
Submission relating to the Western Harbour Tunnel EIS

1 Introduction

Ihavereadthecom m unity consultationdocum ent(Chapter7)andhavem any com m entsonit.

How everIadviseherethateveryonew ithw hom IhavediscussedtheprojectinN orthS ydney is

opposedtotheproject,andw ouldm uchprefertoseeim provem enttothepublictransportsystem ,

andm aybesom eim provem enttoW arringahFreew ay,butw ithoutnew tunnels.

I consequently object totheentireproject,andstrongly recom m endthatadequatecom m unity

consultationisundertakenandalternativeoptionsreview edindetailbeforeproceeding.

Icanseethatsom eresidentsoftheInnerW estm ay w elcom etheprojectasitw illm akeaccessto

N orthS ydney easierforthem (m ayberequiringbusroutestodevelopsinceparkinginN orthS ydney

islim ited).How ever,basedonthem eetingsinBalm ain,them ajority oflocalresidentstherealso

opposetheproject– seehttps://w w w .jam ieparker.org/w hteis_slides

W hileIobjecttothew holeproject,Ihavefocusedonim pactsofthecom pletedproject,noton

im pactsduringconstruction.O thersclosertotheconstructionsites,includingschools,w illbebetter

placedtocom m entonconstructionissues.

T heEIS doesnotasfarasIcanseeincludeanestim ateofprojectcosts.How ever,N orthS ydney

Councilhasestim ateditatover$20 billion.

I object strongly to them isuseofgovernm entfundsandm y taxtofundaprojectthatisalm ost

irrelevanttotheneedsofN orthS ydney.O theroptions,forexam pleinrelationtom asspublic

transportw ouldbefarm orebeneficialandlesscostly.

2 Chapter 0 – Executive summary

W hiletheS um m ary doeslistprojectobjectivesandbenefits(FigureE-3)itdoesnotincludeaclear

problem definitionandanalysis.Inparticular,w hy theW HT /BL w illreducetrafficontheHarbour

Bridgeandcurrenttunnel.

I object to thelackofadequateproblem definitionoranalysis,bothinthesum m ary andelsew here

intheEIS (atleastthatIhavebeenabletolocate).

Alternatives Considered

P ara3 statesthat“ Follow ingidentificationofanew m otorw ay tunnelasthepreferredstrategic

alternative”

I object tothisstatem ent.Itdoesnotdraw onanalysisinany oftheprojectdocum entsIhave

review ed,andinparticulardoesnotcom parethem otorw ay optiontopublictransport– rail/m etro

inparticular.

Citiesaroundtheglobearefocussedonpublictransitasam ajortransform ationofcitiesfrom car

dom inatedplacestosustainableliveableandproductiveplaces.T hefactthatpublictransport

patronageinS ydney hasreachedlevelsforecasttobeachievedin2031,by 2020 highlightsthe

im portanceofpublictransportoptionsw hichavoidincreasedlevelsoftrafficintheN orthS ydney

CBD.

AsM inistersConstanceandP avey noteinthe“ M inisters’ M essage” inthe“ FutureT ransport

S trategy 2056” :
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“ By 2056,… S ydney,w illbecom eaglobalcity sim ilarinsizetoL ondonorN ew York… T hisgrow thw ill

m eanournetw orksw illneedtohandle28m illiontripsaday anddoublethecurrentm etropolitan

freightloads.These challenges and opportunities highlight the importance of our choices today

and call for bold, new ideas that ensure the productivity, liveability and sustainability of our

communities.

T heFutureT ransportS trategy 2056 S trategy alsonotes:

“ L iveablecom m unitiesprom otesocialinclusionandthehealthandw ellbeingofthepeoplew holive
inthem .T ransportisvitaltom obility asa‘placem aker’.” (P age6)
T hecurrentproposaldoesnotaddressoptionsw hichpotentially im provethehealthandw ellbeing

oftheN orthS ydney com m unity by deliveringam orepedestrianfocussedplace.

T hereisnoseriousdiscussionofrailoptionsanyw hereinthedocum entsthatIhavesofarseen,and

itisrecom m endedthattheprojectplannersundertakeadetailedassessm entofrailoptionsand

dem andoverthenext30 years,beforethecurrentproposalisaccepted.Itisagreedthatthe

BeachesL inkproposalisbettersuitedtoafullm etroalternativethantheW HT ,butrailoptionsneed

tobeassessedforbothW HT andBL beforeacceptingeithertunnelproposal.

Strategic Alternatives

S aysthatitcovers“ Im provem entstoalternativetransportm odes”

I object tothefactthatthesum m ary m akesnofurtherm entionofthis.

Traffic and transport impacts during operation

“ Duringoperationoftheproject,potentiallocalisednegativeim pactsinclude:
• L ocaliseddelaysinN orthS ydney andsurrounds,resultingfrom increasedtrafficdem andsand
changestoroadnetw orkoperations.”

T able9-8 looksatjunctiondelaysatpeakhour,butnow herethatIcanseeistheoverallim pacton
N orthS ydney trafficassessed. T hisisaseriousom ission.

I object to theabsenceofadequateassessm entoftheim pactonN orthS ydney traffic,w hichw illbe
alm ostentirely negative.

T heprojectw illclearly benefitthosepeopleseekingtotravelfrom N orthS ydney totheinnerw est,
butthesew illbefew (m aybevery few )innum ber.IhavelivedinN orthS ydney forover40 yearsand
canonly recallm akingthetriptom eetafriendinL ew isham about4 tim es.Form ostN orthS ydney
residentsm ostofthetim e,theW HT (andN BL )w illprovidenobenefits.

I object totheabsenceofany dem andsurvey fortheresidentsofN orthS ydney,w hothisprojectw ill
m ostadversely affect.

M oreinform ationissaidtobeinChapter9 (seebelow ).

T heprojectissaidtoreducenoiseim pactfor57% of“ receivers” (p20).Ifthevolum eoftrafficusing
N orthS ydney streetsincreasesduetotheproject,itishardtoseehow w ew illexperiencelessnoise
thanatpresent.

I object to thepooranalysisofsoundim pactonN orthS ydney residentialandcom m ercialstreets.
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Air quality impacts during operation

“ How ever,theprojectw ouldresultinabetteroutcom eforam bientairquality thanconditions
w ithouttheproject.”

T hisisvery doubtful,sincethetunnelsw illconcentrateem issions.How ever,sinceitislikely that

m any vehiclesw illbeelectricby say 2035 w ithzerolocalem issions,im pactw illbereduced.

I object to theunfilteredem issionsstacksw hichw illadversely affectschoolsandresidentsinthe

areasaroundthestacks,andthelackofadequateaircleaninginthetunnelsw hichw illbedangerous

forpeopleinthevehiclesusingthetunnelsaslongasm ostvehiclesarepetrolordiesel.

I object to thelongdistancebetw eenthestacksofaround6.5 km w hichisfarlongerthanall

overseastunnelsthatIhavereadabout.Farm oreanalysisofthedistancebetw eenstacksis

essential.Itisnotedthatam id-tunnelstackinthem iddleoftheharbourw ouldbevery risky to

boats.

Social and economic impacts

“ InfrastructureforN S W hasestim atedthattheeconom icrisk

togrow thandproductivity posedby trafficcongestioninthe

EasternCity Districtisabout$5 billionayear,andisforecast

toincreasetoabout$8 billionannually by 2020.” (p21)

W hathasEasternCity Districtgottodow iththeW HT ? Ihave

searchedtheInfrastructureN S W w ebsitebutcanfindno

referencetothisstatem ent.P erhapsyou m eanHarbourCity

w hichN orthS ydney ispartofaccording totheGreater

S ydney Com m ission.T heEIS shouldbem odifiedtoreflect

this.

Iagreethatincreasingtrafficdensity haseconom iccosts. Allnew roadstendtogenerateadditional

trafficdensity sooptionsincludingrailneedtobelookedatindepth.T heim pactofself-driving,self-

spacingandelectriccarsontrafficflow setcneedstobeassessed– thesearenotm entionedasfar

asIcanseeintheEIS .

I object to theuseoftheEasternCity Districtdataandthelackofany seriousestim ateforthe

econom iccosttoN orthS ydney.Alsothelackofassessm entofAN Y potentialexpansionofpublic

transportsystem sapartfrom theB-L inebuses,w hichw illnegatively affectN orthS ydney inrelation

totraffic(thoughbenefitingN orthernBeachesresidents).

Iparticularly objecttothe plan for B-line buses to travel to North Sydney station in Blue St which

threatens pedestrian amenity and will worsen traffic jams in Miller St.

3 Chapter 3 - Strategic context and project need

Section 3.5 Key benefits of the Western Harbour Tunnel

3.5.2 Faster,m orereliablejourneysonS ydney Harbourcrossings,statesthat“ Journeysfrom N orth

S ydney toKingsfordS m ithAirportw ouldexperiencetim esavingsofabout15 m inutes” .

T hisreferstom orningpeakhour,w henw eseldom traveltotheairport.Iw ouldanyw ay notexpect

savingsgreaterthan5 or10 m inutesduetotheW HT . Actually,from w herew elive,iftheP acific

Highw ay andBerry S treetarem orecongestedduetotheW HT /N BL thentherem ay benoor

negligibletim esavings.W etravelfrom N orthS ydney totheairportseveraltim eseachyearandhave
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neverexperiencedany particularly slow bridgecrossingsorontheEasternDistributor(M 1).T heonly

particularproblem w ehaveexperiencedisinAirportDriveonw hichtheW HT w illhavenoim pacton

asfarasIknow .

I object to theestim atesoftim esavingstotheairport,w hichfocusonpeakhoursanddonot

provideany estim ateofsavingsatothertim es.

Figure 3-11 Change in the percentage of jobs accessible within 30 minutes in the AM peak as a

result of the project by 2037

W hatism eantby “ percentageofjobs” ? P ercentageofw hat– w ithoutexplanation,thism akesno

sense(atleasttom e).M oreexplanationisneeded.

I object to thelackofexplanationofthepercentageofjobsestim ate

4 Chapter 4 - Project development and alternatives

O npage1 theS ecretary’srequirem entisthat“ theEIS m ustinclude,butnotnecessarily belim ited

to,thefollow ing:

e.ananalysisofany feasiblealternativestotheproject”

T hereisbriefm entionof“ Improvements to the rail network” onpage11.How everitistotally

inadequatew ithN O inform ationonhow im provem entstotherailnetw orkcouldim provelinks

betw eenthenorthernbeachesandw esternS ydney.Certainly theN orthernBeacheslinkism ost

relevantinthisregard,asrailfrom eg,N orthS ydney tow esternS ydney isalready adequatebutpeak

hourcapacity m ightneedtoincreaseintheabsenceofW HT .

How ever,inm y view ,theEIS totally failstom eetthesecretary’srequirem entlistedabove.T he

M etroW estis(just)m entionedinacoupleofplacesintheEIS (eg,onp26 ofAppendix F)butno

analysisofitsim pactism entioned.

I object to: thetotallackofanalysisoffeasiblealternativestotheproject.

O npage4-13,theEIS statesthat“ theprojectw ouldim proveactivetransportlinksthroughthe

provisionofanew dedicatedbicyclepathalongtheeasternsideoftheW arringahFreew ay betw een

M illerS treetatCam m eray andErnestS treet,asw ellasanum berofnew andupgradedshareduser

bridgesw hichw ouldprovideconnectivity acrosstheW arringahFreew ay.”

Cycling

IhavebeencyclinginN orthS ydney alm ostevery day w heninAustraliasincem ovingherein1978,

butdon’tusetheroutesdiscussedabove.T heincreaseintrafficinN orthS ydney asaresultofthe

projectw illbestrongly negativeonbothclassesofroaduser.

Appendix Fdoesm ention“ P rovisionofnew orupgradedpedestrianandcycleinfrastructure” on
pagexvii,butdoesnotprovidedetailsapartfrom “ enhancingpedestrianandcyclistsafety,
accessibility andconnectivity,includingnew shareduserpaths,replacem entofthenarrow R idge
S treetbridge,anew activetransportbridgenearErnestS treetanddedicatedcyclew ays.”

I object to thelackofanalysisoftheim pactoftheprojectonbothcyclistsandpedestrians,andthe

inclusionoffew positivecom ponentsforeither.IrequirethattheEIS exam inesindetailtheim pact

oftheproject(ashopefully redesignedifnotcancelled)oncyclistsandpedestriansthroughout
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N orthS ydney andincludesm orecom ponentsthatbenefitbothclassesofuser.Iw ouldaskthata

sum m ary ofallproposedcyclew aysisincludedinthefinalversionoftheEIS .

Alternatives

Alsoonpage4-13 theEIS says“ W henconsideringthestrategicalternativesandcom plem entary

projectsdiscussedinprevioussections,itw asconcludedthattheconstructionandoperationofa

new tunnelledm otorw ay crossingofS ydney Harbour(theproject)w asthepreferredsolution.”

IM O thereisalm ostN O discussionofalternatives.

I object to thevery lim ited,actually alm ostnon-existent,analysisofalternativessuchasm asspublic

transport.Irecom m endthattheprojectisnotapproveduntiladequateanalysishasbeen

com pleted,w iththetunnelsproventobeoptim alfrom financial,econom ic,socialand

environm entalview points.

5 Chapter 7 - Stakeholder and community engagement

T hefollow ingtabletakessom epointsfrom Table 7-7 Summary of stakeholder and community

feedback (p7-19).

Feed bac ktopic 2017 2018 Total

Air quality impacts, location and operation
of tunnel ventilation system, potential
impact on health [the largest response] 1068 4729 5797 100%
Satisfaction with engagement 151 86 237 4%
Support for project 89 184 273 5%

Dissatisfaction with engagement process,
need for further project detail,
consideration of different ways to engage
with the community and stakeholders
including different mediums 81 232 313 5%
Oppose project 59 2243 2302 40%

N otablearethatonly 4% ofthem axim um responsenum berexpressedsatisfaction,5% supported

theprojectand40% opposed.T hism eansthat8 tim esasm any peopleopposedtheprojectas

supportedit.O therreportsindicateahighernegativeresponse,thoughthe99% oppositionquoted

inm y com m entsonAppendix Em ay beanover-estim ate. How ever,inm y experienceandthatof

theN orthS ydney precincts1,thereisnotasinglepersonw hohasspokeninsupportoftheproject.

I object tothedecisiontoattem pttoproceedw ithaprojectw hichissostrongly opposedby the

com m unity isitintendedtoserve,andrecom m endthatadetailedsurvey isconductedbefore

approvingtheEIS .T hesurvey shouldincludeatleast10% ofrandom ly selectedhouseholdersinallof

thesuburbsdirectly affectedby theprojects.T hey w ouldneedtobeprovidedw ithsufficient

inform ationtobeabletom akeinform eddecisions.

1 Ifyou arenotfam iliarw ithN orthS ydney’sprecinctsystem ,itisdiscussedat

https://w w w .northsydney.nsw .gov.au/Council_M eetings/Com m unity_Engagem ent/P recincts
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A petitionopposingthetunnelw ith10,100 orsosignaturesopposingthetunnelw asassem bledin

N orthS ydney inM ay 2019.T hisw aspresentedtotheN S W Governm entw hichrefusedtoaccept.

Key pointsincluded:

 Stop the Western Harbour Tunnel and Northern Beaches Link project and undertake
meaningful and rigorous community consultation;

 Release to the public the business case for the Western Harbour Tunnel and Northern
Beaches Link projects;

I object strongly totherefusaloftheN S W Governm enttoacceptapetitionsignedby over10,000

residentsinM ay 2019 andthefailureoftheEIS toreportthis.Irequirethatthepetitionisaccepted

by boththegovernm entandT ransportforN S W ,anditsrecom m endationsfully analysedandif

relevant,accepted.

NS C ’ s S u stainable TransportReferenc e Grou p passed a motion on 13 May 2019,
recommending:
“ T hatN orthS ydney Councilw ritetotheP rem iercongratulatingheronhergovernm ent’sdecisionto

fast track the S ydney W est M etro and expressing the hope that thism arksthe start ofapolicy to

prioritise sustainable public transport projectsover unsustainable m otorw ays. In particular,a

com m itm enttoscrapplansfortheW esternHarbourT unnelandBeachesL inkandinsteadbuildarail

tunneltotheN orthernBeachesservicingtheN orthS ydney CouncilL GA andtheCity.”

North Sydney’s Combined Precinct Committee

Atitsm eetingon18February2020 passedam otionstatingthat:“CPC requests that Council promote

the view that there should be a mass public transport system researched in detail as an alternative

to the WHT and related Beaches Link proposal.”

T hisw aspassedby 14 ofthe15 precinctspresent,w ithoneabstention.

I object strongly to therefusalofT fN S W torecogniseatalltheextrem ely strongobjectiontoboth

W HT andtheBeachesL inkandrequiredetailedanalysisofthisbeforetheprojectgoesany further.

6 Chapter 9 - Operational traffic and transport

Secretary’s requirements
“ T heP roponentm ustassessandm odeltheoperationaltransportim pactsoftheprojectincluding,
butnotnecessarily lim itedto:
a.forecasttraveldem andandtrafficvolum es(expressedinterm softotalnum bersandheavy and
lightvehiclenum bers)fortheprojectandthesurroundingroad,cycleandpublictransportnetw ork,
includingpotentialshiftsoftrafficm ovem entsonalternateroutesoutsidetheproposalarea“

T able9-4 indicatespredictstrafficdem andfortheW HT at87,000 perday in2027and106,500 in
2037ontheassum ptionthattheN orthernBeachestunnelisbuilt.Ifnot,thevolum esw ouldbe
around20,000 perday less.IM O thetableistotally inadequatesinceitgivesnosourcesforthe
estim ates.Didtheplannersforexam pleundertakeoriginanddestinationsurveysofroaduserson
theroadscurrently connectingthestartandendofthelink? Ifnot,w hy not? Ifso,w herearethe
analyses?

Inm y view ,theestim atesaregoingtoprovetobeEX T R EM EL Y over-estim ated.T henum berof
vehiclesseekingtotravelfrom N orthS ydney toAnnandaleandthew estarelikely tobeatleast50%
lessthantheestim ates,probably m akingtheroaduneconom ic.
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Itisfurthernotedthatby eg,them id2030s,them ajority ofcarsw illbeelectricandself-spacing.
T hisw illatleastdoublethecapacity ofalltrunkroads,andincreasethecapacity ofexistingbridges
andtunnels,probably m akingtheW HT unnecessary.How ever,itw ouldreducethenegative
environm entalim pactsofthestacks.

ItisnotedthatthetransportplannersinS ydney haveoftenover-estim atedthefutureusageofnew
tunnels.T hishasresultedinthebankruptcy ofthetunneloperatorsfortheL aneCoveandCrossCity
tunnels.

Inthischapter,Iw ouldhaveexpectedtoseeestim atesofthegrow thofvehiclenum bersover10
years(forexam ple),operationalcostsandthevehiclefeesrequiredforbreak-evenandfornorm al
profit.T hereisnom entionofthishere(orelsew hereinthedocum entsasfarasIcansee).

Induced Traffic

W hilequestioningthetrafficestim atesfor2027and2037 above,itiscertainthatnew roadssuchas

W HT induceorgeneratetraffic.T husifthereisaquickw ay togettoN orthS ydney from R ozelle,

m orepeoplelivinginR ozellem ay beinterestedinapplyingforjobsinN orthS ydney sincetheirtravel

tim ew ouldbelow erthanusingpre-existingtransportsystem s.How ever,parkingfortheirvehicles

inN orthS ydney (orCrow sN est/L aneCove/Chatsw ood)w illbeam ajorissue,andm ay negatively

im pactlocalresidents.

I object to: anapparentextrem eoverestim ateofthevehicleusageoftheW HT ,andthelackof
analysisoftheim pactofelectricandself-spacingcarsontrafficdem andsandcapacitiesonexisting
roads.

I also object to theapparentabsenceofany detailedoriginanddestinationsurveysofvehicles
currently eg,usingtheAnzacBridge.T hosew ithorigintothenorthoftheHarbourBridgeand
destinationssuchasR ozelle(andothers)w ouldlikely usetheW HT .

7 Chapter 20 - Land use and property

Warringah Freeway and surrounds

T heCam m eray GolfCoursew illlose4.83 haoflandduringconstructionand2.5 haperm anently.

N orthS ydney isalready oneofthesuburbsw iththeleastam ountofgreenspaceperpersonin

S ydney. W ehave557residentsperhectareofgreenspaceor2.5 tim esthatofthenextm ostdense

suburb(W illoughby).

I object to thetakingofany (net)areaofgreenspace,andrecom m endthattheprojecttakessteps

tom itigate(andevenim prove)this.ForCam m eray GolfCourse,theshedsshouldbeplaced

undergroundandcoveredby park.S im ilarly anew landbridgeshouldbeconstructedtojoin

Cam m eray GolfCoursew ithAnzacP arkontheothersideofthefreew ay andallocatedaspublic

park.

8 Chapter 27 - Cumulative impacts

Iw ouldhaveexpectedsom eanalysisoftrafficflow im pactonN orthS ydney inthischapter– thereis

nothingthatIcansee.Ittalksaboutconstructionandsignificantim pactsduringtheconstruction

period,butnothingaboutpost-com pletionim pacts.

O np24 itstates“ T hecum ulativeassessm entsarediscussedindetailintheirassessm entchapters

andtechnicalw orkingpaperslistedbelow ,andarethereforenotconsideredfurtherinthischapter.”
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T rafficandtransport:Chapter9 (O perationaltrafficandtransport)isdiscussedaboveandAppendix

F(T echnicalw orkingpaper:T rafficandtransport)discussedbelow .

T heincreaseintrafficpassingthroughorstoppinginN orthS ydney,thoughlikely low erthan

predictedby theEIS ,w illhaveanextrem eim pactonN orthS ydney residents,causingpollution,

congestingstreetsandincreasingnoiseanddust.O thershavem entionedtheclassificationof

junctiondelaysinN orthS ydney w ithm any junctionsintheCBD classedasF(failing)duringpeak

hours,butIhavesofarbeenunabletofindit.

Itisnotedthatexistingbridge,tunnelandfreew ayshavealready hadanextrem enegativeim pacton

N orthS ydney.T henew proposedtunnelsandw ideningofW arringahFreew ay w illfurtherincrease

thenegativeim pacttoasignificantdegree.

I object to: thelackofanalysisofthenegativeim pactsoftheprojectontheresidentsofN orth

S ydney.

9 Chapter 28 - Synthesis of the environmental impact

Itisalm ostunbelievablethatthischapterm akesN O m entionoftheim pactoftheW HT andN BL on

N orthS ydney’straffic.O urview isthatitw illincreaselocaltrafficgreatly.N oN orthS ydney resident

thatw ehavem etsupportstheproposal.

I object to: thelim itedassessm entoftheim pactoftheprojectonN orthS ydney’strafficandthusits

environm ent.

S ection1.1 statesthat“ T heS ydney HarbourBridge,W arringahFreew ay andEasternDistributor

havebeenidentifiedasthreeofAustralia’s30 m ostcongestedroadcorridors,generatinga

congestioncostof$65,000 perday in2016 (InfrastructureAustralia,2019).” How everasearchof

T heAustralianInfrastructureAudit2019 -S upplem entary reportdoesnotidentify this.T he

referenceneedstobem oreprecise.Itisnotclearw hatthe$65,000/day refersto.P resum ably just

thethreeroadsidentifiedintotal?

I object to thelackofareferencelistattheendofeachchapterorappendix.

10 Appendix C - Environmental risk analysis

S um m ary from Table 5 Environmental risk analysis onpage4.M y com m entisintheright-hand

colum n.

Potential impact Residual risk Comment/Objection

 Improved travel times and accessibility
to and from the Lower North Shore,
particularly between North Sydney and
Rozelle

 Road network performance
improvements

 Improved road safety

 Provision of new and improved public
and active transport links

 Improved connectivity

 Urban amenity improvements.

P ositiveim pact L ittlerbenefittoN orthS ydney

Im pactsareAL L negativeforalm ost

allN orthS ydney residents
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Potential impact Residual risk Comment/Objection

 Reduced road traffic noise as a result of
traffic moving off surface roads into the
tunnels.

P ositiveim pact N egativeform any N orthS ydney

residents

 Road traffic noise impacts. L ow Atleastm edium forN orthS ydney

residentsw how illbeaffectedby

significantincreasesintraffic

volum esaftercom pletion.L arge

im pactsform any during

construction.

 In tunnel air quality impacts to human
health

 Impacts to ambient air quality due to
increased traffic and emissions from
tunnel ventilation facilities

L ow M edium

M edium dependentonyour

location

 Property acquisition
 Creation of residual and surplus lands

M edium Highinsom eareas

 Reduced congestion and travel times. P ositiveim pact S trongly negativeform any N orth

S ydney residents

 Road based spoil haulage management
(traffic and noise impacts).

L ow Very high for som e residents,for

exam plethoselivingonBay R d

T able5 m entions“ Constructionim pactsoncyclistsandpedestrianroutes.” T hisistheonly m ention
oftheim pactoncyclistsandpedestrians” .T heprojectw illhavem any negativesforboth(though
som epositivesifim provedcyclepathsareconstructed).

I object to theseem inglackofassessm entoftheenvironm entalim pactsoncyclistsandpedestrians.

T oday IdrovealongP acificHighw ay andturnedrightintoBerry S t,follow ingtw olargeM acktrucks

w ithtrailers,presum ably carryingspoil.Eachtrucktookalm ostafulllightchangetom aketheturn

(ie,truckonly forthefirsttruck,truckplusonly m eforthesecondtruck).

I object to thetransportofexcavationm aterialby roadthroughN orthS ydney andCam m eray,also

probably inBirchgrove.

M any localsarenow usingtheCoalL oaderforsocialactivities. W eplay boulesattheCoalL oader

every T hursday (w henfine)andlunchattheCoalL oadercaféonFriday.Ifconstructionw orkersare

allow edtoparkonBallsHeadDrive,itw illm akeuseoftheCoalL oaderifvisitingby carim possible.

I request thattheconstructioncom pany ism adetobanany parkingonpublicroadsby carsor

trucks.T hey m ustberequiredtoensurethattheBerrysBay carparkislargeenoughforallproject

andw orkm en’svehicles(seeFigure5-12 inAppendix F).

I object totheprojectonthegroundsthatitsenvironm entalim pactsareentirely negativeforN orth

S ydney andalsofortheHarbour,w hichw illbeseverely negatively im pactedby theexcavationof

highly pollutedtunnelm aterial.

I object to thedisastroususeofBerrysBay duringconstruction,w hichw illaffectusasfrequent

usersoftheareaw henw evisitBallsHeadortheCoalL oader,butw illbedisastrousforlocal

residentsfortheentireconstructionperiod.
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11 Appendix E - Community consultation framework

T henum berandrangeofproposedconsultationm echanism sandtargetsisim pressive,thoughthe

actualconsultationprogram isnotknow n.How everhttps://w w w .stopthetunnel.org/statesthat:

“ Intotalover7000 individualpiecesoffeedbackfrom thecom m unity w erereceivedby theR M S .

Com m unity m em berscouldw riteinseparately and/orplaceacom m entpinononeorbothofthe

R M S feedbackm apsbelow .Intotal3443 com m entsw erem adeand99% ofthecom m entsw ere

negativeoroutrightobjections… .InadditiontofeedbacktotheR M S ;tw opetitionsw ererun,

groupsm adesubm issionsandindividuallettersw eresenttotheP rem ierandotherdecisionm akers.

T herew asanoverw helm ingly negativeresponsetotheprojectsacrossthetunnelroute.”

I object tothelim itedconsultationprocessundertakenandtheseem ingtotalfailuretoaddressthe

m ainconclusionsoftheconsultationprocess,opposingtheconstructionofthetunnels.

Im entionedthefailureofthegovernm enttoacceptthe10,100 signaturepetitionin2019 inChapter

7 above.

I object to therefusalofthegovernm enttoacceptandactonthispetitionandrequestthatitisnow

acceptedandrespondedto.

12 Appendix F Traffic and transport (part 1)

T able7-1 M odels‘Dosom ething’ m orningpeakhourtrafficdem andsatkey locations(S M P M S ydney

M otorw ay P lanningM odel)

Andsubsequenttablestalkaboutm odelledtrafficdem andsbutneithertheappendixesnorChapter

9 giveany indicationofhow them odelsw eredesigned.T hey sim ply say thatthey usetheT he

S ydney S trategicT ravelM odelandtheS ydney M otorw ay P lanningM odel(S M P M ),developedand

operatedby T ransportforN S W ,w ithnoindicationoftheinputsandoutputsadopted.How ever,the

sourcesandtypesofdatausedarelistedinT able25.

T able7-1 indicatespeakhour(2-w ay do-som ething)flow intheW HT of5300 vehiclesperhourin

2027and7200 perhourin2037.Itishardtoseehow thisw ouldreachthebudgeteddaily flow of

87,000 perday in2027 and106,500 in2037.M y guessisthatdaily flow w ouldbeam axim um of

around8tim espeakhourflow ,suggesting42,000 perday in2027 and60,000 perday in2037.

I object to thetrafficflow estim ates.R M S w illhaveaccuratepeaktodaily m ultipliersforeg,the

HarbourBridgeandcanverify orm odify theEIS flow estim ates.

P age241 ofAppendix FoftheEIS statesthat:

"T herew ouldbenoaccessfrom theBerry S treetnorthboundonram ptotheFalconS treet
eastboundoffram p(inadditiontotheFalconS treetw estboundoffram pidentifiedabove),ortothe
W arringahFreew ay m ainline.ConnectionstoW esternHarbourT unnel,BeachesL ink,andtheM iller
S treetandBrookS treetoffram psw ouldonly beprovidedfrom theBerry S treetnorthboundon
ram p.T rafficw ouldberequiredtotravelviatheN orthS ydney roadnetw orktoaccessthenew High
S treetnorthboundonram p,FalconS treeteastbound,ortheW arringahFreew ay viatheFalcon
S treetinterchange"

W etravelfrom Bay R dxP acificHighw ay totheL aneCovetunnel(orparallelroad)frequently tovisit
relatives.W ew ouldnorm ally accessthetunnelfrom Berry S t.T hism eansthatafterW HT
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constructionw ew ouldhavetogodow ntotheproposednew HighS taccesstotheW arringah
Expressw ay,addingm orethanakilom etretothetripandinvolvingpossibletrafficdelays.

I object to: thelim itingofaccesstotheW arringahFreew ay from Berry S t,andrecom m endthat

accesstolanesleadingtotheL aneCovetunnelisperm itted.O therw iseitw illcreatem orelocal

congestiononroadsalready congestedatpeakhour.

I object to thecuttingofN orthS ydney’sbusinessdistrictinhalfby thew ideningofBerry S ttofour

lanes,anditsuseasaccesstotheW HT .IalsoobjecttothelossofparkingonBerry S t.Irecom m end

thatanalternativew ay ofaccessingtheW HT ifbuiltisfound.

Tolls

W eareadvisedthattheS ydney HarbourBridge(andT unnel)w illhavenorthboundtollsim posedin

ordertom aketheW HT m orecom petitive.

I object tonorthboundbridgetollsandstrongly opposetheim positionofadditionaltollsonthe

HarbourBridgeandHarbourT unnel.Itisalsopossiblethattollsw illbeim posedontheW arringah

Freew ay,andI(ofcourse)strongly objecttothat.T ollsshouldneverincreaseatm orethanthe

inflationrate,andthe4% increaseplannedforW estconnex shouldnotbeappliedtotheBridge.

13 Appendix G Noise

Appendix G coversnoise.P art1 is206 M B andP art2 194 M B insize.T heseareridiculousfilesizes,

andcanreduceto105 and134 M B respectively – stilllarge.IlookedatBerry S tinP art2 onpage582

(outof2500)sinceitislikely tobesignificantly affectedby increasedtrafficandthusnoise.T here

areabout250 entriesfor77 Berry S tw ithim pact>2dB alm ostonly onthethirtiethfloorandhigher.

T helow estfloorassessedisthe6th. Inotethatevery floorof80 and88 Berry arenoiseaffected

S everalotherBerry S tpropertiesareassessedbetw eenP acificHighw ay andEdw ardw hichisandw ill

below intrafficdensity.T helastBerry S tproperty isonp859.

I object tothepresentationofthedatainAppendix G w ithBerry S tspreadoveralm ost300 pages,

thew asteofspacecovering3 to29 Berry S t,andthesizeofthefiles.Ialsoobjecttotheinadequate

analysisofnoiseim pacts,w hichw illbesignificantinstreetsw heretrafficvolum eincreasesand

delaysarecom m on,asinBerry S t.M any peoplenow liveinapartm entsincentreofN orthS ydney.

14 Financial and Economic Performance

Iam unabletofindany referencetothelikely financialandeconom icperform anceoftheproject.

Giventhedism alfinancialfailuresoftheL aneCoveandCrossCity tunnelsin2010 and2005/13 due

tow ildly optim istictrafficforecasts,forW HT (andBeachesL ink(BL )),itw ouldbeexpectedthat

financialperform anceestim atesw ouldbeessential.T hisw ouldneedtoincludeestim atesofthe

likely useofthetunnelandtheaccesscost.

N ow herethatIcanseeintheEIS docum entsarethereany originanddestinationsurveysofroad

userscurrently usingtheHarbourBridgeandT unnel.T hisw ouldseem tom eanalm ostessential

partofany study.

Interm sofeconom icperform ance,thetunneloptionneedstobecom paredtotheupgradingofrail

andotherpublictransportservices.
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Idounderstandthateconom icanalysisisnotrequiredunderourenvironm entalim pactlegislation,

butitm ustbeakey determ inantofw hethertheprojectshouldproceed.Iam consequently

disappointedthatthereisapparently nolinktoany suchanalysis,assum ingithasbeencom pleted.

I object to thenon-disclosure(ornon-com putation)oftheexpectedfinancialandeconom ic

perform anceoftheW HT ,andrecom m endthatitisreleasedbeforetheEIS isrevised.

15 File Size

T heW HT EIS isalargeandcom plex docum ent.Itsfilesareextrem ely large,w hichneedstobe

correctedby thesitem anagers.T hefilesIhavedow nloadedsofarareshow nbelow .

T hefilesw ithasm allrattheendoftheirnam e

havebeenreducedinsizeinAcrobatusing(Alt

FHR ),andrem ainreadableinAcrobat6 andm ore

recentversions.O nly AppFdidnotreducegreatly

insize,w ithforexam pleChapter0 reducingfrom

22 M B to1.8 M B.Irecom m endedtoR M S thatall

filesonthesiteshouldreducedinsizetosave

dow nloadingeffortanddiscuseby those

accessingtheEIS .M y reducedfilessom etim es

haveshortenednam es,asIneedtokeepthem to

lessthan48characterstobereadableinm y

Explorerw indow s.M y suggestionw asrejected.

W hileIam criticaloffilesize(andthusthefilesavingoptionadopted),theauthorsshouldbe

com m endedforensuringthatthebookm arksarew ellorganized.

Inm y view ,thelargefilesizes,w ithothersIhaverecently dow nloadedbeingaround200 M B,lim it

thew ishofcom m unity m em berstodow nloadfilesandstrongly reducethevalueoftheEIS to

com m unity m em bers.

I consequently object strongly tothefailureofthereportauthorstoreducefilesizes,w hichserves

asadisincentivetopeopleaffectedby thetunneltodow nloadthefiles.Irecom m endedby em ailon

11 February 2020 thatR M S /T FN reducedfilesizesinAcrobat(AltFHR )forthisproject.T hisw as

rejectedby theDepartm ent.

16 Recommendations

Irecom m endthat:

1. T heEIS needstobereview edindetailandupdatedtoreflecttheim portanceofpublic

transportaspartofallm ajortransportinfrastructureinvestm entinN S W andtheresponse

tocriticism sinthisnoteandcriticism sby others.

2. T heEIS docum entationissoextensive,exceeding9000 pages,thateventheextensionof

tim eto30 M archisinadequate.Irecom m endthattheEIS subm issionperiodisextendedto

12 M ay asrequestedby N orthS ydney Council.

3. P ublictransportoptionsm ustbeaddressesaspartofthisproposal-R ail/m etro/bus

developm entoptionsneedtobeconsideredasaseriousalternativetotheroadtunnels

program .T heEIS shouldnotbecom pletedortheprojectapproveduntildetailed

assessm entofpublictransportalternativeshasbeencom pleted.Itisnotedthatalm ostall

Europeancitieshavebeenfocussingonstrengtheningtheirpublictransportnetw orksrather

thanm ajorroadw orks.T hatisw hatm ostofusneedinN orthS ydney.
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4. Futuretrendsinvehicleoperation,carow nershiplevelsandtheshifttoautom atedvehicles

needtobereview edindetail.T hisincludestheexpectedm ovetow ardselectriccarsand

self-drivingcars.T hesew illallow asubstantialincreaseintrafficdensity onexistingroads

andm ay evenrem ovem ostorallofthebenefitsofnew tunnelconstruction.

5. BothN orthS ydney andInnerW estcouncilsstrongly opposethisproject.T heN S W

governm entshouldacceptthiscriticism andcanceltheW esternHarbourT unnel

construction.S om easpectsoftheW arringahFreew ay upgradecouldperhapsstillbe

considered.

6. Itisnotedthatthe$17billionW estconnexprojecthasbeenadisasterform any ifnotm ost

oftheresidentsoftheinnerw esternS ydney suburbs,particularly S tP eters.Italsohada

substantialcostblow outanddelay inopening.T hegovernm entw asunabletopublish

estim atesoftheanticipatedtrafficvolum es.W HT M U S T avoidfallingintoallthreeofthe

m ajorW estconnexproblem areas. ItisnotedthattheS ydney city councilstrongly opposed

W estconnex.T heirattitudetoW HT needstobedefined.


