetti junction" design for the Rozelle 
Interchange provides no certainty for its delivery and that it is virtually certain that the yet 
to be decided design and construct contractor of the project will want to change it. Sydney 
Motorway Corporation (SMC) — the company delivering WestConnex has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project in the world or find a 
construction company to build it (SMH: State rejects only bidder for construction of 
WestConnex spaghetti junction. October 11 2017). http://www.smh.com.auinsw/state-
rejects-only-bidder-for-construction-of-westconnex-soaghettkunction-20171011- 
gyysn9.html  

The indicative design has been described as "bizarre and virtually unbuildable" by one public 
commentator with engineering qualifications. This EIS should be rejected because the 
uncertainty with such a design concept without evidence that it could be constructed 
provides no guarantee that the project will proceed or be significantly amended. The 
process for approval for Stage 1 (M4 Motorway) and Stage 2 (MS to St Peters) should be 
followed whereby the EIS was assessed following the appointment of and release of final 
design and construct drawings by the successful contractor and there is no reason why the 
approval process for Stage 3 M4-MS Link should be any different. 

3. The EIS should be refused on the basis that there has been inadequate public consultation. 
The NSW government's decision to release the WestConnex Stage 3 EIS just days after the 
end of the consultation period on the Concept Design "short-changed the inner west 
community." It appears clear that the NSW Government's sole intent with the lack of public 
consultation is to hasten the approval process so that it ensures a successful and smooth 
sale of the shares in the SMC - the company delivering WestConnex. It has been publicly 
reported that the Government is "ramping" up efforts for the sale of SMC and as a result 
tender bids are to be submitted by November 2017 (concurrently with the Departments 
assessment of the EIS) with the successful consortia (perhaps Transurban or some other 
international toll operator) awarded control of MAC by mid 2018. There is no doubt that the 
NSW Government is relying on the sale of 51% of SMC to shore up its budget ahead of the 
2019 NSW State election. Due assessment of the EIS by the Department and the public 
should not be compromised as a result of political expediency and budgetary pressures. 



4. The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and 
Ross street would greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly 
increased when Stage 3 was completed (if at all). It states that Stage 3 would do nothing to 
improve traffic congestion in the area and in fact it will worsen the problem. Many of these 
areas are already congested at peak times. Relying on the delivery of other road 
infrastructure projects such as the future Western Harbour Tunnel, Beaches Link, Sydney 
Gateway and F6 extension and admitting that the current M4-M5 Link would see an 
increase in traffic generation and bottlenecks in the immediate future without the certainty 
of these future project being realised is a reason for refusal of this EIS. 

5. The EIS should be refused on the basis that the traffic data relied upon are not reliable and 
have been described as "overly optimistic". Only last week Citi financial analysts in a report 
to their investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained in the EIS were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic data analysis should not be 
approved. 

AECOM, the company responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly 
predicting traffic data. Already there are reports that the traffic for all stages of WestConnex 
has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated. (SMH 'Pressure builds on 
government 	to 	sweeten 	WestConnex 	sale 	5/10/2017) 
http://www.sm  h.co m.a u/nsw/oressu re-b u i I ds-on-state-eove m me nt-to-sweete n- 
westcon ne x-sa le-20171005-Ryu r5w. htm I. 

The proponent should update the traffic modelling data to reflect the more realistic project 
traffic volumes so that a proper assessment of the EIS by the community and key 
stakeholders including infrastructure and service providers can be undertaken. 

6. The economic justification for this project is the approval and construction of further toll 
roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to future projects such as the F6 extension 
and Western Harbour Tunnel and Beaches Link. It is assumed that these toll roads will, in 
fact, be built. The issue with this is that the impacts set out in the EIS rely totally upon them 
being built - that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is no certainty this 
will occur. Any references to toll roads or future road infrastructure not yet delivered, in the 
context of impacts from this project, need therefore to be assessed and then separately 
disregarded to show the true Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR) and the proponent should be asked 
to recalculate these for the project together with an assessment of alternative 
transportation methods such as future rail (such as the Sydney Metro), bus and light rail. 

The EIS should not be approved until a thorough assessment of this has been completed. 

7. We object very strongly to this EIS on the basis that it proposes and promotes poor air 
quality through the use of unfiltered ventilation systems in both the Rozelle Rail Yards and 
on Victoria Road. We are particularly concerned that schools are located near the locations 
identified for such unfiltered systems. The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be 



in the orbit of these unfiltered plumes. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, 
that "No ventilation shafts will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should 
be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government needs to urgently review its policy of 
support for unfiltered stacks. As a result, the EIS should not be approved or conditions of 
consent should be imposed requiring the use of filtered ventilation systems. 

8. We further object to the design of the ventilation stacks which are proposed in the concept 
design to be around 35 metres in height. Given the EIS is a concept design, there is no 
guarantee that the ventilation stacks won't be much higher. As a result of these heights and 
the plumes of extracted unfiltered exhaust fumes the EIS proposes planning controls to 
ensure future developments are not adversely impacted by emissions from the ventilation 
outlets. Given the Government has previously committed to the Bays Precinct as a Priority 
Growth area and the need to deliver much needed housing to the Inner West LGA, we 
object to the EIS on the basis that certainty in the design is needed to ensure future 
densities can be delivered for the area. 

9. We object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate 
the projected traffic movements without jeopardising the road network. Dailey Road is a 
critical access road for the residents of Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross 
the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges, this route is already congested at peak hours. 
The intersection at James Street and the City West link already has queues at the traffic 
lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use Norton 
Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of 
hundreds of trucks and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic 
chaos at this critical juncture with commuter travel times drastically increased. 

The EIS should not be approved until the NSW Government reveals the true discussions the 
proponent RMS has been having with Urban Growth NSW and the Department on the 
delivery and urban renewal of residual lands within the Rozelle Rail Yards project footprint 
as part of the Bays Precinct Transformation Plan. 

Overall, we object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for 
"meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of residents within the proposed project zone were not 
notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on the concept design, including a major one 
from the Inner West Council, were ignored. 

Consultation is not the provision of a glossy brochure, light on detail, which minimise the negative 
aspects of a project and state that every impact will be managed by a 'plan' or future consultation 
that never eventuates. 

The high number of residents in Haberfield, Lilyfield, Rozelle, Annandale and Leichhardt who will be 
impacted by this enormous and complex infrastructure project requires much more attention by the 
Department and the NSW Government as opposed to political expediency for upcoming State 
elections. 



We urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS until the inconsistencies 
and details for the project are finalised. You are entitled to publish my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the 
objections I have raised. 

Kind Regards 

Timothy Johnston 

Chairman 

Easton Body Corporate 

Strata Plan No 92563 
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 1:43 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS 

For years we have been pushing for shore to ship power at the White Bay Cruise Terminal. Nothing has been done 
and now we're faced with possible unfiltered pollution stacks. When is the NSW Government going to take 
environmental and healt impacts seriously? I'm writing this submission, not because I believe it'll have an impact on 
Government decisions, but because I can't stand by and do nothing. Shame on you! 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 
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I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment..The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 
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I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this ES application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails.the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 12:37 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
L,eichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. Similarly, Derbyshire Rd should not Ben resurrected as a dive site or construction 
site of any kind. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided.an  email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 12:51 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
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residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 1:16 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I have already expressed my objections to the Minister about this wasteful and expensive project. However his office's 
pre packaged reply did nothing to change my mind. Now I am imploring the Secretary of Planning to advise the 
Minister to refuse the application for many reasons as follows. NSW Planning must require him to adequately address 
the impacts of this EIS. What is needed is an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and 
more residents' lives are damaged. The following details my concerns: The EIS states 'the detail of the design and 
construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is subject to detailed design and construction 
planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community will have no opportunity to comment on the 
Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval conditions. This means the community will have 
limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the 
community to meaningfully input into this report and approval conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 
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I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 
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I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New MS and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html 
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From: 	 r <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 12:58 PM 
To: 	 OPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SS! 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives Damaged. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Dailey Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
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Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 
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During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 1:21 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "NO ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Westconnex is a broken & destructive project. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html 
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 11:45 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

No more huge roads ruining the city and putting more cars on them. It's a no brainer to develop good public transport 
with parking for some junctions. People need to be encouraged to stop using cars and this is the only way. This 
government is ruining Sydney and lining the pockets of developers in the name of progress. No one I lknow wo Will 
be voting for such a government next time. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 
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I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
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granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

• During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 1:13 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an 
independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' This is not proper 
process as residents are expected to make comments on a design that is not finalised and are not being fully informed 
about the project. 

The community will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of 
the approval conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified 
in the EIS. The Department of Planning needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into 
this report and approval conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and M4-M5 link) and 
two in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct 
exposure to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Chi 
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financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

I am particularly concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two 
construction site plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the 
EIS hints at other options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. 

There should be no above ground construction sites in Haberfield and Ashfield. Tunnelling should occur underground 
using the stubs for the M4-M5 Link. Spoil removal from the Ashfield/Haberfield end of the M4-M5 link (if approved) 
should occur through the newly constructed M4 East. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). 

It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS 
makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on and lived experiences of residents, measure what the 
cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative impact of these prolonged 
periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and frequently state 
that impacts will be managed by a yet to be developed 'plan'. 

The EIS is required to consider alternatives to the M4-M5 link. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. . 

SMC is already preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand 
that this report be made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to 
consultation on the actual plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 7:51 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I vehemently object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse 
the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address 
the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and 
instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more 
billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Brianna McNeillage Greene <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:10 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I object to Westconnex, for all the same reasons because of the monumental cost which should have been invested in 
public transport which would have made a fantastic effect. 

Yours sincerely, Brianna Greene 156 Australia St, Newtown NSW 2042, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Brianna McNeillage Greene via Do Gooder, a website that 
allows people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we 
have set the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Brianna 
provided an email address (brianna787@yahoo.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Brianna McNeillage Greene at brianna787@yahoo.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 
	

Sent: 
	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:35 PM 

To: 
	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 

Subject: 
	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

In addition, traffic exiting at the St Peters interchange will negatively impact the existing heritage and cultural natures 
of Newtown, Enmore and Stanmore forever. Once these changes are made, there is no going back. It will almost 
impossible for these neighbourhoods to ever recover. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 9:45 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox • 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485.. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges, this route is already 
congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West link already has queues at the traffic 
lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use Norton Street, a two-lane largely 
commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks and contractor vehicles will result in 
traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed 
tollways are completed, the St Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield 
will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
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environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The NSW EPA should 
not grant a continuing license that would allow this to occur. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and 
publish my name and submission in accordance with the undertaking on your website, and 
provide a written response to each of the objections I have raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an 
email address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to . 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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David Jamsek 

From: 	 <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 2:59 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application.There should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' 
lives are undermined. 

The EIS states that 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design 
and is subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' Surely this 
means that no EIS can be approved at this stage — it must wait for the detailed design to be known and be based upon 
that, not on some broad 'concept plan' Environmental Impacts cannot be judged on mere concepts. 

I am concerned that the traffic figures in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company responsible for this 
EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. A review by an independent modeller is needed to 
test the modelling and subject the underlying assumptions to a testing critique 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are claimed but not 
supported by provision of the model for independent scrutiny. Without such independent assessment the reductions 
remain mere assertions. Nor is the model's margin for error stated. These asserted reductions are fundamental to the 
rest of the benefits, which all depend on traffic reductions generating improved travel times, better bus services and 
faster freight movement etc. Experience in Australia and around the world has provided a reasonable expectation that 
these benefits will not be realised and that after a few years the congestion will return, albeit with more vehicles 
involved in the traffic jams. 

The EIS section on alternatives is woefully short on analysis despite SMC being required to consider alternatives. The 
alternative plan developed by the City of Sydney has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to the objections I have raised. 

Yours sincerely,

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 3:03 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

As a resident greatly impacted by proposed Northern Beaches Tunnel smokestacks, and as a disgruntled Sydney 
resident, I am very irate about lack of filtration and placement of smokestacks near schools. There has been no 
evidence of amendment made to planning via appropriate true community consultation. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditibns 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at.carnpaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:17 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try,to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  

3 



From: 	  <campaignsggood.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 2:53 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

The positioning of the emission stacks, and the lack of filtration, is unbelievable. 

Therefore, I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to 
refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately 
address the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS 
and instead recarrunend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before 
more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions . 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

2 



I 
The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely,  

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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,From: 	 t <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 8:33 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I would emphasised that I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise 
the Minister to refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly 
and adequately address the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must 
reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of 
WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on atoncept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
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will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
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emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 

• options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however  provided an email 
address  which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	  <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Sunday, 15 October 2017 2:51 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

If you have to build a road, do it properly! In tunnel filtration and no stacks ... just like the Europeans do! We're 
behind the times if you think this is the solution. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. 

This is negligent when you consider that the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates 
carcinogenic. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 
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The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of many more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. NSW Planning has shown that it 
does not have the powers to enforce compliance. In this situation conditions are meaningless. I am appalled that there 
is a significant risk that these odours would continue if Stage 3 is approved. I would strongly object to the NSW EPA 
granting a license for this project on the basis of this application and with no clear plan for how contamination would 
be controlled. No community should be treated in this manner. 
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The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So the community would have to put up with the exhaust from tunnels and additional car 
emissions from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a 
busy roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. In fact the EIS hints at other 
options that have not been fully disclosed. 

During the Stage one consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there 
would be no more above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already 
preparing its Preferred Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be 
made public as soon as it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual 
plan before a determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, 

	 This email was sent by  via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however provided an email 
address which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to  

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Kirsty McCahon <campaigns@good.do > 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 12:05 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number 551 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I and my Family ,strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the 
Minister to refuse the application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and 
adequately address the impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must 
reject this EIS and instead recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of 
WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions.To propose such an approval system makes a mockery of the entire process of consultation. As it currently 
stands, the entire Sydney community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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As a residents of Hubert St leichhardt , we are critically aware that traffic in this area is already constsatnjtly at a 
standstill. I have footage of a Saturday morning 11 am showing that traffic is banked up for 500metres, completely at 
a standstill .Adding hundreds of truck movements a day to this road is clearly absurd nonsensical . 

Access to the light rail network, which is a vital form of transport for my family, neighbours and friends, will also be 
severely compromised. It will be impossible to safely cross the road for our school age children and no plans have 
been revealed to show how the list rail will still be able to function without impacting the health of users. 

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
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from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, Kirsty McCahon 11 Hubert St, Leichhardt NSW 2040, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Kirsty McCahon via Do Gooder, a website that allows people 
to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Kirsty provided an email 
address (kirstymccahonl@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Kirsty McCahon at kirstymccahonl@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 MATTHEW BOWDEN <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 11:27 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that my house and schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a tunnel site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 
determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, MATTHEW BOWDEN 100 Ferris St, Annandale NSW 2038, Australia 

	 This email was sent by MATTHEW BOWDEN via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however MATTHEW provided 
an email address (MATHEWBOWDEN@IINET.NET.AU) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to MATTHEW BOWDEN at MATHEWBOWDEN@IINET.NET.AU. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 ben clover <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Saturday, 14 October 2017 1:13 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

Attn: Secretary, re: WestConnex M4/M5 EIS, Project Number SSI 16_7485. 

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. NSW Planning must reject this EIS and instead 
recommend to the NSW government that there should be an independent review of WestConnex before more billions 
are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. 

The EIS is based on an indicative design and has insufficient detail for the impacts to be properly assessed and 
addressed, and the public consultation has been woefully inadequate. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. This means the community will have limited say in the management of the impacts identified in the EIS. 
The EIS needs to provide an opportunity for the community to meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rolelle Interchange. Sydney Motorway Corporation has not been able to 
identify any other similar underground interchange project anywhere in the world or find a construction company to 
build it. This EIS should be rejected because it would be absurd to approve such a design concept without evidence 
that it could be constructed. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks such as the Rozelle 
Public School, literately just some metres from the school. 

The EIS states, there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes. Children and the elderly 
are most at risk of lung ailments. The Education Minister Rob Stokes declared in 2017, that "No ventilation shafts 
will be built near any school." in his electorate. The same should be applied in all areas of Sydney and the government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. The site cannot accommodate the projected traffic 
movements without jeopardising the road network. Darley Road is a critical access road for the residents of 
Leichhardt and the inner west to access and cross the City West Link. As the EIS acknowledges and anyone who have 
driven there knows, this route is already congested at peak hours. The intersection at James Street and the City West 
link already has queues at the traffic lights. The only other option for commuters to access the city West Link is to use 
Norton Street, a two-lane largely commercial strip which is already at capacity. The addition of hundreds of trucks 
and contractor vehicles will result in traffic grinding to a halt and traffic chaos at this critical juncture with commuter 
travel times drastically increased. 
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I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. With the Premier having now been referred to ICAC over the lease 
extension granted over this site, it is very clear that there has been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. Only last week Citi 
financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained were 
unlikely to be achievable. An EIS based on inaccurate traffic analysis cannot be approved. 

The economic basis for this project is the approval of further toll roads. Throughout the EIS there are references to the 
f6 and Northern beaches Link; it is assumed that these toll roads will, in fact, be built. The issue with this is that the 
impacts set out in the EIS rely upon them being built — that is, traffic will lessen once they are built. However, there is 
no certainty this will occur.. Any references to these toll roads, in the context of impacts from this project, need 
therefore to be disregarded. 

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. 

We are also concerned that the traffic figures relied upon in the EIS are simply not reliable. AECOM, the company 
responsible for this EIS, has a well-documented record of wrongly predicting traffic. Already there are reports that the 
traffic for all stages of WestConnex has been overestimated and construction costs underestimated.(SMH 'Pressure 
builds on government to sweeten WestConnex sale' 5/10/2017) 

Reductions of volumes of traffic on Parramatta Rd, King Georges Road or the existing M5 are asserted but the model 
which projects these effects is not provided for scrutiny or independent assessment. The model's margin for error is 
not stated. The rest of the benefits all depend on the asserted traffic reductions generating improved travel times and 
better bus services or freight movement etc. So far the experience of the growth of traffic on Parramatta Rd in 
response to the re-imposition of tolls on the widened section of the M4 gives us leave to doubt these touted benefits. 

There is reference in the EIS to the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM v2.3), a strategic traffic 
model that has been used in the traffic analysis. This model was developed by the NSW Roads and Maritime Services 
who have constantly pushed a motorway agenda to the disadvantage of the development of more public transport. 
There is insufficient explanation of the nature of the model, where it can be accessed and what function it plays in the 
analysis. There is no clear explanation of how the assumptions that underpin the WRTM have changed between EIS 
stages. Since so much else in the EIS including noise and air quality predictions are dependent on this forecasting, the 
lack of transparency makes it difficult for the EIS to be subject to independent critique. 

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document will, in fact, be complied with. 
During 2017 residents in St Peters have been subject to appalling odours which have damaged the health of some 
community members and damaged the quality of life of much more. SMC has failed to comply with the 
environmental protection licence that it was granted as part of previous approvals. I am appalled that these odours are 
predicted to possibly continue if Stage 3 is approved. No community should be treated in this manner. 

The Environmental Impact Statement for Stage 3 admits that the traffic around St Peters will be worse when both 
stages are completed. So we will have to put up with the exhaust from the tunnels and the additional car emissions 
from the traffic. Car emissions are known to shorten the lives of those who live within half a kilometre of a busy 
roadway. Diesel exhaust from trucks is classed as a carcinogen. 

I am also concerned that Haberfield and Ashfield residents are being given the apparent choice of two construction 
plans, Option A or Option B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community. During the Stage one 
consultation phase, residents were repeatedly told that after construction of the M4 East, there would be no more 
above ground construction in Haberfield. It now appears that they were misled. SMC is already preparing its Preferred 
Infrastructure Report which will include its final choice of option. I demand that this report be made public as soon as 
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4e,  
,o 	it is filed with NSW Planning and that residents be given a right to consultation on the actual plan before a 

determination on this EIS application is made by NSW Planning. 

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 

, I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. 

I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, publish, my name and submission in 
accordance with the undertaking on your website, and provide a written response to each of the objections I have 
raised. 

Yours sincerely, ben dover 11 Springside St, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

	 This email was sent by ben dover via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however ben provided an email 
address (ben.dover@bigpond.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to ben dover at ben.dover@bigpond.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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Attention: Director, Transport Assessments 
Planning Services 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001 

application number SSI 7485 — WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I am writing in response to the EIS for the M4-M5 WestConnex Link. I strongly 
oppose the project. Specifically, I oppose: 

Lack of filtration and visual impact of the ventilation stacks: It is unacceptable to 
propose unfiltered stacks for the Rozelle Rail Yards and Victoria Road near Terry 
Street (and indeed for the entire WestConnex project) given the lack of data on the 
cumulative impacts on air quality and proximity of these stacks to homes, schools, 
preschools and aged care facilities. All ventilation facilities must be fully filtered and 
have real-time monitoring. This is critical given Rozelle is already one of Sydney's 
most polluted areas. The cumulative impact of increased air pollution from general 
traffic and the White Bay Cruise Ship terminal including carcinogenic particulates 
would create significant and life threatening health conditions for our community. 

Devastating impact of construction: we have significant concerns including with 
regard to noise, dust, traffic and parking around all construction sites and the lack of 
respite for residents. Appropriate respite periods must be provided and construction 
should be limited to 7am-7pm to enable residents to sleep. 

Construction and operational traffic around the Rozelle interchange: this will 
seriously impact residential amenity, pedestrian and cycle safety and the ability of 
residents to park. 

The significant increase of traffic on Anzac Bridge and The Crescent: Anzac Bridge 
and The Crescent are already at capacity. 

Need to ensure on-going access to King George Park at all times during any 
construction and operation of the M4-M5 Iron Cove link 

I am also concerned about: 
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NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney NSW 2001 

https://westconnexactiongroup.good.do/makeyoursubmissiontothewestconnexm4m5eis/Submissi  
on-to-WestConnex-New-M4M5/ 

EIS Submission for WestConnex M4-M5 Link (Application Number SSI 16 7485)  
Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the EIS for WestConnex M4-M5 Link. I oppose the 
project and outline my major concerns below, especially those related to Rozelle Public School 
(the School) as a sensitive receptor. 

Air pollution caused by the ventilation shafts 

WestConnex plans unfiltered tunnel ventilation shafts of undetermined heights: one approximately 
200m northwest and three others about 600m south of the School. There is not enough detail or 
evidence of analysis at the moment to enable me to determine the impact to the children at the 
School. Please provide the following: 

• An analysis of current traffic volumes at 9am, noon and 3pm on Victoria Road adjacent to 
the school, and projected traffic analysis for school days both on Victoria Road adjacent to 
the School, and for both a tolled and toll-free Iron Cove Link tunnel adjacent to the School, 
at 9am, noon and 3pm, by diesel and non-diesel engine type, 

• Evidence of current air pollution levels at the School from 9am, noon and 3pm for all 
school days in the past year, and the projected levels of air pollution at the School post-
construction at 9am, noon and 3pm on day one, year one, year five and year ten, 
including carcinogenic diesel particulates, PM 2.5 particulates, and any other relevant 
measurement, 

• Details of the prevailing wind and other relevant weather conditions at the School for each 
day in the past year, 

• The final design of the 4 ventilation shafts proposed for Rozelle, including the height, 
diameter, façade and exact location, and a commitment that all ventilation shafts in 
Rozelle will be filtered for PM2.5, 

Impacts of construction 

Four to five years of construction works is planned, including work at Wellington Street which is 
adjacent to the School, constructing the Iron Cove Link tunnel portals on Victoria Road about 
250m from the School, with tunnelling work (and activities to support tunnelling) scheduled for 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

I am very concerned that this will mean our children (as well as local residents) will be negatively 
impacted in some way by worsened air quality, loud noise and untenable vibration during this time 
- potentially the rest of their entire primary school education - during the entire time that our 
children are present on school grounds or at home and for a significant part of their lives. 

Please provide a construction plan to include specific commitments and plans to: 

• Minimise the short-term and long-term impact of construction children's physical and 
mental health, brain development, stress levels, sleep and naps, and the impact on those 
with pre-existing lung and heart conditions, 
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Other major concerns I have include: 

r  

Impacts to physical and mental health after construction 

• Identify and mitigate all short-term and long-term impacts of prolonged exposure to all 
known air pollutants associated with traffic on sensitive receptors as those identified in 
Appendix K figure 6-4 are insufficient. 

Road user and pedestrian safety during construction and operation 

There isn't enough traffic management detail to ensure the safety for the children at the School 
both during construction and operation. Please provide the following: 

• A traffic risk mitigation plan concerning all roads and footpaths within 500m of the 
construction area, including but not limited to Victoria Road, Wellington Street, Merton 
Street and Darling Street for road users and pedestrians, including buses, pedestrians and 
cyclists during construction due to temporary road arrangements or the closeness of 
construction activities to normal traffic, 

• Details of traffic modelling concerning all roads and footpaths within 500m of the 
construction area, including but not limited to Victoria Road, Wellington Street, Merton 
Street and Darling Street which minimises risks to safety for road users, including buses, 
pedestrians and cyclists during operation whilst the Iron Cove Link is toll-free, and if the 
Iron Cove Link is tolled in future, including any possible rat runs created by toll-avoiding 
road users, 

• A traffic plan to maximise our children's health and safety and ability to walk to and 
participate in important School events, such as the School cross country and athletics 
carnival, normally held at King George's Park, and the School swim carnival at 
Drummoyne pool, 

• Details of the impacts on bus routes and stops, and cycle paths and footpaths within 500m 
of construction, including but not limited to Victoria Road during construction and 
operation, 

• Details on access to King George's Park and the Bay Run by road users, cyclists and 
pedestrians during construction and operation. 

For the sake of our comnibiity, our families, and our children, I hope you will be able to consider 
and address these important concerns. 
Yours Sincerely, 

Signature: 
I allow! do not allow my personal details to be published. 

I have not made 	portable political donation over $1000 in the past 2 years. 

Name: 
Address: CA% 	jk--

) 
Email: 

• 
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Attention: Director, Transport Assessments 
Planning Services 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001 

application number SSI 7485 — WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I am writing in response to the EIS for the M4-M5 WestConnex Link. I strongly 
oppose the project. Specifically, I oppose: 

Lack of filtration and visual impact of the ventilation stacks: It is unacceptable to 
propose unfiltered stacks for the Rozelle Rail Yards and Victoria Road near Terry 
Street (and indeed for the entire WestConnex project) given the lack of data on the 
cumulative impacts on air quality and proximity of these stacks to homes, schools, 
preschools and aged care facilities. All ventilation facilities must be fully filtered and 
have real-time monitoring. This is critical given Rozelle is already one of Sydney's 
most polluted areas. The cumulative impact of increased air pollution from general 
traffic and the White Bay Cruise Ship terminal including carcinogenic particulates 
would create significant and life threatening health conditions for our community. 

Devastating impact of construction: we have significant concerns including with 
regard to noise, dust, traffic and parking around all construction sites and the lack of 
respite for residents. Appropriate respite periods must be provided and construction 
should be limited to 7am-7pm to enable residents to sleep. 

Construction and operational traffic around the Rozelle interchange: this will 
seriously impact residential amenity, pedestrian and cycle safety and the ability of 
residents to park. 

The significant increase of traffic on Anzac Bridge and The Crescent: Anzac Bridge 
and The Crescent are already at capacity. 

Need to ensure on-going access to King George Park at all times during any 
construction and operation of the M4-M5 Iron Cove link 

I am also concerned about: 
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Attention: Director, Transport Assessments 
Planning Services 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001 

application number SSI 7485 — WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I am writing in response to the EIS for the M4-M5 WestConnex Link. I strongly 
oppose the project. Specifically, I oppose: 

Lack of filtration and visual impact of the ventilation stacks: It is unacceptable to 
propose unfiltered stacks for the Rozelle Rail Yards and Victoria Road near Terry 
Street (and indeed for the entire WestConnex project) given the lack of data on the 
cumulative impacts on air quality and proximity of these stacks to homes, schools, 
preschools and aged care facilities. All ventilation facilities must be fully filtered and 
have real-time monitoring. This is critical given Rozelle is already one of Sydney's 
most polluted areas. The cumulative impact of increased air pollution from general 
traffic and the White Bay Cruise Ship terminal including carcinogenic particulates 
would create significant and life threatening health conditions for our community. 

• Devastating impact of construction: we have significant concerns including with 
regard to noise, dust, traffic and parking around all construction sites and the lack of 
respite for residents. Appropriate respite periods must be provided and construction 
should be limited to 7am-7pm to enable residents to sleep. 

Construction and operational traffic around the Rozelle interchange: this will 
seriously impact residential amenity, pedestrian and cycle safety and the ability of 
residents to park. 

The significant increase of traffic on Anzac Bridge and The Crescent: Anzac Bridge 
and The Crescent are already at capacity. 

Need to ensure on-going access to King George Park at all times during any 
construction and operation of the M4-M5 Iron Cove link 

I am also concerned about: • 
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NSW Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney NSW 2001 

https://westconnexactiondroup.000d.do/makeyoursubmissiontothewestconnexm4m5eis/Submissi  
on-to-WestConnex-New-M4M5/  

Feedback on EIS for WestConnex M4-M5 Link (Application Number SSI 16 7485) 
Thank you for the opportunity to give my feedback on the EIS for WestConnex M4-M5 Link. I 
oppose the project and outline my major concerns below, particularly those related to Rozelle 
Public School (the School) as a sensitive receptor. 

Ventilation: Air pollution 

WestConnex proposes unfiltered tunnel ventilation outlets of unknown heights: one approximately 
250m northwest and three others approximately 700m south of the School. At present there is 
insufficient detail or evidence of analysis to determine the impact to the children at the School. 
Please provide the following: 

• An analysis of current traffic volumes at 9am, noon and 3pm on Victoria Road adjacent to 
the school, and projected traffic analysis for school days both on Victoria Road adjacent to 
the School, and for both a tolled and toll-free Iron Cove Link tunnel adjacent to the School, 
at 9am, noon and 3pm, by commercial and non-commercial vehicle type, 

• Evidence of current air pollution levels at the School from 9am, noon and 3pm for all 
school days in the past year, and the projected levels of air pollution at the School post-
construction at 9am, noon and 3pm on day one, year one, year five and year ten, 
including carcinogenic diesel particulates, PM 2.5 particulates, and any other relevant 
measurement, 

• 	Details of the prevailing wind and other relevant weather conditions at the School for each 
day in the past year, • 
The final design of the 4 ventilation shafts proposed for Rozelle, including the height, 
diameter, façade and exact location, and a commitment that all ventilation shafts in 
Rozelle will be filtered for PM2.5, 

Air pollution, noise and vibration during construction 

Four to five years of construction works is proposed, including work as close to the School as 
Wellington Street, constructing the Iron Cove Link tunnel entrance and exit on Victoria Road 
approximately 250m from the School, with tunnelling work (and activities to support tunnelling) will 
be 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

I am very concerned that this will mean our children will be badly affected in some way by poor air 
quality, noise and vibration during 24/7 construction for four to five years - potentially the rest of 
their entire primary school education - during the entire time that our children are present on 
school grounds or at home. 

Please provide a construction plan to include specific commitments and plans to: 

• Limit negative impacts on our children's abilities to learn and play during these times, 

• Eliminate noise at pre-school infants' nap-times and during tests at the School 

• Minimise the impact of construction children's physical health, stress levels, and the 
impact on those with pre-existing respiratory cond_itions, 	_ 

• Ensure children living within 500m of construction are able to receive full nights of sleep, 
as lack of sleep leads to tiredness and proven difficulty learning. 
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Soil pollution in construction 

Please provide specific plans that ensure that construction will not cause the disturbance of lead 
and other toxic industrial pollutants known to be distributed in the soil throughout Rozelle and 
specific plans to eliminate the spread of soil contaminants throughout the surrounding area, 
including the School. 

Safety and Traffic management during construction and operation 

At present there is insufficient traffic management detail to ensure the safety to the children at the 
School both during construction and operation. Please provide the following: 

• A traffic plan concerning all roads and footpaths within 500m of the construction area, 
including but not limited to Victoria Road, Wellington Street, Merton Street and Darling 
Street which minimises risks to safety for road and footpath users, including buses, 
pedestrians and cyclists during construction due to temporary road arrangements or the 
close proximity of construction activities to normal traffic, 

• Details of traffic modelling concerning all roads and footpaths within 500m of the 
construction area, including but not limited to Victoria Road, Wellington Street, Merton 
Street and Darling Street which minimises risks to safety for road users, including buses, 
pedestrians and cyclists during operation whilst the Iron Cove Link is toll-free, and if the 
Iron Cove Link is tolled in future, including any potential rat runs created by road users 
avoiding tolls, 

• A traffic plan to maximise our children's health and safety and ability to walk to and 
participate in important School events, such as the School cross country and athletics 
carnival, normally held at King George's Park, and the School swim carnival at 
Drummoyne pool, 

• Details of the impacts on bus routes and stops, and cycle paths and footpaths within 500m 
of construction, including but not limited to Victoria Road during construction and 
operation, 

• Details on access to King George's Park and the Bay Run by road users, cyclists and 
pedestrians during construction and operation. 

Other major concerns I have include: 

too s•cle-<--ry .S‘rAcKs 	RI) 	04.3 

For the sake of our community, our families, and our children, I hope you will be able to consider 
and address these important concerns. 
Yours Sincerely, 

Signature: Kew:— 
/..alie<7 do not allow for my personal details to be published. 

I have not made a reportable political donation over $1000 in the past 2 years. 

Name: 	Wu' •-) FY% c1.44.444u 

Address: t eco 	S-ratc.-7, 

Email: 	Anclo4.4).6\Alxv1 tc.eA4;.:P 7'..tivN 4-1" 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	Atififffr\,)  o\ 6,0(Reitsry N 
r 

Address: 	: i::/"." 	17060--Akri,Vc176% ibiaD 
Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 4:6y 3-e 	r)-.L1 4 

.-..t., 	 --. r--, M 	PostcodeV11 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 
 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

A. The social and economic impact study notes the 
high value placed on community networks and 
social inclusion but does nothing to seriously 
evaluate the social impacts on these of 
WestCONnex. Any genuine assessment would 
draw on experience with the New M5 and M4 East 
rather than ignoring it.This lack of genuine 
engagement with social impact reduces the study 
to the level of a demographic description and a 
series of bland value statement 

B. The EIS states that spoil haulage hours will be 
restricted but ignores the fact that the same was 
promised for the M4 East but these promises have 
been ignored repeatedly. 

C. The EIS states "Direct and indirect traffic 
disruptions are likely to be experienced on local 
and arterial roads in most suburbs that are in close 
proximity to construction sites. This would include 
the suburbs of Ashfield, Haberfield, St Peters, 
Camperdown, Annandale, Lilyfield, Leichhardt, 
and Rozelle." Despite this finding, the study then 
pushes these negative impacts aside as inevitable. 
There is never any evaluation of whether in the 
light of the negative impacts an alternative public 
infrastructure project might be preferable. 

D. The impacts on The Crescent and Annandale are 
massive and were not sufficiently revealed in the 
Concept Design to enable residents to give  

feedback on the negative impacts on communities 
and businesses in the area. 

E. It is clear from reading the EIS that the impacts of 
the project on traffic congestion and travel times 
across the region during five years of construction 
will be negative and substantial. Five years is a 
long time. At the end of the day, the result of the 
project will also be more traffic congestion 
although not necessarily in the same places as now. 
There needs to be a serious cost benefit analysis 
before the project proceeds further. 

F. Table 6.3. in Appendix Q ( Social and Economic 
impact) is not an accurate report on the concerns 
of residents. It downplays concerns of Newtown, St 
Peters and Haberfield residents. It does not even 
mention concerns about additional years of 
construction in Haberfield and St Peters. The 
raises the question of whether this is a result of 
the failure of SMC to notify impacted residents 
including those on the Eastern Side of King Street 
and St Peters about the potential impacts of the M4 
M5 

G. The EIS identifies a risk to children from 
construction traffic at Haberfield School. I find 
such risks unacceptable and am not satisfied with a 
promise of a Plan to which the public is excluding 
from viewing or providing feedback until it is 
published. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

dtrivtd tUw 

Please include m y personal information when publishing this submission to your website Declaration :1 
HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 	 COLLE61& 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link  

Suburb. 	iS1611NIT13/-41V 
	

Postcode ../.0.4 

0 	I am appalled that the Sydney Motorway Corporation could seek approval to build complex interchanges under the 
suburbs of Rozelle and Leichhardt on the basis of an EIS that is based on a concept design rather than detailed 
proposal that indudes engineering plans. 

0 	Given the high cost of the tolls and their anticipated annual increase it is also expected that there will be an increase 
on traffic generally on local roads as motorists avoid the tollways. This can already be seen on Parramatta Rd 
immediately the new M4 tolls were activated. We expect exactly the same effect in the roads around the interchange, 
including the Princes Highway, King St, Edgeware and Enmore Roads and through the streets of Erskineville and 
Alexandria. 

0 	I am concerned that while hundreds of impacts on resident, including noise, loss of business, dust, and lost time 
through more traffic congestion, are identified in the EIS, the approach is always to recommend approval and 
promise vague 'mitigation' in the future. This is not good enough. 

0 	The EIS indicates that 36 homes will have unacceptable noise impacts for extended periods at the Darley road 
construction site. The EIS does not mention the cumulative impact of aircraft noise in the Leichhardt or St Peters 
area, and therefore does not reflect the true impact of construction noise on the amenity of nearby residents and 
businesses. The noise impacts of construction are not able to be mitigated to an acceptable level and the EIS should 
not be approved on this basis. 

0 	The additional unfiltered exhaust stack on the north-west corner of the interchange will further increase the vehicle 
pollution in an area where the prevailing south and north-westerly winds will send that pollution over residences, 
schools and sports fields. The St Peters Primary School in particular will be at the apex of a triangle between the two 
exhaust stacks on the south—western and north-western corners of the interchange. This is utterly unacceptable. 

0 	Are there other potentially serious problems with Sydney Water utility services (described at EIS 12-57) or with other 
utilities in other suburbs or along the proposed M4-M5 tunnel alignment? If so, the EIS proposals and application 
should not be approved till these are all disclosed, researched, surveyed and the resolution publicly published. 

0 	The impacts on The Crescent and Annandale are massive and were not sufficiently revealed in the Concept Design to 
enable residents to give feedback on the negative impacts on communities and businesses in the area. 

0 	I do not consider so many disruptions of pedestrian and cycle ways to be a 'temporary' impact. Four years in the life of 
a community is a long time. The EIS acknowledges that there will be more danger in the environment around 
construction sites. It is a serious matter to deliberately take steps to reduce the safety of a community, especially when 
as the traffic analysis shows there will be a legacy of traffic congestion even in 2033. A promise of a plan is NOT an 
answer to those concerned about the impacts. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Submission from: 

Signature 	 

1/66  PA Address: . ljelrrA fq)  

9 Postcode 	

Name.  4A&YA,  Air/if "A(11( --efol/AA/ 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration : I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Suburb: 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I submit this objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485, for. 
the following reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application. 

• I am appalled to learn that more than 
100 homes including hundreds of 
residents will be affected by noise 
exceedences 'out of hours' in the 
vicinity of Darley Road, Leichhardt. 
This will not just be for a few days 
but could continue for years. Such 
impacts will severely impact on the.  

quality of life of residents. 

• I am appalled to read in the EIS that 
more than 100 homes across the Rozelle 
construction sites will be severely 
affected by construction noise for 
months or even years at a time. This 
would include hundreds of individual 
residents including young children, 
school students and people who spend 
time at home during the day. The 
predicted levels are more than 75 
decibels and high enough to produce 
damage over an eight hour period. Such 
noise levels will severely impact on 
the health, capacity to work and 
quality of life of residents. NSW 
Planning should not give approval to a 
project that could cause such impacts. 
Promises of potential mitigation are 
not enough, especially when you 
consider the ongoing unacceptable 
noise in Haberfield during the M4East 
construction. 

• Residents of Haberfield should not be 
asked to choose between two 
construction sites. This smacks of 
manipulation and a deliberate attempt 
to divide a community. Both choice 
extend construction impacts for four 
years and severely impact the quality 
of life of residents. NSW Planning 
should reject the impacts on  

Haberfield as unacceptable. ( page 
106) 

• Daytime noise at 177 properties across 
the project is predicted to be so bad, 
during the years of construction that 
extra noise treatments will be 
required. The is however a caveat - 
the properties will change if the 
design changes. My understanding is 
that the design could change without 
the public being specifically notified 
or given the chance for feedback. This 
means that there is a possibility of 
hundreds of residents being severely 
impacted who are not even identified 
in this EIS. I find this completely 
unacceptable. 

I do not accept the finding in the 
Appendix P that there will be no noise 
exceedences during construction at 
Campbell Rd St Peters. There has been 
terrible noise during the early 
construction of the New M5. Why would 
this stop, especially given the 
construction is just as close to 
houses? Is it because the noise is 
already so bad that comparatively it 
will not be that much worse. This 
casts doubt on the whole noise study. 

• I completely reject this EIS due to 
its failure to consider the 
alternative plan put forward by the 
City of Sydney. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Name: 	 

Signature: . 

Please include include my personal infmnudion when publishing this submission toyour website Declaration :1 
HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address. 	2-E11--( 

Suburb: ..... 	... 	 ..... ....... .............................. 	 .. k .. 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
ink 

0 	I am appalled that the Sydney Motorway Corporation could seek approval to build complex interchanges under the 
suburbs of Rozelle and Leichhardt on the basis of an EIS that is based on a concept design rather than detailed 
proposal that includes engineering plans. 

0 	Given the high cost of the tolls and their anticipated annual increase it is also expected that there will be an increase 
on traffic generally on local roads as motorists avoid the tollways. This can already be seen on Parramatta Rd 
immediately the new M4 tolls were activated. We expect exactly the same effect in the roads around the interchange, 
including the Princes Highway, King St, Edgeware and Enmore Roads and through the streets of Erskineville and 
Alexandria. 

0 	I am concerned that while hundreds of impacts on resident, including noise, loss of business, dust, and lost time 
through more traffic congestion, are identified in the EIS, the approach is always to recommend approval and 
promise vague 'mitigation' in the future. This is not good enough. 

0 	The EIS indicates that 36 homes will have unacceptable noise impacts for extended periods at the Darley road 
construction site. The EIS does not mention the cumulative impact of aircraft noise in the Leichhardt or St Peters 
area, and therefore does not reflect the true impact of construction noise on the amenity of nearby residents and 
businesses. The noise impacts of construction are not able to be mitigated to an acceptable level and the EIS should 
not be approved on this basis. 

0 	The additional unfiltered exhaust stack on the north-west corner of the interchange will further increase the vehicle 
pollution in an area where the prevailing south and north-westerly winds will send that pollution over residences, 
schools and sports fields. The St Peters Primary School in particular will be at the apex of a triangle between the two 
exhaust stacks on the south—western and north-western corners of the interchange. This is utterly unacceptable. 

0 	Are there other potentially serious problems with Sydney Water utility services (described at EIS 12-57) or with other 
utilities in other suburbs or along the proposed M4-M5 tunnel alignment? If.sQ, the EIS proposals and application 
should not be approved till these are all disclosed, researched, surveyed and the resolution publicly published. 

0 	The impacts on The Crescent and Annandale are massive and were not sufficiently revealed in the Concept Design to 
enable residents to give feedback on the negative impacts on communities and businesses in the area. 

0 	I do not consider so many disruptions of pedestrian and cycle ways to be a 'temporary' impact. Four years in the life of 
a community is a long time. The EIS acknowledges that there will be more danger in the environment around 
construction sites. It is a serious matter to deliberately take steps to reduce the safety of a community, especially when 
as the traffic analysis shows there will be a legacy of traffic congestion even in 2033. A promise of a plan is NOT an 
answer to those concerned about the impacts. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns -  My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Name: ...  

Signature: 

Please include my personal infornzation when publishing this submission to your website Declaration :1 
HAVE NOT  made any reportable polifirol donations in the last 2 years. 

Address 	- 
	 Orre.e.1-- 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link 

Suburb: 	  

The justification for this project relies on the 
completion of other projects such as the Western 
Harbour Tunnel which has not yet been planned, let 
alone approved. 

The prop-osal to run trueks so dose to homes is 
dangerous. There have been two fatalities on Darley 
Road at the proposed site location. The EIS does not 
propose any noise or safety barriers to address this. 
Despite the unacceptable impact to nearby homes, 
there is no proposal for noise walls, nor any mitigation 
to individual homes. 
Why are two different options being suggested for 
Haberfield? It is clear that both of these are 
unacceptable and will expose residents to unnecessary 
traffic danger, congestion and disruption with capacity 
to enjoy their homes and environment. It is insulting 
that the EIS acknowledges this but offers not solution 
other than to go ahead. 
Rozelle is an old and historic suburbs of Sydney. The 
damage that this project would do in destruction of 
homes, other buildings and vegetation is unacceptable, 
especially when the project would leave a legacy of 
traffic congestion in the area. 

=> The EIS states that Darley Road is a contaminated 
site, likely including asbestos. There is a risk to the 
community associated with spoil removal, transfer and 
handling. We object to the selection of the site based 
on the environmental risks that this creates, along with 
risks to health of residents. 
The EIS states that property damage due to ground 
movement may occur. We object to the project in its 
entirety on this basis. The EIS states that 'settlement, 
induced by tunnel excavation, and groundwater 
drawdown, may occur in some areas along the tunnel 
alignment'. The risk of ground movement is lessened 
where tunnelling is more than 35 metres. However,  

Postcode 	 

some tunnelling is at less than 10 metres. This 
proposed tunnel alignment creates an unacceptable 
risk of ground movement. In addition, the EIS states 
that there are a number of discrete areas to the north 
and northwest of the Rozelle Rail Yards, to the north 
of Campbell Road at St Peters and in the vicinity of 
Lord Street at Newtown where ground water • 
movement above 20 milliliters is predicted 'strict limits 
on the degree of settlement permitted would be 
imposed on the project" and 'damage' would be 
rectified at no cost to the owner. would be placed 
(Executive Summary, xvii -iii). The project should not 
be permitted to be delivered in such a way that there is 
a known risk to property damage that cannot be 
mitigated to an acceptable level of risk. 
There is a higher than average number of shift workers 
in the Inner West. The EIS acknowledges that even 
allowing for mitigation measures such as acoustic sheds 
and noise walls, shift workers will be more vulnerable 
to impacts of years of construction work and will 
consequently be at risk of a loss of quality of life, loss of 
productivity and chronic mental and physical illness. 

=> I am completely opposed to approving a project in 
which the Air quality experts recommend rather than 
filtrating stacks extra stacks could be added later. 
Permanent water treatment plant and substation — 
Leichhardt The proposal to locate this permanent 
structure in a residential setting is opposed. The site 
will have a negative visual impact on the area and is in 
direct line of sight of a number of homes. If approved, 
the facility should be moved to the north of the site 
further from homes. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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I submit my strongest objections to the WestConnex fr14-1,15 Link proposals as 
contained in the EIS application # SS/ 7485, for the reasons set out below. 

Name- 	ttt: 4(4  Sou SR- 

Signature. 	irk;  

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: V1?, 	tij C.  Ca vn.p 	Si- 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConnex Mg-MS Link 

Suburb: Postcode  'WI 0 

I. Recently Andrew Constance has been quoted numerous times promoting his vision of the transport future 
and some of these views are aired in the EIS but the vision put forward is highly visionary with no practical 
detail addressing how these changes are going to be brought about and so they are totally unrealistic. For 
example it is starting to be commonly accepted that car manufacturers will be reducing production of 
petrol/diesel cars before 2040 probably starting in 2030. It is proposed that electric cars will then take over. 
It is suggested that cars will be charged over night at people's homes. Virtually no one in the Inner City 
Suburbs has a garage. Are all the streets throughout all the suburbs going to be fitted out with charging 
points outside all the houses, similar to parking meters? We have all watched the shambles of the rolling 
out of the NBN it would be mind blowing to watch what would happen with the rolling out of charging 
points to each household without a garage and it would take years to achieve. There are virtually no 
recharging points at any Fuel Stations anywhere as yet and to set these up will take years. A large part of 
the population run older cars, because that is all they are able to afford. It will take many years for these 
petrol/diesel cars to disappear. Andrew Constance has also said that when everyone is driving an 
autonomous car average speeds will be reduced but as they are not being controlled by ipdividual drivers 
this will mean they will be able to travel much closer together and so there will not be so much delay caused 
by spread out congestion. If this is to be so perhaps the suggestion could be made that some mechanism 
could be employed which would enable these cars to link together; if that could be done then they could 
form -a TRAIN - and then really travel at speed! 

II. The decision to build a three-stage tollway instead of expanding public transport has never been subjected 
to democratic decision-making and in fact has been opposed by the great majority of submissions received 
in response to the Environmental Impact Statements for the first two stages. 

III. We object to the selection of the Darley Road site on the basis that it provides for daily movements of 170 
heavy and light vehicles accessing Darley Road. This creates an unacceptable risk to the safety of 
pedestrians accessing the North Leichhardt light rail stop as well as bicycle users accessing the bicycle 
route on Darley Road and entering Canal road to join the dedicated bike paths on the bay run. Many school 
children cross at this point to walk to Orange Grove and Leichhardt Secondary College. The EIS states that 
an alternative truck movement is proposed which involves use of the City West Link with no trucks to 
access Darley Road. The selection of Darley Road should not be approved if it involves any truck 
movements on Darley Road, which is what it currently provides. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 
	

Email 	 Mobile 

006298



Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

. Name: 	1 
‘_J 0-rag.,2,-) 	TC... 	6. ---. 

Address: 	`-)) 	A_ 	( ( 	6,---_--  --- 

Application Number: SSI 7485 	 . 
_ 

Suburb: , rc
t
/C)WZytode 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-145 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application, for the following reasons: 

+ The latest EIS was released just ten business days after feedback period ended for the Concept Design for the M4/M5 and 
before preliminary drilling to establish a route through the Inner West is completed. WHAT IS THE RUSH? This EIS is 
little more than a concept design and is far less developed than earlier ones. It is composed of many indicate only plans 
such that it is impossible to know what the impacts will be and yet approval is being sought in a rush. The EIS ignores 
more than 1500 submissions, including one of 142 pages from the Inner West Council. 

• One toll road leads to another 3 being proposed. The EIS's for the M4 East and the New M5 argued the case that serious 
congestion created near interchanges would be solved once the M4/M5 was built. Now it seems this is not the case and 
more roads will be needed to relieve the congestion - WHERE DOES THIS END? According to the M4/M5 EIS the real 
benefits will depend on building the Western Harbour Tunnel, the Airport Link and a tollway heading South. None of 
these projects have been planned, let alone approved but yet are part of addressing the congestion impacts 
acknowledged for the M4/M5link project. Given this how is it possible to know or address the impacts of the M4/M5 Link, 
unless this is just yet more justification for yet more roads? 

+ Research about roads clearly demonstrates that roads create congestion. The WestConnex project is no different and the 
EIS clearly indicates that this is an impact of the M4/M5 and the consequent roads that will follow. WHERE WILL THIS 
END AS THE m4/m5 Link EIS itself indicates the RMS is already hard at work considering how to solve these problems - 
of congestion caused by roads. 

+ Where is the commitment to community consultation and to long term planning when the EIS for the M4/M5 Link is 
• released before any response to the extensive community feedback on the M4-M5 Link concept design could possibly have 
been seriously considered. This demonstrates deep government contempt for the people of NSW and the communities of 
the Inner West of Sydney in particular. 

• The EIS was prepared by global engineering firm AECOM, which also prepared the EIS for Stages1 and 2. When he 
approved these earlier stages, the then Minister for Planning Rob Stokes pointed to conditions of approval that would 
minimise impacts on communities. But the impacts have turned out to worse than expected. 

• For example, the AECOM EIS for the New MS failed to deal with how the massively contaminated land fill at Alexandria 
would be managed during construction. After months of sickening odours, the NSW EPA admits that despite fining SMC 
and requiring contractors to take measures to control odours, they have not stopped, It acknowledges that it does not 
have the power to stop work until WestConnex contractors comply with environmental regulations. 

• 
Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Jordan Taylor 

jordanvontaylor@gmail.com  

3 Alice Ave 

Newtown NSW 2042 Australia 

Your view on the application: I object to it 

Attn: Secretary re WestConnex M4-M5 Link EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

I write to express my strong objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link EIS tollroad proposal. 

Global experience of major toll roads demonstrates that these projects are enormously expensive and counter-

productive. WestConnex will increase air pollution and global warming and encourage more car use, quickly 

filling the increased road capacity. It is not a sustainable solution to Sydney's congestion problem. The negative 

impacts on the health and well-being of local community's both in the construction and operation phases are 

unacceptable. 

The fact that the State Government released this EIS just 2 weeks after submissions closed for comment on the 

M4-M5 Link Concept Design, undermines community confidence that this is a genuine consultation process. 

The impending sale of over 51% of WestConnex means that the government will transfer the whole of 

WestConnex and the construction of M4-M5 Link project completely into the hands of a private company which 

will not give adequate protections to the community. 

In particular I object to the M4-M5 Link because: 

1) it will induce more traffic into the Inner West with increases in congestion on already highly congested major 

roads and increased congestion on local roads as commuters avoid the expensive tolls. 

2) it will increase the negative health impacts by increasing toxic fine particle pollution especially in the vicinity 

of the unfiltered ventilation stacks which are located near schools and homes. 

3) it will destroy the Rozelle to Balmain rail corridor thus removing the option for a rail link to the Balmain 

peninsula and the White Bay precinct. 

4) it will impose significant and unsustainable tolls on western Sydney communities who will not have adequate 

public transport alternatives. 

5) it will lead to the imposition of more clearways on high streets in the inner west which will destroy businesses 

and community amenity. 

6) it will potentially damage significant aboriginal and non aboriginal heritage in the inner west. 
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Extra comments 

I have read the Department's Privacy Statement and agree to the Department using my submission in the ways 

it describes. I understand this includes full publication on the Department's website of my submission, any 

attachments, and any of my personal information in those documents, and possible supply to third parties such 

as state agencies, local government and the proponent. 

I have not made a reportable donation to a political party. 

Yours sincerely, 

Jordan Taylor 



, 
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Suburb: Postcode 

Address: 

fr— 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your webs ite. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Name: 

Signature: 

I submit my objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the reasons stated below, and request the Minister 
reject the application entirely, and cause the proponents to reissue an EIS that is based on a fully researched, developed, 
and budgeted concept design, and require the proponents to prepare a new business case against that design. 

o The Air quality data is confusing and is not presented 
in a form that the community can interpret. The lack 

of clarity leads to a suspicion that areas of concern 
are being covered up. 

o Additional facilities. The EIS states that the contractor 
may decide upon additional 'construction ancillary 
facilities' to the 12 identified in the EIS. The EIS 
should riOt be '1-toro-kied on the basis that there may 
be more unidentified sites taken, as residents will 
have no opportunity to comment on their impacts. 
The approval condition should limit any construction 
facilities to those already notified and detailed in the 
EIS. 

o The EIS at 7-21 states that Community update 
Newsletters were distributed to residents 'near the 
project footprint' in many suburbs. This statement is 
simply not correct. No such newsletters were 
received by residents in central and northern 
Newtown. SMC was made aware of this fact, but has 
not responded to verbal and written requests for 
audited confirmation of the addresses 'letterboxed'. 
This statement of community engagement should be 
rejected by the Department.• 

o The EIS identifies hundreds of negative impacts of 
the project but always states that they will be 
manageable or acceptable even if negative. This 
shows the inherent bias in the EIS process. 

o It is outrageous to suggest that four unfiltered stacks 
would be built in one area in Rozelle 

o It is stated that if congestion proves to be a problem 
then other solutions will have to be found. Other 

routes that are being considered will be using the 
Western Distributor, the Crescent, Victoria Rd, Ross 
St, Pyrmont Bridge Rd and Johnston St. The Crescent 
and Johnston St are clearly going to be used. This 
despite the fact that in a consultation those 
representing Westconnex assured residents of 
Annandale that neither Johnston St or Booth St 
would be used. It is expected that these routes will 
also be used for night transport. It is clear that it is 
unlikely that transportation routes shown in the EIS 
will be adhered to. This is unacceptable. 

o The EIS states that traffic congestion around the St 
Peters Interchange is expected to be worse after 
completion of the M5 and the Ma-Ms Link 

particularly in the evening peak hour. The EIS admits 

that this will have a "moderate negative" impact on 
the neighbourhood in increasing pollution (also 

admitted separately) therefore in health impacts, on 
safety for foot and cycle traffic but also for vehicles 
and on the local amenity. 

o The EIS uses maps indicating alignment of the 
mainline tunnels. It is clear from more detailed 

reading deep into the EIS (ie 12-57 Sydney Water 
Tunnels) that the alignment and depths of the 

tunnels may vary very significantly, after further 

survey work has been done and construction 
methodology determined by the construction 
contractor. The maps provided in the EIS are nothing 

more than 'indicative' and are misleading the 

community. The EIS should be withdrawn, corrected 

and updated, and reissued for genuine public 

comment based on 'definitive' information. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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