
Dep. of  Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
23 August 2014 III] I I M/s K Jones PCU55424 
Manager Development Assessment Systems & Approvals for EIS SSI 6136 
Department of Planning & Environment 
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 

APOLOGY FOR THREE ERRORS IN MY 22 AUGUST SECOND SUBMISSION 

Dear M/s Jones 

Today when emailing my submissions to my web provider I noticed that the second 

part of Attachment D was incomplete. Enclosed is a complete copy to replace the 

one I sent if it is incomplete. I do not expect to have anything returned. 

I then noticed that the INDEX supplied was a draft and I still had the final copy I had 

not placed on my file. Copy attached. Please note, the website index will not include 

Item 8, supporting documents. Instead there will be a statement that those 

documents were the source of most of my submission. 

The last error I noticed when re-checking all of my copies was that I didn't send the 

GIPA application page with my cheque attached and sent my copy in error. This 

page and cheque are enclosed. 

I again apologise for not ensuring my submission did not need amending. 

Please let me know if any clarification is required. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 

PCU55424PCU55424



Dep. o f  Planning & Environment  SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant  Hills 

28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
22 August 2014 

EISsecondSubTunnelFile 

M/s K Jones 
Manager Development Assessment Systems & Approvals for EIS SSI 6136 
Department of Planning & Environment 
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 

Second submission 

Dear M/s Jones 

On 11 August 2014 I advised my submission identified political problems and supplied 
14 pages of issues to be considered. Attached is a copy with your name deleted as 
being my first submission as my letter may eventually appear on the internet. 

Due to legal advice and other circumstances beyond my control, my proposed website 
may not be online before the closing date for submissions. 

To commence and emphasise my concerns attached are my: 
• 2 August 2005 paper about the proposed tunnel meeting 
• 12 March paper inviting John Howard 

• 29 November 2006 Public Meeting notice at Epping RSL re several matters 

At the 12 March 2006 meeting MPs Barry O'Farrell, Judy Hopwood and Andrew Tink 
who with nearly 300 attendees, voted unanimously for a second Hawkesbury River 
crossing. In 2007 three other MPs made the same decision. What has changed? 

Also included is a brief CV I prepared to enable those assessing my submissions to 
understand my interest in community affairs and not just the tunnel. 

I still believe that the proposed tunnel would only be a very short-term solution and 
create major traffic problems during the construction phase. 

However to ensure your team can assess my submission I have covered many aspects 
that the government and Transurban may not be aware. 

There are other issues I am still researching and may submit further details to be 
assessed. 

Also attached is my undated GIPA application for a copy of the assessment of my 
submission once it has been made and also my undated cheque for $30 dollars. The 
purpose is to establish if the assessment is flawed and I may decide to apply to the 
Civil and Administrative Decision Tribunal to appeal the DoP determination. 

Please let me know if any clarification is required. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 
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S41 APPLICATION F O R  ACCESS UNDER T H E  
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION (PUBLIC ACCESS) A C T  2009 NO 52 

Applicant 

Surname 
WAITE 

Given Names PETER ANDREW 

(a) AGENCY Department of Planning & 
Environment 

(d) Postal Address GPO Box 39, SYNDEY NSW 2001 

Phone Number 9484 3471 

Details of  Application: I request access to documents concerning 

Mr 

As soon as made; 

DoP assessment of my submissions about 
NorthConnex EIS for proposed M1 — M2 tunnel 

FEES AND CHARGES $30: N. Undated $30 Cheque attached 

If extra_gosts apply please advise and payment will be immediately made. 

Applicant's signature 

Agency Use Only 

Date: 22 August 2014 

Received on Acknowledgement sent on 
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INDEX 

1. Letter to Department of Planning about submission 

2. Historical list since unsolicited offer received 

3, Relevant Act and WorthConnex' justification 

4, Attachment A SKM 2001 — 2004 report 

5, Attachment B Pearlman 2007 Inquiry 

6, Attachment C history from 1968 - references to reports 

7, Attachment D Transurban and NSROC support 

8. Supporting documents in file numbered: 

1. 4— 9 in front of tab 1 

2. 10 — 19 behind tab 1 

3. 20 — 29 behind tab 2 

4. 30 — 39 behind tab 3 

5. 40 — 49 behind tab 4 

6. 50 — 59 behind tab 5 

7. 50 — 69 behind tab 6 

8. 70- 77 behind tab 7. NB 76 is self explanatory when reac NB 76 is self explanatory when read 



WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
A February 1994 RTA - Maunsel map and information about the proposed F3 western connections 
shows what I interpret as a 'strategic plan'. John Brewer is the RTA contact. 

4) a, 

In 2001 tenders were called to prepare the attached report. In 2001 SKM was appointed. Canberra 
directed SKM to only recommend a short-term option. (SKM VM Workshop No2 Record p22/23 

SKM 28 August 2003 Dural 'Focus Group community meeting'. SKM's project manager Peter 
Prince skilfully let it be known the Premier directed SKM not to recommend any Option B or C 
routes to avoid it going through any National Parks despite it being known at the 2002 SKM 
planning meeting experts all agreed that it was inevitable an option C must be built. Brewer is 
mentioned in those notes. 

SKM's 2004 Working paper 2 — Engineering Design and Costing report (p2) for a 3 lane tunnel is 
$2.0 - $2.2 billion. Can NorthConnex really do it for $2.65 billion ten years later? 

On 16 March 2006 I wrote to DOTARS (Dept Of Trans & Regional Services) Canberra/NSW Section head Ed 
Cory about The Hon Philip Ruddock's serious concerns he raised at a meeting of the Pennant Hills 
Civic Trust, Liberal Party members and Mr Cory on 10 March 2005. (11-page letter shown next) 
Despite requests to Minister Lloyd and many others, no replies have ever been received. 

O n  16 March 2006 Hornsby Advocate reported MPs Hopwood, O'Farrell, l ink seek tunnel 
inquiry' because they were informed in 2001 consultants Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) were 
awarded the contract to select the best route for an F3 — M7 link. 

In December 2006 Federal Roads Minister the Hon Jim Lloyd MP accepted a request from the M2 
operator to have the SKM preferred option to be reviewed to establish that the Lane Cove option be 
adopted as it would achieve a better outcome — (for the M2 operator as it would be cheaper and 
more profitable). 

MP Judy Hopwood's 22 January 2007 Media Release 'A compelling case for a second crossing 
of the Hawkesbuty River' because bushfires closed the railway line, F3 and Pacific Highway for 
three days. This proved how vulnerable what are collectively the nations most important strategic 
routes, and why a second Hawkesbury crossing is essential. 

MP Michael Richardson's 28 June 2007 Media Release; `Libs challenge lemma Govt to fast-track 
new north road' Mr Richardson said the new road needed to be built regardless of 

what decision Justice Mahla Pearlman reached in her inquiry into the proposed tunnel under 
Pennant Hills Road'. Richardson also stated MPs Ray Williams and Chris Hartcher also 
supported the F3 — M7 link at Dean Park. 

14 September 2007; Minister Gay's (Pearlman) Media Release: 
• preferred route for an EIS . . . , and 

• a Option C (western) corridor be planned now. 

'I have also asked Mr Roozendaal for an update on planning of the Option C corridor, which the 
NSW Government committed to undertake in its Sydney Metropolitan strategy released in 2005.' 

Despite these facts being provided to Minister Gay's office when the unsolicited offer 
was announced to establish the tunnel is the best option, my concerns were ignored. 

STATEMENT On the following pages is further compelling evidence indicating an informed 
decision was NOT made when Transurban's unsolicited offer was accepted. 

QUESTION 
Will New South Wales State and Federal NSW politicians demand Cabinet and Transurban 
publicly address these the following evidence and allow the community to determine the 
best option in the national best interests? 

1 / 26 
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*3: 2 0 0 3  SKM was directed NOT to recommend Option C that was in the 2001 Terms of 
Reference. Who were the people who had the authority to do that? 

SKM's 2004 Forecast Traffic Volumes and costings 
A NorthConnex officer stated in 2014: "SKM's traffic projections were higher than had occurred". 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
I understand traffic counts used by SKM were supplied by the RTA or an agent. An RTA officer's 
name appears in several places in SKM's study. Further, the 2006 Pearlman Inquiry to validate 
SKM's report had the benefit of a detailed 22 March 2006 study by Masson Wilson Twiney report. 

SKM working paper No. 2 
Following are verbatim extracts from this extensive 100 plus page costings paper. At 8.3 p75; 
Pennant Hills and North Rocks Road intersection would have to be upgraded. 

Page A-4: Improvements to the existing F3 Stages 1 — 5. Stages 1 - 3 — upgrading to 3 lanes in 
each direction and management systems. (These have been completed.) 

Stage 4 (2021-2026) Construct climbing lanes in both directions to accommodate slow moving 
traffic . . . 
Stage 5 (Beyond 2026) . . .  Tolling the F3 could also be considered as a measure. Alternatively, 
widen to 8 lanes in each direction. (or) Alternatively develop a new transport corridor. 

Table 3.1 F3 Capacity Considerations envisages fourth 'climbing lanes' would be required by 2011. 
(That was over 3 years ago. It is now often a major problem that the RTA tries to play down.) 

Appendix A 1. Introduction, 2 Background, 3 Traffic Forecasts and F3 Improvement Program sets 
out many known facts, and issues to be addressed if some options are adopted. 

4. Opportunities and Constraints divides the F3 into 5 sections; Wahroonga to Berowra, Berowra 
to Hawkesbury River, Hawkesbury River to Mt White, Mt White to Calga, Calga to Kariong. It then 
lists numerous problems to widen the F3 to 4 (and 5) lanes. 

5. Cost Estimates for the above works in 6.2. are between $2.6 and $3.6 billion. 

6. Alternative Strategy. 6.1 Elevated Two Lane Tidal Flow Viaduct at Jolls Bridge. (I do not 
believe this would be practical or acceptable.) 

6.2 Alternative Second Route ` . . .  A number of alternatives for a second route have been 
prepared as part of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study. These alternatives generally link to areas 
in western Sydney rather than to Wahroonqa. 

The cost estimates for the routes investigated are between $2.6 and $3.6 billion. The alternative 
routes do, however, provide a total capacity of 5 lanes in each direction between Sydney and 
Gosford. 

Comment; It does not appear there has been any provision for second bridges across the 
Hawkesbury at Mooney Mooney, and or the Mooney Mooney Creek bridge to determine if it is 
possible to widen them. Further, there is no indication of how any of the widening works could be 
carried out without closing existing lanes that would be required for several years to carry out the 
works. 

7. Further Considerations following the F3- Sydney Orbital Link Study 
A fuller investigation is required to assess requirements after 2012. Furthermore, a review of 
widening requirements should be undertaken upon the decision on the F3 — Orbital Link and 
investment program on the main North rail line. 

Has this fuller investigation ever been done, and if so, what did the investigation determine? 

*4: (13 July 2014; Because of computer upgrades the format and type face changed. Text  correct) 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
21st March  2005 

Mr E Cory 
Section Head NSW/ACT 
DOTARS 
PO Box 594 
Canberra ACT 2600 

F3 — Sydney Orbi ta l  Connection 

Attn Jennie Breen 

Dear Ed 

As agreed at the meeting attached is the discussion paper I have prepared. 

In my opinion there is little traffic engineers can resolve. Unless conclusive proof is produced I am still 
convinced, as usual, the consultative and assessment process was compromised by NSW bureaucrats and spin 
doctors. 

In view o f  my past dealings with the NSW Government I have no doubt that the bureaucrats were acting under 
instructions from their political masters. 

I f  I am right, the issue would then revolve around the relevant Minister/s and or DOTARS exposing what 
happened. 

Please let me know what the Ministers would like to do to proceed with the resolution o f  this matter. 

, -th I will be back by i z April and would like to clear this important issue up by the end o f  April. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite OAM JP 

Copy: The Hon P Ruddock MP 
Mr A Tink MP 
Mr D Jones, Concerned Citizens Group 
Mr P Swalwell, Pennant Hills District Civic Trust 

Waite EMAIL ADDRESS DELETED 9484-3471 

Page 1 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI  6136 

F3 — Sydney Orbital  Link. (Prepared by Peter Waite for discussion purposes) 21 March 2005 

Commen t  in this discussion paper  does not necessarily reflect the views of  the 'Concerned Citizens Group' 

(Pennant Hills Liberal Party) o r  the Pennant  Hills District Civic Trust. 

Discussion Paper :  For discussion between Ed Cory DOTARs and Peter Waite (a former Hornsby Councillor and local resident for over 70 

years) following a meeting o f  the Pennant Hills District Civic Trust on 10 March 2005. In attendance were Minister 

Ruddock, Mr Cory, Messrs Jones and Waite, (members o f  the Concerned Citizens Group and Pennant Hills District Civic Trust) and 12 members of 

the Trust Executive. Chair: Trust President Phil Swalwell. 

F o r m e r  Hornsby  Council Mayor  Rober t  Browne was to also prepare  a submission for discussion. 

Purpose:  To establish i f  the selection process for the recommend route, purple Option A was compromised by: 

• Inaccurate number counts and projections, and 

• Partial influences by NSW Government agencies. 

History: In 2002 Derek Jones and Peter Waite, members o f  the Pennant Hills Thorn leigh Branch o f  the Liberal Party, 

and many members o f  the consultative groups raised concerns about the consultative processes for this project. They 

raised their concerns at a Branch meeting where it was informally agreed that they be the representatives o f  the 

'Concerned Citizens Group'. Mr Jones attended the (2003) Pennant Hills meetings whilst Mr Waite attended the (2003) 

Dural meetings so that they could compare notes and prepare balanced submissions and reports. 

After representations to the Hon P Ruddock MP he arranged for Minister Lloyd to meet with Branch President Barwick, 

Jones, Waite and himself 

When Minister Lloyd stated there would be openings and connections along the tunnel for intermediate access Minister 

Ruddock corrected him advising the government had agreed there would be NO openings. 

Minister  Lloyd a r r anged  a meeting for Jones and  Waite  with SKM, DOTARS and the R T A  for  5 November. 

They repor ted to the 'Group '  no evidence was available to prove the best route was chosen. Attached are the 
points raised a t  5th November 'mee t i ng  and detailed comment  that  w a s  s e n t  to Minister Ruddock on 
16th November 2004 2 with copy to Minister Lloyd requesting answers  on behalf of  t he  Group and 
Waite's letter3 of t he  s a m e  date. AS YET, THE POINTS RAISED HAVE NOT BEEN ANSWERED. 

Following representations by the Pennant Hills Civic Trust to Minister Ruddock in late 2004 a meeting was arranged for 

10 March 2005 as detailed above. 

Page  7 of this letter: The PURPOSE of  the F3 to Sydney Orbital  L ink  Study was: 

o To investigate options f o r  a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway 

(F3) and the future Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant  Hills Road as the 

National Highway route (Newsletter No 1 — April 2002) 22. 

• Page 2 

(13 July 2014: SKM never  included its t e rms  of reference in any report because  of intervention of 
State and Federal bureaucra ts  probably a t  t h e  direction on Ministers o r  senior  political advisers.) 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
Ministerial Letters 

Recent letters from the Transport Minister and other Federal and State MPs indicated they and or the 

Government had not been correctly advised in regards to the following issues: 

1. Dec 10, 2004 4 "I am advised SKM's study took into account --- as well as the opinions o f  residents and business 

community before arriving at the recommended Purple Option" The Groups research contradicts this 
statement. Refer 21 Feb 2005 letter 5 t o  Minister Lloyd, and "The Government expressed its preference 

f o r  a ful ly  tunneled link, but has N O T  ruled out the possibility o f  an opening" This statement is contrary to 

Minister Ruddock's August 2004 advice to Minister Lloyd and about 40 others present,. 
(2004110030 & 2004110014,), and 

2. Dec 10, 2004 6 "Furthermore, a 'C' Option would adversely impact on the national parks  and  heritage areas in 

the north western area o f  Sydney". Such statements as this tha t  a re  taken from the S K M  report  a re  of 

deep concern because they are  seen as at tempts to justify putting off making a decision on Option C. 

These challenges will have to be eventually addressed. "Building a 'C' Option would not  remove the 

need f o r  a major upgrade o f  the Pennant Hills Road"  (2004110517). This is an  admission tha t  the 

tunnel is simply an  upgrade o f  Pennant  Hills Road and not an  alternative route for  the National 

Highway. refer 13 J a n  2005 letter 7 to Minister, no reply, 

3. Dec 23, 2004 8 "par 3(c) "Preliminary investigations show that a 'C' Option will have parts o f  the route 

on surface with substantial tunnels and extensive bridge structures around Berowra Waters" January 6, 

2005 Mr Jones again wrote another (unanswered) letter 9 direct to Minister Lloyd. Waite also wrote to 
Minister Ruddock. Option C did NOT impinge on Berowra Waters as the Minister claimed by the Minister 

who formerly worked the Hawkesbury as a Ferry Master 10, (refer to attached detailed 6 January 

letter to Minister Ruddock refuting much of Minister Lloyd's letter). The SKM report clearly 
indicates and the Minister states "a possible need f o r  a second crossing" thereby passing the 
responsibility to the NSW Government (2004110635, 23 Dec 2004), and 

4. Jan 28, 2005 12"The Type C option would not remove the need f o r  an immediate costly upgrading o f  Pennant Hills 

Road" and other misleading statements made in previous letters (2005010150). (This proposal relies on up to 
$10 billion of unfunded assumptions that are not necessary for Option C. Furthermore this 
discussion paper shows serious inconsistencies in the reports that have compromised the Study 
to the extent that it cannot be relied on.) 

State MP Michael Richardson railed at Waite's circulating a copy of Richardson's 25 November 

2004 letter 13 to a resident and Waite's 4 December response 14 to Minister Ruddock with copies 
to 12 Liberal MPs. Some of the replies have been very interesting. However, as yet not one MP 
has supplied any information that proves the best route has been selected. 

Page 3 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

The Liberal Party, Pennant Hills Thomleigh Branch (Concerned Citizens Group), after receiving a 
copy of the 1994 report on 14th February 1994 Final Community Bulletin 3 15 : Liverpool — Hornsby 
Highway Study' that recommended a western (C type Option) and the 14th February 2005 16 

discussion critique' unanimously passed the attached resolution on 14th February17 
. It also agreed 

to go public i f  the Federal Government did not provide 100% proof that the study AND the Coalition 
had not been compromised. 

To prove the point  on environmental issues attached is a report on the avoidance o f  an EIS  by the NSW 

government when building a bridge to replace the collapsed Lawrence Hargrave Drive near Wollongong.18 

Another example is how the N S W  government passed legislation after residents successfully challenged 

DIPNRs consent given to Collex f o r  a waste transfer station at Clyde. This matter is again before the Courts. 

A major factor to be considered by DOTARS in responding to this Discussion Paper is that two residents 

without any legal experience or training have twice successfully defeated a multi national company and the 

State once. 

The implications o f  this are particularly relevant to item I in the letters from the Minister. The Minister 

appears to be indicating that - the "opinions o f  the residents and business community do not have sufficient 

merit to outweigh the opinions and intellectual capacity o f  professionals and bureaucrats. 

A t  no stage has the Minister, SKM, DOTARS, RTA or any other politician provided any meaningful answers 
to the technical questions and documents produced. Many emails and letters have simply been ignored or 

answers supplied that avoided issues raised. 

On 10 June 1999 Ted Mack spoke at Pennant Hills about 'Australia's Sham Democracy'. A t  one point  Ted said 

"Community values are not a matter o f  expertise — only the community has a right to determine values — not the 

bureaucracy. Not  the politicians. Not the lawyers or academics" 19. 

Discussions revealed that the Sydney Orbital was ful ly  f inanced by the Commonwealth based on State planning 

decisions. The Commonwealth should change its policies and  adopt the "He who pays the piper calls the tune" 
approach when dealing with F3 connection and base the funding on Commonwealth policy. I t  is absurd that the 

Commonwealth is prepared to allow taxpayers funds  to be used f o r  projects that cannot be supported on basis planning 

principles. 

Hornsby Council prepared a comprehensive report 20 supporting the Lane Cove Valley route that would reduce the 

traffic and accident rate on the Pacific Highway together with a submission supporting a C option westerly route. IS it 

to be assumed that Hornsby Council traffic planners and Councillors opinions do not matter? 

Page 4 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

A similar situation applied at Berowra Waters where Planning Minister Refshauge called in for determination 

applications Hornsby Council staff recommended be refused. Residents successfully challenged Refshauge's approvals. 

Two S/Cs and two barristers appeared for the Minister and applicant. A junior barrister represented the appellants. The 

Ministers team claimed the Act provided that the Court did not have the power to overturn his decision. In other words 

the Minister claimed he was above the law. The Court changed Refshauge's decision but not his arrogance and contempt 
for the law and the community. 

Waite's 8 page presentation titled 'Has the community been deceived' (circa June 2004) was based on the April/ May 

2004 Joint Media Release by Ministers Anderson and Campbell. There has been no meaningful response to that and 

many other submissions or the report on the outcome o f  the 5th November 2004 meeting with SKM, DOTARS and the 

RTA. 

It is attitudes and arrogance like these examples that bring politicians and bureaucrats into disrepute. 

North and South Tunnel Intersections: Figures 11-2, 11-3 21 Historically proposed works such as these will involve 

lengthy delays for many months. This has not been addressed in the study. It is only 10 years since through traffic, 

residents and businesses in the  area were subjected to  inordinate delays and loss of amenity. 

An argument has been advanced that traffic counts provided have only been for the western side o f  Pennant Hills 

Road. This is seen as spurious as most o f  Hornsby Shire residents have to access or cross Pennant Hills Road. 

The exceptions being Epping and Eastwood residents who will use or cross Pennant Hills Road to travel to the 

northwest and the F3. 

North: Two lanes from the F3 widen into 3 lanes at Mt Colah to become a 3k parking lot in AM peak. Vehicles then 

crawl when lights go green at the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road. These 3 lanes become 3 lanes on Pennant 

Hills Road and effectively 2 lanes on Pacific Highway that are already carrying heavy local traffic at capacity. 

No meaningful counts o f  the F3 and local traffic at these intersection are provided to give an accurate count or %age 

using each route. 

South: The proposed layout will cause confusion for those who do not know the area. The merging o f  traffic will 

increase the existing serious accident rate and delays. 

M2 — F3 widening: This would not be necessary with Option C. I f  in the future it was found necessary the impact and 

delays and safety on the F3 in particular would be reduced because traffic could be rerouted onto Option C. 

Page 5 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
The P U R P O S E  o f  the  F3 to Sydney Orbi ta l  Link  Study was: 

• To investigate options f o r  a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway (F3) and the future 

Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant  Hills Road as the National Highway route (Newsletter 

No 1 — April 2002) 22. 

The chosen route does not  replace Pennant  Hills Road as the National Highway. 

In  1994 the R T A  'Liverpool to Hornsby Highway Study Workshop 3' reported "the tunnel under Pennant  Hills 

Road  offers poor  connectivity" 1513 and  "overall the participants voiced a preference f o r  the Wallgrove Expressway 

Strategy". I t  also states "options include the new route via Dural in serving present industrial and f u t u r e  residential 

areas have high economic returns despite their high cost" 15/3 
. What has changed since then? 

In several places and the concluding paragraphs on page o f  the 20.2 SKM 'Main Report — April 2004' acknowledges the 

tunnel is a short term solution. It also made recommendations to have access to solve local traffic problems. That is not 
the purpose o f  a National Highway. 

The 1994 report 15/3 states "A Preferred Strategy 4: Review and develop a new northern link". After 10 years the 
time is long past for short term solutions, it is time to deal with the solution properly. 

Despite several substantive submissions raising serious doubts over the consultative process as well as a meeting with the 

consultants, DIPNR and RTA, and also meetings with Ministers no substantive evidence has been produced to prove the 

best route was chosen. 

The study, Minister Lloyd and many members o f  the community agree a second crossing o f  the Hawkesbury will be 

necessary before 2020 and also has a high strategic value. This being the case the environment, cost and other red 

herrings thrown up to justify an inferior solution are irrelevant. Eventually these issues will have to be faced because 

there is no other alternative to Option C. 

The longer an Option C decision is avoided, the harder it will be to find a new corridor. It is a stand alone solution that 

does not rely on billions o f  dollars o f  uncosted assumptions for the selected route. 

The time is past to go through the report to try to identify every individual issue when so many fundamental planning 

principles have been avoided. Explanations must be given as to why all the basic issues that have been previously raised 

have not been proven incorrect by producing the references in the report that proves or disproves the assumptions made. 

Page 6 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

Historical — recent documents  and  newspaper articles 

June 7, 1971. 23 'The Sun reports on "The shape o f  things to come on Sydney Highways over the next 30 years". June 

I2?, 1971 24 shows the 'M2' and part o f  the link to the F3. SKM's report 25 details the 'Serious and fatal crash rate (per 

km o f  route per year) for the Pacific Hwy north o f  Ryde Road as 23'. The selected route will do nothing to address this 

most serious issue. The Lane Cove route as originally planned and supported by Hornsby Council 20 would 

dramatically reduce the traffic and accidents on the Pacific Highway. This is a State f u n d i n g  matter that has been 

ignored. 

Informed community comment p19 'Working Paper 1 — Community Consultation' 26 questioned in par 2 problems in the 

NE had not been sufficiently addressed. Under 4.2.3 concern was expressed at the long term needs for option 'C'. 

Apparent inappropriate input to study by NSW Department o f  Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR). 

SMH 24/8/2004 27_ "Motorway designers must learn from past mistakes". This article promotes widening o f  Parramatta 

Road footpaths and bus lanes after the proposed Strathfield to Haberfield tunnel is built. Similar comments have been 

made in regards to the M4 East tunnel under William Street. Page 12 o f  the July 2003 'SKM Background Report' 28 

example Pennant Hills Road as having similar treatment. Also refer to p90 'Working Paper 4 — Traffic & Transportation'. 
29 

The SMH 12 March 2005 30 examples how Traffic levels have been grossly underestimated for many years whilst on 14 

March two examples 31' 32 
are given showing the next 30 year strategy is overdue. Based on the 1971 report it is absurd 

and grossly irresponsible o f  governments to not have rolling plans that have a continual 25 to 50 year lead time. 

Two articles in the 18 March 2005 Herald 33 highlight the 'crises management' o f  the State Government that is being 

propped up by a Federal Government that does not appear to care about the outcomes. 

Main Report — April 2004 — Introduction 

Page 3 Figure 3 34 details existing traffic volumes at strategic locations. Are  these accurate? In 1975 the Hornsby 
T who still lives in Pennant Hills, (now Civic rust) Police Traffic Sergeant, advised the Pennant Hills Residents Association Pennant Hills 

Road will never be a 24 hour 'clearway' 35. Just prior to the M2 opening then A. Police Commissioner Lola Scott (Beeernft 
resident) advised a large meeting at Pennant Hills Bowling Club "when the M2 is opened there will be no more traffic 

problems". Newspaper reports claim vehicle sales in 2004 dramatically increased to nearly 1 million. On a 
population basis it is reasonable to suggest over 250,000 would be in the Sydney region. 

Page 6 36 sets out Transport Network Improvement Assumptions. These assumptions are uncosted and could amount to 
$10 billion. Option C is a stand alone Option that will be shown to have a far greater reduction on Pennant Hills Road 

traffic than the proposed tunnel. 

Page 7 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

Working  P a p e r  4— Traffic & Transportation. 

Page 20 37splits 'Sydney' into 5 regions by Local Government  Boundaries. The demographic centre o f  Sydney is 

located a r o u n d  Silverwater Bridge. This is in the studies 'Western Region'. 

Page 21 38 shows the concentration and disparity in size o f  the various Local Government Areas. 

Page 22 39 uses a table and 'star' diagram 'number plate survey' Figure 2.9 to show that 60% o f  traffic comes from the 

Northwest, North, West and Southwest-South areas o f  Sydney. (Being about 20km shorter Option C would be the 

preferred route for most o f  this traffic and a higher %age o f  trucks. Every attempt should be made to ensure there are no 
tunnels so that dangerous goods and oversize loads can use Option C.) 

Page 40 49 uses a 'pie chart' to show truck trips 6am to 6pm. This is misleading in that the N W  sector is shown between 

the N E  and 'east — city' sector. 

Page 43 41 has the 'pie chart' correctly divided but incorrectly oriented. (57% trucks would use Option C) Table 3-4 

indicates the 71,200 vehicles crossing the Hawkesbury is only half o f  the total vehicles using the Pacific Highway South 

o f  Telegraph Road and Pennant Hills Road North o f  Boundary Road. Figure 3.6 indicates 57% o f  trucks Southern 

origins/destinations are to the western sectors whilst only 51% o f  origins/destinations are to the western sectors. No 

explanations are offered for this discrepancy. 

Page 73 42 Figure 6.2 refers to zones used in this study and suggest the annual traffic growth would drop to 1.5%pa over 
the next 20 years. This diagram does not include meaningful traffic counts for 10 zones as against the 5 regions 

previously used as a basis for comparison. 

Page 75 43 Figure 6.3 also uses the zone system. This has severely compromised the study. No explanation 
for the different methodology is given. 

Page 118 44 Figure 14.1 suggests a convoluted route for 'C Option 10' without any explanation. Such a route would cut 

about 20kms of f  the trip for the 60% o f  the traffic that would use the existing route and/or proposed tunnel or Pacific 

Highway. 

Page 122 48 suggests that by 2021 only 20% o f  the total traffic volumes would use the 'C Option 10'. Noting the 12 

March Herald Article regarding traffic projections it is submitted that a 3%pa traffic increase is more realistic than the 

1.5% suggested in the SKM report (figure 6.2). This would increase the traffic volumes by 125,000 or 25% by 2021. 

This is 26,000 over the 99,000 quoted in table 15.1 45. 
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Page 182.46 " 29 The reallocation o f  road space on the existing Pennant Hills Road would be an essential part  o f  the 

project. These works have not been fully investigated and therefore not costed in the estimate o f  costs given in Working 

Paper 2'. This question was raised at the 5th November meeting. The RTA advised this cost would not be borne by the 

RTA. This is further evidence o f  DIPNR's input. 

Page 25 47 diagram 2.13 refers to a number plate survey. Assuming 4% o f  the 54% from the Pacific Highway and F3 

has destinations south o f  Ryde and Boundary Roads where does the remaining 50% o f  traffic from the F3 go? It is 

inconceivable that it is all going to Hornsby and the NE Region. 

Page 70 48 Diagram 6.1 uses estimated numbers as against ages in diagram 2.13. Fi % gures and %ages for the Pacific 

Highway and Ryde Road in these two diagrams appear to conflict with each other. Figure 2.13 shows Ryde Road as 
having 11% against the 20% using the Pacific Highway whilst figure 6.1 shows 84,300 using Ryde Road as against 

56,000 using the Pacific Highway. Both cannot be correct. 

Working Paper 1 - Community Consultation 

Page 20. 49 "there was strong support f o r  further investigation o f  a Type C option, on the basis a long term solution was 
needed". 

Several other reasons to justify Option C were also listed. 

Page 36: 59 5.1 Key Outcomes Par 2: "Type C options would be further investigated to provide a long term western route 
and potential second crossing o f  the Hawkesbury. Making provision f o r  such a route through the planning process was 
important to many members o f  the community and key stakeholders". 

Value Management Workshop No2 Record — SEPTEMBER 2003 

Page 7 51 reports that approximately 3 vehicles in 5 from the F3 travel down the Pacific Highway whilst the %ages 

quoted indicate only 40% travel to the City and North East. Refer to fig 2.13 47 Which is right? 

The same page indicates 57% o f  heavy vehicles have origins/destinations that would use Pennant Hills Road. This 

coincides with the figures given out at the Community Consultative meeting at Galston in August 2003. 
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Page 5. 52 RTA's Dr Kishan reports "there are not many examples in the world o f  tunnels 6-8 km long and certainly none 
in Australia. Therefore, i f  the project proceeds there will be a multitude o f  technical challenges to be addressed, not  to 

mention the social challenges that would arise". This statement is cause for deep concern and should 
have been seriously addressed by the Ministers before they agreed to accept the Purple A Option. 

Professional commentators  a t  this workshop raised some serious concerns over the proposed tunnel option. P10 53 

: "By building this new link there would be a redistribution o f  up to 20% o f  traffic in the corridor that would provide 

benefits throughout the rest o f  the northern network". This is misleading because the chosen route will not  greatly 

al ter  the traffic on the Pacific Highway south o f  the F3. 

Pages 11 and 12 54 also raise issues that have not been answered in the study. In particular the last two on Page 11 55 
. 

"Project justification is essential. Type C needs to be convincingly rejected before any o f  the type A Options can be 

seriously addressed. In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to type A, the following needs to be addressed: 

- what value is placed on another (strategic) crossing o f  the Hawkesbwy River?". 

Page 12 54 concludes long term planning needs to be made for Option C. 

Page 22 56 refers to DOTARS advice that the Australian Government wanted Option A as a short term solution thereby 

avoiding the need to confront the State Government over its lack o f  planning. 

Newsletter 2, July 2003 57 

By comparison, C o r r i d o r  Types B and  C would Remove less traffic from Pennan t  Hills Road (fewer than  10,000 

vehicles pe r  day  in 2021 57)• 
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Summation of SKMts F3 to Sydney Orbital Report 
No reference o r  provision is made for the diversion o f  traffic when the tunnel is closed as it will be from time to 

time due to computer  a n d  power  failures, fire, breakdowns,  accidents and maintenance. The only 
reasonable explanation is because there is no alternate route. 

The report indicates two lanes each way will be required if there is a toll and three lanes each way without a toll. HOW 

will this affect the traffic if Pennant Hills Road is narrowed to 2 lanes in each direction as 
suggested? 

Newsletter 2 suggests Option C would only reduce traffic on Pennant Hills Road by up to 10,000 vehicles per day by 

2021 (about 10% 57)• Page 10 53 o f  the VM Workshop suggests a 20% redistribution o f  traffic by building the tunnel. 

What does this mean? 'Working paper 4' page 122 45 suggests only 19,000 or 20% vehicles per day would use 
option C by 2021. 

As against the above, estimates in the 'Working Papers 4 — Traffic & Transportation' on pages 22, 40 and 43 and the 

'Value Management Workshop' page 7 all indicate 57 to 60% o f  the F3 traffic could use Option C. Even if the 57 to 
60% was reduced to 40% this is a 100% improvement on the Working paper 4 20 percent 
estimates 45 and 200% percent better than Newsletter 2 estimates 57. 

The selected route DOES NOT meet the: The  PURPOSE o f  the F3 to Sydney Orbital  Link  Study: 

To investigate options f o r  a new National Highwa, 'ROUTE' (CONNECTION' in Newsletter 
122)  between the Newcastle 

Freeway (F3) and the future Sydney Orbital. The new route will replace Pennant  Hills Road  as the National 

Highway. (Newsletter No 2 — July 2003 58) 

° May 7, 2004 SMH Herald 59 "The aim o f  the study was to identibi a high standard transport l ink (not route or 
connection) between the F3 and the Sydney Orbital. The new l ink (not connection or route) would replace 

Pennant  Hills Road  as the National Highway". 

Conclusion 
P 5 16 
The only conclusion that can be arrived at f r o m  available information is: 

• the Commonwealth Government has allowed the N S W  Government to hijack their study to overcome 
local traffic problems without any serious thought f o r  the future, 

PS Comments attributed to Minister Anderson (SMH 21/3/05 Safer Pacific Highway just got closer 60) 
further detract from the credibility o f  the SKM report 

Page 11 

July 2014: I believe my comments on page 11 of my letter are sufficient justification to show 
the SKM study lacks credibility and cannot be relied on because SKIM was directed not to 
comply with the 2001 Terms of Reference. I do not suggest SKM's study prepared in 
accordance with the 2003 directions, or the 2007 Pearlman findings were wrong. 

Peter Waite 
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Transurban) request for a review of SKM's findings. Hills claimed discrepancies in the SKM report 
and the tunnel should join the M2 further East. That was one of the four Type A (Eastern) options. 

My submission had a large map that compared an F3 — M7 link with the F3 — M2 link and SKM 
costings. These indicated the 2004 costs were both about $3 billion. M/s Pearlman chose to use 
my map instead of DOTARS. In my opinion this is why she included • "3. (b) a type C corridor be 
planned now' in her letter despite it not being in the Terms of Reference. 

DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney (MVVT) to review SKM's calculations. MWT's 22 March 
2007 Executive Summary concluded: 

"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six lane F3 is likely to be exceed in peak periods, a type C 
(western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the manner in which 
Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, a decision will be required 
about a long term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This 
will revolve around: 

• An eight-lane F3 
• A Type C option 

Both will require capacity augmentation in the Sydney road network. 

Measures to improve train accessibility from the Central Coast to Sydney and land use 
measures, among others, may defer the need for a long term option, depending on their success. 
Conversely, faster than forecast travel demand may require a long term option sooner than 
2012." 

Verbatim: The Hon Mahla Pearlman's 31 August 2007 letter to: 
"The Hon Jim Lloyd MP, Minister for. . . . and Roads, Parliament House, CANBERRA ACT 2600 
I am pleased to present the Review report for your consideration. 
I have given due consideration to the MINT "interim report — F3 to Sydney Orbital Corridor Review 
(March 2006)' and concluded the following: 

1. That the assumptions and data used in the SKM 'F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study 2004' 
were valid and reasonable at that time of the study; 

2. that there have been changes affecting land use and traffic flows since the SKM Study's 
publication, but that these changes reinforce the selection of the preferred route; and 

3. that the SKM Study recommendations progress as follows: 
(a) the preferred route follow a Type A corridor Purple option and that this be 

progressed to the next stages of investigation including detailed concept design and 
financial assessment and environmental impact assessment; and 

(b) a type C corridor be planned now. 

The NSW Government indicated in its submission to the Review its intention to develop a 
discussion paper on the connection of the F3 to the M2 and or M7. I am confident that my Review 
has undertaken a sufficiently rigorous and detailed analysis on the proposed connect to both inform 
and direct any future Government investigations. I would encourage both the Australian and NSW 
Government to proceed directly with the next stages of a Type A Purple option link connection the 
F3 to M2. 

Yours sincerely 
THE HON MAHLA PEARLMAN AO" 

The Review was a 106 page A4 paper that included a list of those who addressed the Inquiry. This 
included an RTA officer's reply to a question at the Dural Focus Group Meeting on 28 August 2003: 
Citizen's statement: "Need for change in attitude by government" Reply: "JB (RTA) commented 
that this is a transport study and RTA/DoTARS cannot dictate policy to DIPNR." 
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At the Pearlman hearing I incorrectly stated —The terms of reference were changed". M/s Riggs, 
head of DOTARS rejected my allegation and stated "The terms of reference were not changed". 

I should have stated "SKM was directed not to comply with the Terms of Reference." 
My simple error meant DOTARS and the RTA were not held to account (Transcript held). 

However this does not alter the fact SKM was directed not to comply with its Terms of Reference. 

*6: Minister Lloyd's Chief of  staff 20 September 2007 letter re Administrative Decisions 
Tribunal Planning meeting on 21 August 2007: "Waite v NSW Roads and Traffic Authority" 

Extracts: Hon Marla Pearlman's findings The Review report confirmed the original decision by the 
Australian Government to provide a link between the F3 and M2, broadly along the alignment of 
Pennant Hill's Road. It recommended that: 

The preferred route follow the Purple Option and that this now be progressed to the next stages of 
investigation including; detailed design, economic and financial assessment and environmental 
impact assessment; and 

An Option C (western) corridor be planned now. 

Minister Lloyd said the report had identified a small number of issues that would require 
consideration in the preparation of an environmental impact statement and that further public 
consultation would be a key element in taking the project forward and determining the precise route 
for the link. 

Mr Lloyd has also written to the Hon Eric Roozendaal MLC, NSW Government Roads Minister, to 
advise him of the outcome of the Review and to seek from him an update on planning of the Option 
C corridor, which the NSW Government committed to undertake in its Sydney Metropolitan Strategy 
released in 2005. 

I have enclosed for your information a copy of the Review final report. 

Thank you for your participation in the Review process. 

Yours sincerely 

John Abel 

Chief of Staff 

    (Also at 14) 
Refer to page 2 of my 21 March 2005 letter to DOTARS Ed C y about his eeting at the Pennant 
Hills Civic Trust organised by The Hon Phillip Ruddock MP. refer item 4 pages 5/16 

After that meeting Ruddock invited Lloyd to attend his Federal Electorate Committee to explain to 
what occurred with the SKM study and why it was compromised. When the meeting was held, 
Lloyd couldn't explain what happened, admitted he didn't know, and left the meeting after Ruddock 
decided it was best he didn't remain to answer any more questions from the floor.(Not sure of date.) 

I then helped Lloyd and his secretary leave the locked office returned to the meeting. 
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*7: SMH 26 September 2007 'lemma must stop Costa in his tracks — Off the rails: how the 
west was stung' These articles state the NW sector population will top 475,000 in the next 25 
years and 18 percent of Sydney's future housing is planned for the area. This means in 18 years - by 2032 a second Hawkesbury River highway should be operating as part of the National Highway 
as well as Transurban's proposed tunnel if it is approved. 

RTA's former Chief Executive Bruce Loader's 10 April 2008 SMH article (*12) commenced; 'In 
NSW, until about 1980, there was a clear separation of government and the management and 
administration of public works and services'. 

If politicians, their advisers and the community no longer have the benefit of impartial advice. The 
Premier, Ministers, MPs or councillor cannot prove they have made informed decisions? 

Epping to Thornleigh Third (rail) Track wa   
 the Department of Planning approved the EIS despite serious 

flaws, how can anyone know if the NorthConnex EIS for Transurban's unsolicited offer is the 
best solution when the government has refused to release details of the offer? 

*8: SMH 25 September 2007 "The liquor industry is truly ugly and politicians are puppets" 
FIRST WORD "Brad Pederson Manly — President of Democracy Watch — Australians for Political 
Funding Reforms." " The truth is our politicians have become puppets of the alcohol industry. 
The alcohol industry is the second biggest donor group after the development lobby. It buys 
governments and, just as importantly it buys the silence of the Opposition. These donations are 
bribes, to think anything else is naive. . . ." 

Seven years later the situation is far worse. Nearly every day there are reports of alcohol related 
deaths for many reasons. The greater number appear to be drink driving and teenagers under the 
influence. Whilst many politicians have suggested solutions, they are swept under the carpet with 
PR campaigns about the latest idea to divert attention from a national problem. 

It is time politicians stoped being puppets and impartially represented the community. Whilst there 
is nothing wrong with anyone lobbying politicians, everyone should have the same rights. 

*9: SMH 26 September 2007 "Warning — money blinds us to broader needs" POLICIES 
Matt Wade Economics Writer. "GOVERNMENTS have become obsessed by economic success 
they are discounting the environmental and social effects of many policies and alienating voters in 
the process, a report to be released in Australia and Britain today says. 

It calls for all government policies to be assessed according to their contribution to "true national 
wealth" — a measure that recognises the need for social and environmental progress as well as 
economic wealth. 

*10: SMH 26 September 2007 page 4 "COMMUTING Off the rails: how the west was stung" 
Seven years ago Sunanda Creagh Urban Affairs Reporter wrote ". . . North-western Sydney's 
population is expected to top 475,000 in the next 25 years and 18 percent of  Sydney's future 
housing is planned for the area. . . . News that the NSW Treasury might put a stop to the planned 
North-West Rail Link has residents seething. . . . Buses just were not good enough. . ." 
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*11 LI SMH 10 April 2008 "Poor vision for the state in blurring of the divide" (Bruce Loader a 
former NSW commissioner for Main Roads) His article explains how a non political public service 
delivered some extraordinary achievements such as the metropolitan rail system, Harbour Bridge, 
water storage dams and water reticulation circa late 1800s and 1900's up to about 1980. 

Loader also explains how changes that started around 1980, with a move by the public service to 
replace eminently qualified heads and department officers with ill-equipped staff unable to provide 
ministers with sound advice and guidance they require to administer their portfolio. A few extracts: 

"These are circumstances in which the economically and financial disastrous Cross City and Lane 
Cove tunnels were conceived and built. . . 
The government, which allowed the work to be built (and even boasted the achievement), assured 
us no government money was involved. Lucky for them no government money was involved. 
Lucky for them Governments do not have any money; they only direct how the public's 
money is spent.. . . (Bad luck for the community) The deterioration in management skills in the 
public service exemplified in the Roads and Traffic Authority extends throughout the service and 
explains in part about the problems being experienced in health, transport and public works. . 
It will not be easy to restore the public service to an effective provider of works and services and 
guardian of the public interest, but until then and until the roles of government and public service are 
once more clearly defined, we can expect the standard of government in NS to continue to fall 
relative to other states. 

When Loader's concerns are considered the State Parliament should determine if the State 
Constitution is being complied with, and if not, how it will ensure it is complied with. 

*12: 3 December 2009 Hornsby MP Judy Hopwood address to Parliament in part refers to my 
concerns about hospital budget cuts in mid 1990's and the Save Hornsby Hospital team of doctors 
and staff who targeted me to takeover their committee to avoid them being disciplined. 

Apart from me, 'that Team' was only Labor. I was the only Liberal. The many Liberals I asked said 
they were too busy. So was I. But the hospital was far more important as far as I was concerned. 

In less than six months we had evidence to prove the NS Area Health Service had the lowest per 
capita budget in the Sydney Region. It was half of the SE Sydney Area Health Service. The 
'stupid 'Health department threatened staff for leaking the fiqures to the Team. The 'stupid' Health 
department published them in positions vacant. It proved how dumb they were. 

Mayors in the Northern Sydney region and the Minister were invited to explain why Hornsby, Manly, 
Mona Vale and Ryde Hospitals should be closed and two super hospitals built to serve the region. 
When the Minister received his invitation, he had a letter couriered to me advising closures would 
not proceed. Despite this another incompetent Minister remained. In 2014 nothing has changed. 
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*13: 20 July 2010 "Getting it right on development projects"— Sam Haddad, director general 
of the Department of Planning. "Giving the Department of Planning a role in assessing larger, 
more complex development applications ensures that all concerned parties have their voices 
heard writes Sam Haddad." 

"The part 3A system has more stringent assessment tests which do not exist in the council 
assessment system." 

Par 7: "The department continues to strengthen its checks and balances to ensure probity 
and transparency of process and outcomes." 

This is why the EIS should be deferred to establish why Minister Gay or his minders who refuse to 
prove the 'probity and transparency of process and outcomes' and issues I raised in this 
submission have been resolved. Until then, the 'exhibition' should be deferred. 

*14: Spin doctors In October 2012 I applied under the GIPA Act (old FOI Act) to Minister Gay 
for copies of Transurban's unsolicited offer. On 22 November 2012  

stated "In my 7 November letter to you, I suggested you could call and I would assist 
you to make your (GIPA) application valid. I note you have lodged a review of the original decision 
with the Information Commissioner. 

On 6 December 2012 I confirmed my appointment and questioned the credibility of the process and 
how the community had been misled because SKM was advised in 2003 not to comply with the 
2001 Terms of Reference. This has still not been addressed. 

promised to arrange for the "independent' committee" reviewing Transurban offer, to 
address my concerns. Despite several requests, nothing happened. 

In 2013 I again applied under GIPA to Minister Gay for all of Transurban's documents. On 2 
September 2013 the Premier & Cabinet General Counsel released a list of 532 documents set out 
on 59 pages and a refund of my $30 fee and $370 costs to avoid complying with the Act. 

More 'Spin doctors'; Item 2 is about PriceWaterhouseCoopers disclaimer for the glossy A4 booklet 
produced for NSROC (Northern Sydney Region of Councils) support for the tunnel that was initiated 
about 2 years before Transurban's offer. Despite reporting my concerns that there may have been 
collusion with Transurban, nobody has responded. Who knows what actually happened? 

    
   

   
      

   
 

 
   

      
  

The community is fed up with not being told the truth. Why employ "spin doctors" to avoid 
the public knowing the facts? 
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*15:  AFR 4 July 2013: "Public inquiries are not what they used to be, but we still need 
them" Gary Banks, Dean of the Australia and New Zealand School of Government in the inaugural 
Peter Karmel Lecture in Canberra last night at the Academy of Social Sciences in Australia. 

Extracts: "There has arguably never been a time when there is so much dispute about so 
many public policy issues." " . . They are thus an important potential source of political learning 
about what to do and how to get it done. In these aspects they can compensate for capability gaps 
in public administration. (gaps that have been increasing in my view)." 

Why has the slew of public inquiries in recent years not matched the record of an earlier era? The 
answer, to borrow from an advertising slogan, is that "inquiries ain't inquiries'. How they are 
constituted and framed can vary greatly, as can the way governments handle them. Experience is 
instructive about the "success factors". 

"The contribution of an inquiry often comes down to having the right people in the right setting. 
Competence without conflicts is a minimum requirement for such a role. But integrity and 
openness of mind are obviously important too." Nothing could be truer 

*16:  SMH 27 June 2014 News 3: $13b motorway Confusion over plans Gay admits he may 
have gone 'too early' with WestConnex. "If we've made an offer to someone for their house 
and we change what we are doing with it, that offer stands," he said. 

"By going out early to engage the community as soon as possible, we've indicated that we might 
have indicated that we might have needed buildings that we may not need in the future. You've got 
to balance between going out as early as possible and may be going too early," he said. This was 
public money being misued. 

Whilst the coalition is trying to overcome over a decade of Labor's mismanagement, fraud and 
corruption, as along serving MLC, Minister Gay does not appear to have learnt form Labor's sins. 
Minister Gay, why did you decide to rush in and accept Transurban's offer before all the facts were 
made public? 

As a concerned citizen interested in community affairs for over 60 years, and a former builder, 
developer, property investor and councillor I, along with many others, am appalled with the lack of 
knowledge and compliance with our State Constitution by many elected, members, bureaucrats, 
business operators and the public. 

*17:  Sun-Herald 29 June 2014 p9 "Cheap tribunal proposed for home compo fighters" 
Kirsty Needham State Politics Editor "The Baird government's plans for WestConnex, NorthConnex, 
the North West Rail link, new light rail in inner Sydney and Parramatta and a new raft of roads in 
western Sydney will displace thousands of families. . . . . Negotiations already underway between 
Transport NSW and home owners in Surry Hills and Haberfield have become bitter. Residents 
claim the government has made below-market offers." 

". . . .The tactics and delays by the government negotiators were "shameful", he said. "I'm still 
negotiating and I'm not getting anywhere." 

"Labor wants these disputes to be heard in the NSW Civil and Administrative Decisions Tribunal, 
which would cost $500, and give fasted remedies." 
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My personal experience in 1981/2 when the then DMR was acquiring an investment property on 
Pennant Hills Road for widening, the then DMR engineer intervened and had an acceptable solution 
agreed on by over ten property owners. That engineer also had a law degree and later became an 
RTA Assistant Director General. How many executives now have the same or similar qualifications? 

The most important question is, who can prove that this parliament can be trusted by the 
wider electorate regardless of their political opinions? 

*18:  DRAFT NSW FREIGHT AND PORTS STRATEGY Nov 2012; Figure 31 Page 111 shows 
the 'OUTER ORBITAL RAIL AND ROAD CORRIDOR' that is identical with that shown in the 
Australian Financial Review on 19 June 2014. 

Page 81 wrongly states "The 2007 Pearlman Review into the F3 to M7 corridor selection 
recommended that work commence on the identification and reservation of a corridor for a new 
orbital link to the west of  the current M7 Motorway." I drew this error to the attention of Ministers 
Berejuklian and Gay. On 14 November 2013 their joint Parliamentary Secretary MP Ray Williams 
advised "the report had been amended as Marla Pearlman recommended planning commence 
to set aside lands for the F3-M7 link." 

That won't correct copies downloaded before I reported the error. This can then again be 
mistakenly used in a report or submission. 

On 6 June 2014 a concerned Wahroonga resident and I met with Mr Williams for nearly 90 minutes 
and explained in detail our concerns about NorthConnex's proposal only being a very short term 
solution that is not in the nation's, NSW or all residents in Sydney's north where councils have been 
directed to increase housing density without roads being built to meet the increasing demand. 

This is an example of some of the many political problems NorthConnex cannot answer. 

*1 9 :  Which is correct? 'Its full speed ahead on big-build highway' Telegraph 17 June 2014 
This shows a proposed M9 Outer western Sydney Orbital Motorway link from Casula, Penrith, 
Windsor to the M7 and M2 and proposed M1 tunnel. 

OR 
*20: Grand designs; The NSW Government's plan for road and rail transport' Australian 
Financial Review 19 June 2014 showed the proposed Outer Orbital link in the C2012 'Draft NSW 
Freight and Ports Strategy' as a second Hawkesbury crossing for both road and rail to avoid Sydney 
in accordance with p48 of the article. 
Parliamentary Secretary for Ministers Berejuklian for Transport and Minister Gay for Roads and 
Ports Ray Williams MP advised in his 14 November 2013 letter to me "The Outer Sydney orbital 
identified in the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan connects the Central Coast, Western 
Sydney and Wollongong." I believe the 19 June article is correct. 
On 6 June 2014 a concerned Wahroonga resident and I met with Mr Williams for nearly 90 minutes 
and explained in detail our concerns about NorthConnex's proposal only being a very short term 
solution that is not in the nation's, NSW or all residents in Sydney's north where councils have been 
directed to increase housing density without providing roads to meet the increasing demand. 
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*21 SKM March 2004 Working Paper No 2: A1-A15 envisaged.., the F3 should be widened 
to 8 lanes with an extra climbing lane for trucks on both sides of the Hawkesbury River. 
How will an extra lane in each direction on the Fl be built when the tunnel has reached capacity 
and the third lane is operating? Who will pay? 
Further, how will traffic from both directions on the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road be able 
to merge with the 3 lane tunnels once they are at capacity in the tunnel? How long will this take? 
NorthConnex claimed the SKM report was only a recommendation that would require more detailed 
study. If correct, the NorthConnex EIS should be a very large paper. 
On 5 July 2014 I emailed the NorthConnex Director: 

"Hi Tim 
Attached is a simple 'table' diagram I made of the northern tunnel exit and entry to the F3 from 
Pennant Hills Road with an explanation of problems I believe will eventually happen when the third 
north bound lane is at capacity. 

If the F3 is not widened, traffic leaving the F3 at Wahroonga may be such that the south third lane is 
not necessary. 

Will these issues be taken into account in the EIS? 

cc Ray Williams MP Parliamentary Secretary to Roads Minister Gay" 

First problem to be addressed are M1 (F3) capacity and its hills and curves 
merge open open open open open turn off 

open 
1 tunnel end I 1 tunnel start 

How will 
this traffic 
merge in 
PM peak 
hour? 
2 H 3 2 1 

North tunnel wall 

1 2 3 

South tunnel 

AM peak 
Fl turnoff 
capacity 
will limit 
tunnel use 
1 2 

Pacific Highway Pacific Highway 
Pennant Hills Rd Pennant Hills Rd 

Whilst this 'plan' may not mean anything to some, the technical issues should be clear to 
NorthConnex staff that prepared the plans shown at consultative meetings in April 2014. 

27 June 2014 the SMH reported on page 3 'Gay admits he may have gone 'too early' with 
WestConnex'. Minister Gay deserves credit for his admission. 

Whilst Transurban may not be happy, Minister Gay and parliament should agree to review 
Transurban's unsolicited offer and the many issues the community has raised. 
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*22:  Compensation: Compare the Roads Maritime Services Questions and answers in its 
December 2011 six page paper. It makes it clear if your property is not resumed and the value 
decreases there is no compensation — with 'Cheap tribunal' proposed for home compo fighters. 
SMH 29 June 2014. 

In 1981/82 I and about 15 others property owners were involved with the then DMR that wanted to 
acquire part of our properties on Pennant Hills Road for widening and prevent any access to what 
would become valueless land. Many onsite meetings were held with intransigent officers. 
I contacted the Divisional Engineer who was also a solicitor, and made suggestions to solve other 
major problems. This lead to a successful and amicable outcome to all parties. That officer later 
became the RTA Deputy Director. 
Why is it that the RTA and this Government will not address what appear to be serious flaws 
in Transurban's unsolicited offer. Why did Minister Gay approve public money be spent to 
acquire property he indicates was resumed "because he may have gone too early" at 25? 

Governments do not have any money. They only use money raised from the community. 
Noting the Australian Water rort where Sydney Water was paying $millions of public money to 
entrepreneurs to use for their personal gain, as custodians of our money how is parliament, 
councils and public instrumentalities held to account? 

Bruce Loader's 10 April 2008 observations (at *11) makes it very clear that governments are out of 
control because most, if not all of their staff do not have the technical knowledge to provide "frank 
and candid advice" instead of replying on consultants supply advice that they can misuse to justify 
an outcome they or a lobbyist wants. Also refer to the TV comedy (documentary) "Yes minister". 

This $3 billion plus project should not be approved until it is shown to be 
in the wider community and national best interests. 

*23:  SMH 16 July 2014 "Traffic no faster even with $3b tunnels" Transport reporter Jacob 
Saulwick's assessment of the NorthConnex EIS supports my opinions that the tunnel will be a waste 
of time and resources. 

What is the role and qualifications of the Roads and Maritime spokeswoman who stated: 
"NorthConnex will ease traffic congestion, improve local amenity and connectivity for people 
living and working in the area by removing 5000 heavy vehicles from Pennant Hills Road 
every day."? 1100k forward to a public reply. 

* 2 4 :  SMH 17 July 2014 "Gay reverses direction on M5 toll plan for new roads" Jacob 
Saulwick. Whilst Minister Gay is the messenger, it is clear other departments are desperate to 
source funds for projects. 

The State should be building these projects and financing them. The Water Board issued 
debentures to fund their massive projects post WW2. 

I know of many people who would rather 'invest' in such projects instead of being involved with 
unaccountable banks and other investment businesses where many people who trusted them have 
lost most of their savings and been forced onto pensions taxpayers have to fund. 

Before it is too late, politicians and their bureaucrats should get rid of their "PR, spin doctors and 
media" agents and obtain frank and candid advice as to how to best manage the nations finances. 
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*25:  Request for hard copy of the EIS rejected by NorthConnex email 10 July 2014 
NorthConnex advised me a decision was made not release hard copy. This is discriminatory as it 
makes it impossible for those who have computers and or cannot attend places where copies can 
be read and make notes or copy pages from a reported 3,000 page document. 

It is contrary to Section 72 of the "Government Information Public Access Act (2)" (old FOI Act) 
"The agency must provide access in the way requested by the applicant unless sections (a) 
(b) (c) (d) apply. None of these are relevant. Earlier sections of the Act set out public interest 
details where there should be no cost or a discounted charge be set. 

In 2004 Sinclair Knight Mertz gave me and others copies when requested. NorthConnex refused. 
Will NorthConnex hire copies, and if so how much will it cost and be arranged? 

*26: "ETHICS" segment ABS NSW 7.30 report (Quentin Dempster) 11 July 2014 
The presenter interviewed the director of the St James Ethics Centre, opposition leader John 
Robertson Labor), MLCs Fred Nile (Christian Democrats), David Shoebridge (Greens) and a lady 
about ethics. The lady's conclusion was "Nobody can trust any of you". Very sad but true. 

*27: Option for Transurban and the Government 
Transurban withdraw its unsolicited offer and submit an offer to build an M7 — F3 route in 
accordance with the 2001 Terms of Reference SKM was directed to ignore by the RTA that 
was confirmed by an RTA officer at the Dural community meeting on 28 August 2003 and 
SKM that was only partly recorded in the minutes. Refer other comments in minutes to 
better understand concerns raised at that meeting. 

2004 Australian Government Department of Transport and Regional Services AusLink White 
Paper page 11 'Table 2: Costs of Urban road traffic delays' 

1995 congestion 
cost estimate Sydney Melbourne Brisbane Adelaide Perth Canberra Total 
($) billion) 6.0 2.7 2.6 0.8 0.6 0.05 12.8 

2015 estimate 8.8 8.0 9.3 1.5 1.9 0.2 29.7 

This shows across Australia other capital cities congestion problems will be worse than Sydney by 
2015 but doesn't take into account the State's decision forcing councils to approve high rise housing 
around railway stations in suburbs such as Carlingford, Pennant Hills, Thornleigh, Normanhurst and 
Hornsby where the AM and PM peak hours on Pennant Hills Road can often be up to six hours a 
day, seven days a week or longer when there is a breakdown or an accident. 

Sydney's problems are different to other states because Port Jackson and rock coast from Botany 
to the Hawkesbury developed as a convict colony where tracks eventually became roads. Many of 
these roads being unsuitable for the traffic now using them. That is what forced Gov. Macquarie to 
shift to Parramatta and establish five towns along the Hawkesbury River. It was to produce food for 
a starving colony. Sydney is now facing a very different problem. Lack of building suitable roads. 

If the State didn't have the foresight in the late 1800s and early 1900s to extend the rail system and 
build the Harbor Bridge post VWV2 would have been a disaster. Now that the State accepts there is 
a need to develop, and redevelop many roads and rail lines, it must make informed decisions. 
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*28:  Political issues — contacts and addresses 
Collectively the NSW, Federal and Local Government politicians should ensure the best option is 
built to meet both the short and long term National Highway in the nations best interest. 

Elected members are there to represent their resident's best interests. Over the last four years 
ICAC has exposed many politicians, union organisers and 'business operators' who have broken 
the law. The onus is clearly on the honest ones to immediately publicly prove they understand the 
importance of why having the right project approved and built in the nation's best interest. 

At a 250 plus people public meeting at Pennant Hills, MPs Hopwood, Tink and O'Farrell, and later 
other MPs supported a western route instead of a tunnel. Hornsby Advocate published their photos 
and supporting article on 16 March 2006. Will they explain why they changed their minds? 

After the F3, Pacific Highway and northern rail line was closed for three days by a bushfire, 
Hornsby MP Judy Hopwood called for a second Hawkesbury River crossing in the national 
interest. Whilst we have the Coast Road, Hume, Great Western Highways and Bells Line of Road, 
and rail to Bombala, Melbourne and Broken Hill to the South and West of the State, the Putty Road 
is not a practical alternative route to the Central Coast and Brisbane. 

*29:  SUMMATION 
Whilst I regret personalising my submission I believe it appropriate because many people have 
chosen to ignore or misrepresent information I supplied in good faith in the expectation that whoever 
they are would impartially assess the information, and then correctly process the issues. 

I have voted for over sixty-one years and personally learnt many lessons about: 
• `political' corruption, trust, white-collar fraud, incompetence, shoddy work and theft in work 

places etc during my involvement in many community organisations. This happened when I 
was Hornsby councillor for seven years. 

If reported, the then shire clerk immediately took action. The situation changed very quickly after 
he retired and few cared despite Barry O'Farrell raising issues in parliament many times. Item 2 is 
one example that has relevance to Transurban's unsolicited offer and how it was processed. 

Many have done far more than I have. I respect their contributions to society. Regrettably, I also 
know of many who have been regarded as 'pillars of society 'only to find they weren't. 

Complaints to some politicians and bureaucrats are rejected on the basis that you have to accept 
the decisions of those we elected. The law demands we all be honest. Over the last few years 
there has been a large number of 'politicians' who have been breaking the law exposed by ICAC 
because their political party failed to have them held to account. 

Whilst readers are entitled to their own assessment of my submission, those who will be 
determining how it should be assessed are reminded they are receiving public money to make an 
informed and transparent decision that can be challenged in court where they may be called to give 
evidence. 

*30: EXPECTATION 
I expect those delegated the responsibility to assess this submission, and my later one about the 
EIS, will make decisions that are open and transparent. If that happens, I will respect their 
conclusions and thank them even if some of my opinions are found to be misguided. 

If my submissions have not been properly assessed, I may seek an open and transparent review. 

26 / 26 



Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

INDEX 
1. Letter to Department of Planning about submission 

2. Historical list since unsolicited offer received 

3. Relevant Act and WorthConnex' justification 

4. Attachment A SKM 2001 — 2004 report 

5. Attachment B Pearlman 2007 Inquiry 

6. Attachment C history from 1968 - references to reports 

7. Transurban and NSROC support 

8. Supporting documents in file numbered; 
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10 50 — 69 behind tab 6 

11 70-77 behind tab 7. NB 76 is self explanatory when read 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
22 August 2014 

EISsecondSubTunnelFile 

M/s K Jones 
Manager Development Assessment Systems & Approvals for EIS SSI 6136 
Department of Planning & Environment 
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 

Second submission 

Dear M/s Jones 

On 11 August 2014 I advised my submission identified political problems and supplied 
14 pages of issues to be considered. Attached is a copy with your name deleted as 
being my first submission as my letter may eventually appear on the internet. 

Due to legal advice and other circumstances beyond my control, my proposed website 
may not be online before the closing date for submissions. 

To commence and emphasise my concerns attached are my: 
• 2 August 2005 paper about the proposed tunnel meeting 
• 12 March paper inviting John Howard 
• 29 November 2006 Public Meeting notice at Epping RSL re several matters 

At the 12 March 2006 meeting MPs Barry O'Farrell, Judy Hopwood and Andrew Tink 
who with nearly 300 attendees, voted unanimously for a second Hawkesbury River 
crossing. In 2007 three other MPs made the same decision. What has changed? 

Also included is a brief CV I prepared to enable those assessing my submissions to 
understand my interest in community affairs and not just the tunnel. 

I still believe that the proposed tunnel would only be a very short-term solution and 
create major traffic problems during the construction phase. 

However to ensure your team can assess my submission I have covered many aspects 
that the government and Transurban may not be aware. 

There are other issues I am still researching and may submit further details to be 
assessed. 

Also attached is my undated GIPA application for a copy of the assessment of my 
submission once it has been made and also my undated cheque for $30 dollars. The 
purpose is to establish if the assessment is flawed and I may decide to apply to the 
Civil and Administrative Decision Tribunal to appeal the DoP determination. 

Please let me know if any clarification is required. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 
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S41 APPLICATION F O R  ACCESS UNDER T H E  
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION (PUBLIC ACCESS) ACT 2009 N O  52 

Applicant 
Surname 

WAITE 
Given Names PETER ANDREW 

(a) AGENCY Department of Planning & 
Environment 

(d) Postal Address GPO Box 39, SYNDEY NSW 2001 

Phone Number 9484 3471 

Details of Application: I request access to documents concerning 

Mr 

As soon as made; 

DoP assessment of my submissions about 
NorthConnex EIS for proposed M1 — M2 tunnel 

FEES AND CHARGES $30: Undated $30 Cheque attached 

If extra costs apply please advise and payment will be immediately made. 

Applicant's signature Date: 22 August 2014 

Agency Use Only 

Received on Acknowledgement sent on 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
11 August 2014 

M/s XXXXXXX 
Manager Development Assessment Systems & Approvals for EIS SSI 6136 
Department of Planning & Environment 
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 

Dear M/s XXXX 

When completed my submission will be on my website that is yet to be activated: 
MltunnelVision.org — Better now than later — Scrap the M1-M2 tunnel 

The tunnel is a political problem, not a planning issue. 
I agreed when former Premier Barry O'Farrell and Hornsby MP Matt Kean asked if they 
could sit next to me at the Hornsby RSL air pollution meeting where you were the last 
speaker. 

My concerns are that the EIS is primarily based on selected extracts from the: 
1. Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) 2004 report recommending a tunnel from the F3 to 

the M2 at West Pennant Hills; 
2. 2007 Pearlman Inquiry that 'revalidated' the SKM report. 
3. And most of NorthConnex consultative staff and other officers do not know the 

detailed history of the selected references misused in the EIS to arrive at a 
favourable outcome to increase their profit on a very short term solution at 
taxpayers expense. 

4. Transurban staff are heavily involved in NorthConnex despite having a very 
clear vested interest. The process is not transparent. 

My enclosed 8 August 2014 leaflet with 8 pages of history and support documents 
states Canberra directed SKM to recommend a short term option, and SKM was 
directed not to recommend a western option. 

I am copying this submission to Minister Gay to determine if he will withdraw the EIS. 

This letter will be part of my detailed submission to be sent after NorthConnex has 
replied to the issues in my 8 August leaflet. 

Please let me know if any clarification is required. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 
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By accepting Transurban's unsolicited offer' the Minister ignored: 

1. Canberra directed SKM to recommend a short-term option 
"SKM 2002 VM Workshop No2 Record p22" 
2. RTA directed SKM not to recommend a western option 

SKM Dural 28 August 2003 "Focus Group Meeting Notes" 
3. Executive Summary' What is proposed?' Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) is 

proposing to construct and operate a tolled motorway linking the M1 Pacific 
Highway at Wahroonga to the Hills Motorway at West Pennant Hills. (EIS vol.1A 
xxi4. Who is WorthConnex' and what legal authority does it actually have? At the 
Pennant Hills 8 August 2014 Community drop in session, a Transurban and 
NorthConnex officer both admitted WorthConnex' is only a name with no legal 
rights. 

The Pearlman report was based on DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney 
(MWT) to review SKM's calculations. MWT's 22 March 2007 Executive Summary 
"page vii" concluded: 
"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six lane F3 is likely to be exceeded in peak periods, 
a type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the 
manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, 
a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney 
Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around': 
• An eight-lane F3.' 
• A Type C option (western)' 

Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." 

The Minister made a wise decision not to approve the project 'without development 
consent. Clause 94 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007.' 

On the 25 October 2013 the project was declared by Ministerial Order to be State 
significant infrastructure and critical State significant infrastructure under sections 115U 
(4) and 115V of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. As such, 
Roads and Maritime is seeking approval for the project under Part 5.1 of that Act. (EIS 
volume 1A xxiii) 

For the NorthConnex 8 August 2014 'drop in session' at Pennant Hills, in part of my 
leaflet stated A 'costly farce' questioning our government's credibility BY letters, emails, 
phone discussions, and an amicable meeting in the Minister's office on 13 December 
2012. I warned the  why Transurban's offer should be 
rejected. His office has all the documents I am referring to.  
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The 'Review of Future Provision of Motor ways in NSW December 2005 
Infrastructure Implementation Group, The Premier's Department' 64 page booklet 
states on page 51 "Commercial-in-Confidence material' at point 4 'In the event of 
disagreement between an agency and the "preferred tenderer' or a member of the 
public as to what should be disclosed (for example) there many be some disagreement 
as to what constitutes intellectual property or commercial-in-confidence material) the 
agency must seek the advice of :  The Chairman State Contract Control Board.' 

Why did the Minister for Roads and Ports office fail to release details that should be in 
the public arena? Under the Government Information Public Access Act (old F01) I 
twice applied for details of Transurban's unsolicited offer and was thwarted each time. 
As yet few know what transpired. 

If the government ignores my request to abandon the tunnel, it should be rejected by 
the Department of Planning as it would not meet their guidelines. Sam Haddad 
director general of Planning & Environment. SMH 20 July 2010 

• "Getting it right on development projects . . . Giving the Department of 
Planning a role in assessing larger, more complex development applications 
ensures that all concerned parties have their voices heard . . . 

• The department continues to strengthen its checks and balances to ensure 
probity and transparency of process and outcomes. . . . " 

Will NorthConnex advise the Minister to scrap the project? 
I was not applying for the Transurban's commercial in confidence tender. Noting how 
many Labor and Liberal politicians, including Barry O'Farrell, have been caught out by 
ICAC, it is in the public interest that the State prove to the electorate at large that the 
process is open and transparent now to save wasting the Department of Planning's 
time and resources. 

Read on for more flaws; NorthConnex EIS; "What alternatives were considered: 
"The project has a long history of identification and evaluation of alternatives and 
options commencing with the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM 2004) (the 2004 
report) through to the recent design and construct tender process" (xxiii) and is 
misrepresented! 

Another misrepresentation: 'Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) 2004 Main Report p1 par 
1 . . . report on a study to identify preferred options for a new National Highway link 
through northern Sydney between the F3 Sydney to Newcastle Freeway and the 
Sydney Orbital." 

Not convinced? I have nine more pages of hard evidence as to why the tunnel 
should be scrapped." This submission has another XXX pages 

Questions for 8 Aug Pennant Hills last "NorthConnex Community drop in 
session" 

GIPA (F01) 5 August application (list) for documents about the EIS; 1-7, New 8-15 
1. Copy of authorisation for completed EIS to be printed? 

2. Copy of authorisation for EIS to be released? 

3. Date EIS publicly released? 

4. What space is made for the third north lane tunnel to M1 when required? 
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5. How will traffic from the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road join peak 
hour traffic when the 3 tunnel lanes may be at capacity on the M1 3 lanes 
by 2021? 

6. Provision in Acts or regulations permitting an incomplete EIS to be 
released for public comment? 

7. Provisions in Acts or regulations etc permitting WorthConnex' to submit 
new or revised plans to the Department of Planning and Environment to 
assess without the public knowing or being able to make further 
submissions? 

NEW QUESTIONS as at 8 August 2014 
8. Existing Pennant Hills Road M1 entry has a long lay-by used by truck drivers to 

check their loads, change tyres, carry out repairs or have designated driving 
breaks. Wide loads are often there for days. Will this lay-by still be available, 
or what provision is being made for these trucks? 

9. Is the intent for trucks to use tunnel and go via the Pacific Highway to 
Berowra lay-by contrary to objective to remove trucks from residential 
areas 24/7? 

11. Refered to the MVVT report for the Pearlman revalidation of SKM's report. 
12. When will the works be identified? 
13. When will the works be done? 
14. Who will pay for the works? 
15. Does a cost-benefit analysis exist? If so, where is it in the EIS? Or, if not, WHY? 

Collectively the State and NSW Federal MPs should be discussing this with their 
electorates before the next elections so that the community can decide what they want. 
SMH 6 August 2014 page/s: 7 `Transurban keeps its tax burden low' GREAT! 

21 -26 `Transurban's tolled gold' Well done! 
26 - 28 'Cruising to even greater profit' at taxpayers cost! 

August 2014 geotech works leaflet: p2 `(should the NorthConnex project be approved).' 
When read in their entirety, the enclosed copies of these articles about Transurban 
make it very clear that their goal is to increase its profits at the expense of the 
taxpayers. Why won't the State finance from loans and build infrastructure to pay off 
the loans and keep the profit to build more infrastructures? 

I believe Transurban's PR team has set up the government to take the blame if 
their offer is rejected. I also believe the EIS is based on flawed assumptions that 
are impossible to prove until all relevant documents are made public in a new 
EIS. Politicians, please do not ask 'why weren't we told'. 

    
    

SKM's 28 August 2003 Dural Focus Group "Meeting notes" were NOT included in 
their 11 volume 2004 report. Before the meeting started the SKM project manager 
took me aside and advised "SKM had been directed not to recommend options B or C". 

PP then intimated to meeting "SKM would be recommending one of 'Four Feasible 
Type A options" (p2) . . . at "3 Questions from the group point 4 is "Need for change 
in attitude by government" Reply: "JB (RTA) "this is a transport study and 
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RTA/DoTARS cannot dictate policy to DIPNR.') P3 "4 Summary comments from 
community group representatives . . . ". SKM meeting notes made it very clear the 
majority opinion at Dural was that type C routes were the best option. Obviously this 
could not be in the EIS unless the meeting notes were available. PP is now retired. 

What right do public servants have to dictate federal and state policy? This became a 
political matter in 2003, again in 2012 and still continues. Refer pages 9/10. 

"Feedback received from the community and stakeholders was summarised and 
addressed in the 2004 report. The outcomes and recommendations of the 2004 report 
were informed by the community and stakeholders views on alternatives and corridor 
alignment options." 

In 2006 a public meeting at Pennant Hills attended by about 250 people including then 
MPs Hopwood, O'Farrell, Tink, councillors present and the public unanimously voted 
for a western option. Days later Hopwood, O'Farrell and Tink called for an inquiry after 
they realised SKM had been directed to recommend one "short-term option A" route. 

Hopwood 2007 media release: "A compelling case for a second crossing of the 
Hawkesbury River" because bushfires closed the railway line, F3 and Pacific Highway 
for three days in January. 

Then MPs Richardson, Williams and Hartcher supported the F3 — M7 link in August 
2007. Collectively, this shows six MPs, some councillors and about 245 people 
supported a western option instead of a tunnel. How many more did who didn't attend? 

Pearlman Inquiry; The community did not know that in January 2007 Minister Lloyd 
agreed with Hills Motorway request for a review of SKM's findings claiming there were 
discrepancies in the SKM report and the "link" should join the M2 further east. 

DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney ( M W T )  to review SKM's calculations. 
MWT's 22 March 2006 Executive Summary concluded: 
"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six lane F3 is likely to be exceed in peak periods, a 
type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the 
manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, 
a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney 
Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around: 

• An eight-lane F3 
• A Type C option (western) 

Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." What plans have been 
made for these 'augmentation works' and when will they be identified and done? 

"Measures to improve train accessibility from the Central Coast to Sydney and land use 
measures, among others, may defer the need for a long-term option, depending on 
their success. Conversely, faster than forecast travel demand may require a long-term 
option sooner." What measures have been taken to address these issues" 

Did North Connex know the MWT study existed and review it? 

2 day Value Management Workshop No2 Record — 17/18 SEPTEMBER 2003 is 
selectively referred to in the EIS. Someone chose not to refer to the following extracts: 

PRECIS: Participants (pA-2): DO TARS 3, RTA 7, RailCorp 3 Dept Infrastructure, 
Planning, Natural Resources 2, State Rail 1 NSW EPA 2, NSW National Parks 1, 
DEM(Aust) PL 1, SKM 10, Tierney Pike Kirkland 2, Total 32 (part time 4) 
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P1 "Key outcome Type A superior to Type B or C. Purple 'A' best tolled or untolled." 

Page 5. Dr Kishan reports "there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6- 
8 km long and certainly none in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds 
there will be a multitude of technical challenges to be addressed, not to mention 
the social challenges that would arise". This statement is cause for deep concern 
and should have been addressed by the Minister before he accepted Purple A Option. 

Page 7 indicates about 3 vehicles in 5 (60%) from the F3 travel down the Pacific 
Highway whilst the percentages indicate only 40% travel to the City and North East. 

The same page indicates 57% of heavy vehicles have origins/destinations that would 
use Pennant Hills Road. (I.E. about 43% use Pacific Highway) This coincides with the 
figures given out at the Community Consultative meeting at Galston in August 2003. 

Page 10/12 Six extracts from 30 questions/statements: 
1. "20 year study too short for scale of project"" 
2. "Do both options A& C need to be looked at for short/ling term option?" 
3. "Type C needs to be convincingly rejected before any Type A Options can be 

seriously addressed." 
4. "What value is placed on a second (strategic) Hawkesbury crossing?" 
5. "Peak hour congestion is predicted on Type A in as little as 10 years." 

Page 22; 3.13.1: "Following lengthy discussion, the instruction from DOTARS 
was that the Australian Government felt that examination of longer terms options 
was out side the scope of the Link study . . . " This was contrary to SKM's 
instructions for a National Highway. Refer SKM Main report par 1. 

This workshop raised some serious concerns over the proposed tunnel option. P10 53: 
"By building this new link there would be a redistribution of up to 20% of traffic in the 
corridor that would provide benefits throughout the rest of the northern network". This 
is misleading because the chosen route will have little if any affect on traffic on the 
Pacific Highway north or south of the F3. 

Pages 11, 12 also raise traffic issues that have not been addressed in the study. In 
particular the last two on page 11. "Project justification is essential. Type C needs to 
be convincingly rejected before any of the type A Options can be seriously addressed. 
In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to type A, the following needs to be 
addressed - what value is placed on another crossing of the Hawkesbun/ River?" 

That was nearly 11 years ago. Where did NorthConnex address this in the EIS? 
Selective editing to justify Transurban's offer indicates bias or lack of knowledge on the 
author/s and also those who checked the validity of the EIS for a $3 plus billion project 
before it was published. 

February 1994: "Community Bulletin Liverpool—Hornsby Highway Study" 
suggested a western (C type route). In 2002 SKM appointed. Pennant Hills Thornleigh 
Liberal Party Branch decided its concerns be known via as coming from the 
'Concerned Citizens Group'. 

"In October and November 2013, four community information sessions were held to 
provide up to date information about the status of the project and the design and 
construct tender process . . . ". 

NorthConnex EIS extracts from the Pearlman report (concluded at Hi): 
"I have given due consideration to the MWT "interim report — F3 to Sydney Orbital 
Corridor Review (March 2006)' and concluded the following:" 

6113 



Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

1. "That the assumptions and data used in the SKM 'F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study 
2004' were valid and reasonable at that time of the study;" 

2. "that there have been changes affecting land use and traffic flows since the SKM 
Study's publication, but that these changes reinforce the selection of the preferred 
route; and" 

3. "that the SKM Study recommendations progress as follows" 
"a) the preferred route follow a Type A corridor Purple option be progressed to 

the next stages of investigation including detailed concept design and financial 
assessment and environmental impact assessment; and" 

"(b) a type C corridor be planned now." 

And why did NorthConnex omit this paragraph from its page iii references?: 
"The NSW Government indicated in its submission to Review its intention to develop a 
discussion paper on the connect of the F3 to M2 and/or M7. I am confident that my 
Review has undertaken a sufficiently rigorous analysis of the proposed connect to both 
inform and direct any future NSW Government investigations. I would encourage both 
the Australian and NSW Governments to proceed directly with the next stages of a 
Type A Purple option link connecting the F3 to M2." Has this discussion paper been 
produced and public comment sought? 

5 Public Input 5.1 Introduction page 75. "I deal here with issues raised in the public 
submissions and at the meeting in public." 

NB: "From the submissions it is apparent that the community is concerned about 
effective transport planning in Sydney, and has made informed and knowledgeable 
comment about the planning process." The time is long past for informed public 
being ignored and treated with contempt by politicians and bureaucrats. 

"Many of the issues raised in submissions were also raised during the community 
consultation process undertaken by SKM and SKM did in fact consider these concerns. 
But it is important to note that the SKM Study was a strategic study, designed to select 
a preferred route. The detailed assessment and design of the preferred route was a 
matter for a later stage. SKM envisages further refinement at stages extending beyond 
the SKM study and, as SKM said, members of the public will have further opportunity 
to express their concerns at these stages." P75 NorthConnex; when was this done? 
"Like SKM, I recommend that, if the preferred route is to proceed, the issues that I 
outline below should be carried through for consideration during the development of a 
concept proposal and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)." 

"By way of introduction, it should be noted that, of the 53 submissions received, the 
largest number came from persons in the Pennant Hills area. Figure 18 shows the 
location of those persons and organisations making submissions." 

"Also by way of introduction, it is useful to note the preferences expressed by those 
persons and organisations making submissions for a preferred route. As figure 19 
shows, most of the persons and organisations favoured a Type C corridor. Of these 
that accepted a Type A corridor, most preferred the purple option. However, the 
preferences varied." Correct but misleading. SKM directed not to recommend 

"Figure 18 — Number of submissions received by suburb;" (Précis table totals) 
Pennant Hills 10, Chatswood 8. Sydney 5, Glenorie 4 five, two and sixteen at 1. (p76) 

"Figure 19 — Preferred options indicated in the submissions;" 
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Type C 19, Type A Purple 8, Type A Yellow 7, Type A now and then type C 2, Type A 
all 1, Type B or C 1, Rail option 2, Not specified" 9. p76 

"Appendix 2 - Individuals and Organisations that appeared Before the Chair at the 
Meetings in Public Monday 18 (19 & 20) June" p93/94 "Mr Peter A Waite OAM JP, 
Organisation name N/A" as I believed it would be inappropriate to disclose the 
"Concerned Citizens Group" was the "Liberal Party Pennant Hills Thornleigh branch". 

Pearlman hearing transcript DOTARS representative at the hearing; "MS RIGGS: I 
did hear Mr Waite say in his remarks to you that the terms of reference for the SKM 
study were changed halfway through the study and I simply have to refute that. 
The terms of reference for that SKM study were embodied as an appendix to the 
contract between the RTA and SKM at the time SKM took on that work. They were 
not changed during the course of that study." 

The fact is "SKM was directed not to comply with the Terms of Reference." My 
simple error meant DOTARS and the RTA were not held to account. This did not alter 
the fact SKM that was directed not to comply with the Terms of Reference. 

"We have, as a result of a request from Ms Armitage during the course of last week, 
provided you with a copy of the terms of reference." 

"MS PEARLMAN: Yes. I knew that we had asked for it. I haven't yet seen those 
terms of reference, but that is important, because that submission has been raised 
by Mr Waite and at least one other person, so it is important that I look at that." 

By the end of day one MS Pearlman realised no one including herself, knew the real 
purpose of the inquiry was Hills Motorway's attempt to gain more profit at less cost. 

Pearlman Appendix 4: F3-M7 Corridor Selection — History p97/98 has a "Time 
Frame and Decision or Process" lists 17 references from 1980s to 19 February 2007. 

December 2000 and two 4 January 2001 references include a similar phrases that 
show in a space of six weeks how terminology varies and disputes can be created: 
"1999. . National. . . Standard Highway between WS0 or M2 and the "F3 Freeway", 
"2001 . . interim National Highway from the F3 to the WS0 or M2" and 
"2001 . . link from the F3 to the WS0 or M2 to relieve pressure on Pennant Hills Road 

and to complete the National Highway through Sydney." 
Why didn't NorthConnex quote from the MWT report? 

Was community input sought after Transurban's unsolicited proposal was received, 
NorthConnex was created, an agreement made to accept the offer or the EIS was 
planned? 

OR were sham 'spin doctor' meetings orchestrated in 2013 and 2014 to enable 
NorthConnex to claim there was "genuine community consultation"? 

SKM's 2004 Working paper 2 — "Engineering Design and Costing report (p2) for a 3- 
lane tunnel was $2.0 - $2.2 billion." Can NorthConnex can do it ten years later for 
$2.65 billion? Or are there loopholes to gouge out more money? 

MP Judy Hopwood's 22 January 2007 Media Release "A compelling case for a second 
crossing of  the Hawkesbury River" when bushfires closed the rail line, F3 and Pacific 
Highway for three days proved how vulnerable what are collectively the nations most 
important strategic routes, and why a second Hawkesbury crossing is essential. 
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NorthConnex: p25 (xxiii) "What alternatives were considered? "The project has a long 
history of identification and evaluation of alternatives and options commencing with the 
F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM) (the 2004 report) through to the recent design 
and construct tender process for the project", still has to be proved. 

How can this be correct? "Analysis conducted as part of the 2004 report determined 
that broad corridor type A best satisfied the planning and project objectives." 

"Options review" "A review of the options analysis presented in the 2004 report was 
undertaken in 2007 by the Honourable Marla Pearlman AO (Chief Judge of the NSW 
Land and Environment Court) at the request of the Australian Government." 

The 2007 review concluded that the purple corridor alignment option should be the 
preferred route and should progress to the next stage of design and development. 

"Tender process" "A competitive design and construct tender process was 
undertaken in order to identify an innovative, cost effective and environmentally-responsive 

design within the purple corridor as identified and endorsed by the 2004 
report and the 2007 Pearlman Review respectively" based on flawed assumptions. 

"The preferred tenderer was chosen after a thorough evaluation of the three tender 
submissions. The tender evaluation process provided a balanced consideration of 
engineering design requirements, project costs (including upfront capital expenditures 
and ongoing operational expenditure), and environmental and social impacts." 

SKM's 2004 Forecast Traffic Volumes and costings 
A NorthConnex officer stated at a Hornsby meeting: "SKM's traffic projections were 
higher than had occurred'. Where is the evidence? 

I understand the RTA or agent supplied SKM traffic counts. An RTA officer's name 
appears in several places in the SKM study. Further, the 2007 Pearlman Inquiry to 
validate SKM's report had the benefit of a detailed 22 March 2007 study by Masson 
Wilson Twiney. Why wasn't this disclosed in the EIS? 

SKM working paper No. 2 
Following are extracts from an extensive 100 page costings paper. At 8.3 p75 
"Pennant Hills and North Rocks Road intersection would have to be upgraded." 

Stage 4 (2021-2026) "Construct climbing lanes in both directions to accommodate slow 
moving traffic. . ." 

Stage 5 (Beyond 2026) " . . .  Tolling the F3 could also be considered as a measure 
(on then F3). Alternatively, widen to 8 lanes in each direction. (or) Alternatively 
develop a new transport corridor." 

Table 3.1 F3 Capacity Considerations suggests "fourth 'climbing lanes' would be 
required by 2011". That was over 3 years ago. Now this is often a major problem. 

5. Cost Estimates for the above works in 6.2. "between $2.6 and $3.6 billion." 

6.2 Alternative Second Route ". . . A number of alternatives for a second route have 
been prepared as part of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study. These alternatives 
generally link to areas in western Sydney rather than to Wahroonqa." 
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"The cost estimates for the routes investigated are between $2.6 and $3.6 billion. 
The alternative routes do, however, provide a total capacity of 5 lanes in each direction 
between Sydney and Gosford." How does the NC tunnel increase M1(F3) capacity? 

It does not appear any investigations have been made to establish if bridges across the 
Hawkesbury at Mooney Mooney, and or the Mooney Mooney Creek can be widened, 
or if new bridges would be required. Further, there is no indication of how widening of 
the M1 could be carried out without closing one existing lane in each direction for 
several years to carry out the works. This won't happen. Another solution is required. 

7. Further Considerations following the F3- Sydney Orbital Link Study 
"A fuller investigation is required to assess requirements after 2012. 
Furthermore, a review of widening requirements should be undertaken upon the 
decision on the F3 — Orbital Link and investment program on the main North rail line." 
Has this been done, and if so, what did the investigation determine? 

Parliamentary Secretary for Ministers Berejuklian, Transport and Minister Gay, Roads 
and Ports; MP Ray Williams wrote on 14 November 2013, "an Outer Sydney orbital 
west of St Marys is listed in the Draft 2012 NSW Long Term Transport Master 
Plan to connect the Central Coast, Western Sydney and Wollongong." Did the 
government or NorthConnex ever consider that? If not, why? 

Is there an AM peak-hour southbound traffic problem be overcome? 

NorthConnex FactSheet - July 2014; ARTISTS IMPRESSION: 
• Northern ventilation outlet Permanent features p2; lists items 2 -8 for 

northbound traffic. 

South bound twin lanes at Burns Road, item 1, shows a 'Maintenance bay' lane 
commencing left off the tunnel lane where there is a 'light green nature strip' between 
the tunnel and Pennant Hill Rd lanes, then over or under the open tunnel lanes to the 
Pacific Hwy Pennant Hills Rd twin lanes becoming third lanes for un-identified 
distance. 

There is no indication of where the two sets of twin lanes commence before the 
vegetation shown on the tip of the diagram which does not have any identification 
shown. 
How will the lead into the tunnel from the Fl be built, that is not shown on any of the 
EIS documents staff at the Pennant Hills shop front could find, and still allow the four 
south bound lanes to the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road operate 24/7? 

After the 28 July 2014 meeting at Hornby RSL and my visit to the Pennant Hills 
shop front on 31 July I make some precised observations: 

Until resolved, I do not want the following taken as being a complaint against any 
person or persons including the Minister, Transurban, NorthConnex, 
contractors, person or persons. 

*1. Email replies to questions about issues do not identify the date or time the issue 
was received. This means if there are more than one email recipients may not know to 
which matter it referred. This happened to me on 31 July and is part of the reason for 
this letter/email. 

*2. Staff indicated Lend Lease prepared, and is still preparing NorthConnex plans and 
Lend Lease should accept responsibility for any errors. I do not accept that. 
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*3. My concerns with "South bound A M  peak traffic problems" are not addressed, and 

*4. All adequate design works for the EIS have not been completed, and 

*5. All land required for acquisition has not been identified, and 

*6. NorthConnex can still make changes to the EIS, and 

*7. NorthConnex FactSheet- July 2014; ARTISTS IMPRESSION: Northern ventilation 
outlet Permanent features p2; lists items 2 -8 for northbound traffic incorrectly shows 
the intersections of Bareena Avenue/Fern Avenue Hornsby' and Woonona Avenue 
Hornsby. These should be shown as being nearly opposite each other. What is shown 
as Fern Avenue is probably Lochville Streets Hornsby and Wahroonga that was 
divided when the F3 was built. 

Fact Sheet Item 1, South bound lanes at Burns Road shows a 'Maintenance bay' lane 
commencing left off the tunnel lane where there is a 'light green nature strip' between 
the tunnel and Pennant Hill Rd lanes, then over or under the open tunnel lanes to the 
Pacific Hwy Pennant Hills Rd two lanes and 3rd lane for an un-identified distance. 

There is no indication of where the two sets of lanes commence before the vegetation 
shown on the tip of the diagram that does not have enough detail shown. 

*8. How will the lead into the tunnel from the Fl be built? Staff at the Pennant Hills 
shop front could not find this on any of the EIS documents suggesting I ask for an 
answer at the 9 August Pennant Hills consultative meeting. Please arrange for this to 
be done in the opening presentation. 

*9. How will the tunnel open section be built and still allow the existing four south 
bound lanes to the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road operate 24/7? 

*10. The DoP will determine the application including additions and amendments. How 
can the EIS be modified after it has been published and not start the process again? 

*11. EIS page i: "Prepared by AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (Phone 8934 0000 PO Box QVB 
PO Box Q410, QVB PO NSW, 1230) © AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM). All rights 
reserved. 
AECOM has prepared this document for the sole use of Roads and Maritime 
Services and for a specific purpose, each as expressly stated in the document. 
No other party should rely on this document without the prior written consent of 
AECOM. 

AECOM undertakes no duty, nor accepts any responsibility, to any third party 
who may rely upon or use this document. This document has been prepared 
based on Roads and Maritime Services' description of its requirements and 
AECOM's experience, having regard to assumptions that AECOM can reasonably 
be expected to make in accordance with sound professional principles. AECOM 
may also have relied upon information provided by Roads and Maritime Services 
and other third parties to prepare this document, some of which may not have 
been verified. Subject to the above conditions, this document may be 
transmitted, reproduced or disseminated only in its entirety." 

How then can anyone "rely on what is AECOM's EIS" without AECOM's 
permission? 
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COMMENT AECOM's statement makes if clear the only material used is what "Roads 
and Maritime Services" provided. 

I do not know if any third party such as myself has applied to AECOM to refer to its 
EIS, and I do not intend to apply. 

Whilst accepting AECOM is protecting itself against any claims that may be made, it 
does not exonerate "Roads and Maritime Services". 

In my opinion the EIS should be withdrawn for "Roads and Maritime" and Transurban 
to make public all of their papers for the community to know all of the "FACTs" and 
then republish the EIS with relevant amendments and additions including Transurban's 
negotiations with Roads and Ports, assuming they would still want to continue. 

When website M1TunnelVision.org goes online it will show how AECOM had been 
mislead by "Roads and Maritime" and probably others with vested interests. 

CONCLUSION On 15 July I received the North Connex EIS CD by post and 
immediately downloaded it and read Vol 1A pages 1 and 23 to 33. They contained 
sufficient evidence to consider with documents I have held up from the 1990's to 2007, 
that indicates the tunnel should be scrapped as it will not solve many major problems 
that already exist and can only get worse until a second Hawkesbury River crossing is 
built to national highway standards as was intended 11 years ago to relieve some of 
the major problems technical experts had clearly identified. 

Air pollution. Apart from tunnel estimates, have vehicle emission estimates been 
made for increased traffic, and stationary traffic by 2025 for the Pearces Corner, Pacific 
Highway, Hornsby Hospital and M1 precinct? If not, will it be done, or explain why will 
not be done, or this is irrelevant to an impact on this environment. 

Issues discussion paper about SKM study and other matters I prepared for a 10 
March 2005 meeting of Pennant Hills District Civic Trust and 'Concerned Citizens 
Group' (Pennant Hills Thornleigh Liberal Party). Philip Ruddock MP, Mr Cory 
(DOTARS), Jones, Waite and 12 Trust Executives attended it. My paper set out issues. 

My 21st March 2005 10 page letter to DOTARS Ed Cory, Attn Jennie Breen re F3 — Sydney Orbital Connection sets out many disputed issues. Then further discussions 
between DOTARs Ed Cory and Waite were held in Canberra when I went there in May 
2005 in a further attempt to establish if the selection process for the recommend route, 
purple Option A was compromised by inaccurate number counts and projections, and 
partial influences by officers of NSW and Federal Government agencies. 

Following the 10 March 2005 meeting and further representations to Ruddock, he 
'arranged' for Minister Lloyd to meet with Liberal Party Branch President Barwick, 
Jones, Waite and himself in his Hornsby office in May or June.  

    
  

   

Later at Ruddock's direction, Lloyd arranged a meeting for Jones, Waite and Swalwell 
with SKM, DOTARS and the RTA for 5 November 2005. DOTARS and the RTA 
advised no evidence was available to prove the best route was chosen. Some the 
many issues at that meeting were; 

1. Meeting notes and ten-page 21 March 2005 letter to DOTARs Cory's assistant. 

FORMAT PROBLEM IN LINE ABOVE STILL TO BE RESOLVED 
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2. Letter to Lloyd requesting answers to 'Concerned Citizens Group' requests. 

3. 16 Nov 2004 letter to Hon P Ruddock MP. 

4. 
 

 

CONCLUSION 
The State should take notice of this submission and: 

1. reject Transurban's tunnel, 
2. prepare a study for a second Hawkesbury River crossing six lane National 

Highway without any tunnels to link with the M7, with 
3. provision for the National Highway to be part of the "an Outer Sydney 

orbital west of St Marys" as outlined in the "Draft 2012 NSW Long Term 
Transport Master Plan to connect the Central Coast, Western Sydney and 
Wollongong" 

4. that will provide the basis of a more practical route to the future Badgerys 
Creek airport, for Sydney, central, south coast and western regions. 

OR 
maybe go back as the opposition next year 

I have reported some of these issues with evidence for over 10 years. 

   
     

    

 
  

Taxi driver 26 July 2014. "A new tunnel won't solve the truck problem. The M4 
problems in particular are because a few motorists that are very scared of big trucks in 
tunnels often slow down or swerve. That is what disrupts and slows traffic." Is this fact? 

Please advise if any clarification or documents are required. 

Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 
Hornsby Councillor 1980 to 1987, Pennant Hills resident 57 years, Epping 25 years. 
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The H. .. ffiroup® 
Seeking from government: Honesty in representation, Integrity of reporting 
and Transparency of process for the proposed M2 - F3 tunnel Link. 

meeting at Pennant Hills Community Centre on 2nd August 2005 to: "HELP 
people express their concerns about the proposed F3 - M2 tunnel 
being a suitable solution for a new north south National Highway" 
HIT evolved from like minded people forming a 'focused umbrella group to bring together 
community organisations and residents who have concerns about the proposed short term 
solution to overcome a long term problem of National significance and importance. The 
study needs urgent review. 

Do you know these Ei-k- CTS? 
• Court appeals against Environmental Impact Statements for NSW Government 

major infrastructure developments are prohibited? The State can do as it likes! 

• It was belatedly claimed by DOTARS Option C was not within the study brief? 

• Option C — the western option, was rejected without explanation? 

• Option C stands-alone. It does not rely on $10 billion extra assumptions? 

• Option C is a vital strategic alternative route in emergencies and accommodate 
Sydney's expansion needs for decades? (It is a shorter route for many trucks!) 

• Option C does not need ineffective and expensive exhaust stacks to build and 
maintain? 

• No tunnels of this length exist in Australia, few exist in the world? (RTA) 

• There may be no tunnel filtration at all? 

• Negotiations in process to widen the M2 to 3 lanes, including the Epping tunnels? 

• The RTA 1994 Liverpool Highway Study (Sydney Orbital connection to M2) stated 
"The tunnel under Pennant Hills Road offers poor connectivity. A preferred 
strategy was to review and develop a new northern link (from the west"? 

• Oversize and dangerous goods vehicles MUST still use Pennant Hills Road? 

• Where would traffic go if the tunnel closed due to accidents or power failures? 

• The Australian Government (AG) will only help fund this route? 

• Federal funding will not be available until at least 2010? — Therefore: 

• If it is ever built - the tunnel could not be finished before 2012 or 2013? 

• A report indicates tunnel capacity may be reached by 2017? A 5 year useful life! 

• The proposed tunnel does not meet the Australian Governments 2004 guidelines? 

• The Hon P Ruddock has been frustrated in attempts to help H. I. T. obtain road 
count figures and assumptions from the Department of Transport and Regional 
Services (DOTARS) and the NSW Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) for the last 
three years? (H. I. T's last frustrating meeting took 41/2 hours on July 5, 2005) 

Have our elected representatives misled the community OR has the so called 
'community consultation' process been yet another bureaucratic sham OR is the 
community wrong to question the study's Honesty, Integrity and Transparency? 

This is your opportunity to listen, express your views and vote ! 



Meeting agenda: to consider the following 12 point  motion: 

The reso lu t ion o f  this meet ing is: all members  o f  the Austral ian and NSW 

Parl iaments to  demand thei r  Transpor t  Min is ters to  urgent ly  liaise and 

provide a detai led j o in t  response by 30th November  2005 to these issues 

arising f rom impl ica t ions o f  the proposed tunnel under  Pennant Hills Road 

which has been acknowledged to only be a shor t  term so lu t ion fo r  the 

eventual National Highway between Liverpool and beyond the 'Central Coast': 

1 The Australian Government (AG) AusLink White Paper "Building our National 
Transport Future" claims "it will revolutionise the planning and funding of Australia's 
national roads and railways by taking a long-term, strategic approach for our long term 
future. It represents the most significant change since Federation in the way we 
tackle the national transport task". 

If our  fo rmer  pol i t ical  leaders did not have the long term v is ion to build the 
Harbour Br idge and metropol i tan rail system in the 1920s and set  aside land in 
the Cumber land Planning Scheme after WW2 what  wou ld  Sydney 's  road 'network' 
look like now? 

2. Noting AustLink's claims in 1: 

Does the proposed shor t  term tunnel opt ion reflect AustL ink 's  "long term vision"? 

3. The AG AustRoads 1996 publication "Australia at the Crossroads" concludes "It is 
important to build the "right" projects than "bad" projects. Road and traffic authorities 
should make decisions using improved, more rigorous techniques in their attempts to 
meet community goals in the most efficient and businesslike manner". HITs emphasis 

How does the proposed tunnel  comply  with AustRoads statement? 

4. Noting AustRoads statement in 3: 

Why is the selected opt ion better than a Type C option? 

5. AustRoads: "Several authors argue that the institutional structure in which the road 
and traffic authorities have to perform segregates responsibility for parts of the road 
system, impedes identification and achievement of appropriate objectives, and hinders 
attempts by the road and traffic authorities to relate the value people place on roads 
and the level o f  service provided”. HITs emphasiscl 

Has th is  occurred? 

6. The RTA advised inter alia 
"Pennant Hills Road would 
be reduced to four lanes to 
force through traffic to use 
the tolled tunnel and 
improve the ambiance 
along Pennant Hills Road 
for residents - users". 

When asked where traffic 
would go if the tunnel was 
closed because of repairs, 
accidents or power failures 
(and now bombs)? (eight 
lanes into four lanes) 

The RTA replied inter alia 
"that would be up to the 
drivers". 

Typical Plan 

. . r i m p l o i A l M i M M I M  Mr • -NalliMIRIMIN 
I ff, 

' . 

Should the RTA tunnel  proposal  and road narrowing be challenged? 



7. DOTARS 'July 12, 2005 
"The AG is not responsible 
for Sydney's urban 
transport problems. 

Nor is it the responsibility for 
the AG to fund relief routes 
for those roads for which it 
is contributing some 
funding. These matters are 
matters we suggest be 
pursued with the relevant 
NSW G authorities". 

Why then were inter-changes 
and roundabout 

links proposed for 
Pennant Hills Road? 

4.5,2 Purple Option; Alternative 2; Two Tunnels with Central Access 

This concept breaks the long tunnel into two tunnels each about 4km long, daylighting in an open trench in 
commercial land adjacent to the east of the railway line between Pennant Hills and Thomleigh stations. The 
open trench would be about 800 metres long. 

Central Access Interchange 

A Central Interchange of the Central Access Alternative would be located opposite Pomona Street and over 
the new Expressway trench. Pomona Street is located approximately 400m north of Pennant Hills railway 
station. 

4,5,3 Purple Option: Alternative 3: Two Tunnels with Intermediate Southern Accesn. 

This concept would daylight the Purple tunnel in a trench of about 400 metres long between Boundary Road 
and Beecroft Road intersections. The proposed trench could be located to the north western side of the 
existing Pennant Hills Road. 

A Southern Access Interchange would comprise a southern portal within Pennant Hills Road and north-bound 
exit to Pennant Hills Road and Boundary Road. A northern portal located on Pennant Hills Road 

would allow a south bound exit to Boundary Road and a north —bound entry from Bandy Road via Pennant 
Hills Road. Preliminary investigation would suggest that entry and exit ramps could be constructed between 
4-6% grades from a 12 metre deep trench. 

8. Option C is a stand-alone option that does not rely on $10 billion extra assumptions. 
Why weren't these issues taken into account in the calculations? 

9. If the tunnel is to be built, the time is long past to identify an Option C type route and 
redesign the M7 to allow for a future connection. There is no reason why the AG 
should not advise the NSW G funding will be withheld until NSW co-operates with the 
AG in long term planning. (Dr Nelson has set this precedent with education.) 
Why hasn't AustLink already done this according to its stated objectives? 

10 RTA: "there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6-8 km long and certainly 
none in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds there will be a multitude of 
technical challenges to be addressed, not to mention the social challenges that would 
arise". 

The AG May 6, 2004 media release stated "it will ensure the ventilation stacks use 
the world's best practice filtration suitable to Australian conditions". On July 5, 2005 
an Australian Government representative stated inter alia "the Australian Government 
cannot force the State to do anything and world's best practice for Australian 
conditions may be no filtration". The RTA declined to comment. 

The 2005 NSW Auditor-General's report 'Performance Audit Managing Air Quality: 
Dept. of Environment and Conservation' highlights the RTA's failure to comply with air 
quality conditions on its tunnels and also refers to cost estimate overrun of over 300% 
on the Cross City Tunnel and 100% on the Lane Cove Tunnel.Page 31 

This damning report P35 suggests "tunnels have some advantages to local residents 
but lists some major disadvantages as being: expensive to build; difficult to ventilate 
efficiently, and technical developments and improved understandings of the 
adverse health impacts of vehicle pollutants can overtake decisions made about 
appropriate ventilation technologies." (NSW Audit Office Website 
www.audit.nsw.gov.au) 
Is this acceptable? Is this in accordance with the AG's 2004 White Paper? 

11 Federal funding will not be available until at least 2010 (AustLink White Paper) — The 
tunnel could not be finished before 2013. Parts of the report indicates tunnel and 
Pennant Hills Road capacity may be reached by 2021 — (according to some 
professionals as early as 2017). 

Noting the historically low RTA traffic projections and cost estimates reported in the 
Auditor General's 2005 Report "Managing Air Quality": 

How long will it be before a second route is planned to be completed? 



Initially there were 5 type A options, 6 - B, and 6 - C considered. 

12 Newsletter 1 "the study is to investigate options for a new National Highway 
connection between the Sydney to Newcastle Freeway (F3) and the future Sydney 
Orbital (M2 section). The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the 
National Highway route". (This is nonsense: Trucks cannot be forced to use this route) 

Newsletter 2 "a study into options for a new National Highway route between the 
Sydney to Newcastle Freeway (F3) and the Sydney Orbital. The new route would 
replace Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway". (Map below from Newsletter 2) 

DOTARS July 4, 2005 Study Objectives: It was clear from the above that the main 
purpose of the Study was to find a route that would effectively solve problems of traffic 
congestion, road safety and amenity on Pennant Hills Road. 

Confused? H. I. T. is! What was the purpose of the Study? Which statement is 
correct? And, noting the recent bombings in London Rail Tunnels what is the 
"strategic" justification in building a tunnel under Pennant Hills Road? And, is 
this really a new connection or in reality just 2 additional lanes? 

ONE POSSIBLE "Type C Option" Source: SKM Newsletter 2 

The aim of this study is to identify a new route that 
would: 

• Alleviate traffic congestion and improve travel 
reliability on the National Highway. 

e Reduce the operating costs of long-distance 
commercial and freight transport. 

• Improve road safety on the National Highway. 

• Improve local amenity (reduce traffic, air and noise 
emissions and severance) for people living and 
working along Pennant Hills Road. 

• Minimise social and environmental impacts during 
construction and operation. 

• Provide opportunities for improved public transport. 
• Integrate with the regional transport network. 
• Serve the future growth needs of long-distance 

transport. 

O Be economically justifiable and affordable to 
government. 

Pennant Hills Road currently has poor roadside and 
travelling conditions, with traffic congestion and low 
traffic speed for long periods of the day. There are 
large numbers of vehicles on this road, including a 
high proportion of heavy vehicles, resulting in high 
noise levels, poor road safety and a general loss of 
amenity for the local community and road users. 

= Existing Sychey Orbital 

= = =  Lane Cove Tunnel 
(Opening 7D07) 
Western Sydney Orbital 
(Under Construction) 

IngEEll National Highway links In Sydney 
Existing Interim National Highway 
through Sydney 
Malor Railway 
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Figure 1 - Study Area. The study area extends from the Sydney 
to Newcastle Freeway (F3) at Kano% on the Central Coast, to 

the northern section of the Sydney Orbital, from Dean Park in the 
west to the M2 Motorway at Macquarie Park in the east. 

Abbreviations: 
AG: 
AR: 
DIPNR 
DOTARS: 
H. I. T. 
Link: 
M7 and or M2: 
NSWG: 
RTA: 
SKM: 

The H. I. T. Group® 

Australian, Commonwealth or Federal Government 
AustRoads —AG, all States and NZ. 
NSW Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources 
AG Department of Transport and Regional Services. 
HONESTY, INTEGRITY, TRANSPARENCY 
F3 too Sydney Orbital Link. Refer to map above 
Sydney Orbital Link. Refer to map above 
New South Wales Government 
NSW Roads and Traffic Authority 
Consultants Sinclair Knight Merz 

Dept of Fair Trading BN98141791 Leaflet prepared by Peter Waite, Pennant Hills. cost $2 

PO Box 23 Thornleigh, NSW 2120 Phone 02 8800 3356 
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to challenge suitability of proposec 
PenncInt Hilk Communit; Centre, cnr Yarrara 

L_EM Announcing the chosen tunnel route in May 2004 Deputy Prime Minister Anderson and 

' Roads Minister Senator Campbell stated: 

0, 'The Australian Government will deliver the project under the new AusLink framework". 

In their MINISTERIAL FOREWORD to the AusLink White Paper, Ministers Anderson and Campbell stated: 

O "AusLink will revolutionise the planning and funding of Australia's national roads and railways by taking 

_ a LONG-TERM, strategic approach for our LONG-TERM future. It represents the most significant change 

41 since Federation in the way we tackle the national transport task". 

O 'The Australian Government will fund projects which have the greatest effect on Australia's LONG-TERM 
4 future, whatever the mode." 

_VI 
0 We look forward to working together with other levels of government, THE PRIVATE SECTOR and THE 

COMMUNITY to achieve a better transport system for Australia". 

1 It is obvious that the Ministers' decision to select a tunnel under Pennant Hills Road is contrary to both 
AustLink's policy and the Study 'purpose' in Newsletter 1 - April 2002 which was: 

- 0 To investigate options for a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway (F3) and 
the future Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the new National 

4 
Eil Highway route. 

O The study is being funded by the Federal Government and coordinated by the New South Wales Roads 
and Traffic Authority (RTA). Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) has been commissioned to undertake the study. 

. 0 N 
Community consultation is an important part of the study. This newsletter provides information on the 
project and how you can have your say during this important investigation. 

4 Why the study is needed? 

O 
As Sydney grows there is expected to be a large increase in travel demand, particularly in north and 

western Sydney where more than half of Sydney's population is forecast to live by 2020 and where the 
majority of new residential developments will take place. 

O The Western Sydney Orbital from the M5 Motorway at Prestons to the M2 at West Baulkham Hills has 

, already been approved. This road, when completed in 2007, will replace the Cumberland Highway as 

JI the current National Highway route. 
rai e The aim of this study is to identify a new route to meet current and future demands on the National 
HI ill 
a . Highway north of the Sydney Orbital. 

Roads Ministers Lloyd and Tripodi have failed to respond in a meaningful way to unanimous motions passed at 
H. I. Ts. 2nd August 2005 Public meeting at Pennant Hills. Briefly the motions were: 
The Australian and NSW Governments to: 
• Review the flawed Study 'options far a new National Highway route between the F3 and Sydney Orbital', and 
• Adopt Option C for a new route to connect with the M7 near Dean Park. 
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The new route would: 

O Provide an improved north-south National Highway 

O Reduce traffic , including heavy vehicles, on the int( 
Road; and 

O Improve access for freight and other traffic from th 
industrial centres, markets and ports. 

The Australian Government must explain why the Stu( 
Value Management Workshop, 17/18 September 200 
The report at 3.13.1 Regional transport needs beyond 
'The consultant team sought guidance from its clients 
transport needs on a timescale of 20 to 50 years. Cla 
consultation process this issue was raised time and RI 
The concern expressed by the community was that if 
commenced now, the opportunity will be lost forever. 
Forecast of population and urban development predici 
the north and west of the city, the very area where it 
Central Coast and beyond. The concern is that if a rot 
term, issues such as land acquisition and environment 
to the provision of such a link 
Following lengthy discussion, the INSTRUCTION FROM 
examination of longer term options was outside the s( 
addressed in another forum. Such analysis should mc 
study for the Sydney region, considering both land-us 
responsibility of the NSW Department of Infrastructun 
advised that they were preparing a Sydney Metropolii 
It was however agreed, that the Link Study Report sin 
concerns regarding the development of longer term tr 

The following questions demand answers: 
• Why was a decision made to disregard both the Study 'p 

Government's AusLink guidelines? 

e Was the 'community consultative process' genuine? thy 
prior to the September 2003 Value Management Worksi 

O What evidence exists to justify abandoning a western ab 
for completion before 2010, in favour of the proposed t 



F3 - Orbital Link, Sunday 12th March 2u06 2.30pm 
]nd Ramsay Roads opposite railway station. 

rough northern Sydney; 

in National Highway corridor along Pennant Hills 

iunter Region and Central Coast to Sydney's 

'purpose was changed BEFORE the consultant's 

)20 states: 
larding the need to address longer-term regional 

ication was sought because during the community 
by community members. 

nning for a regional transport solution is not 

tat some of Sydney's future growth would occur to 

ty be logical to construct a second road link to the 
corridor is not reserved in the relatively short 

impacts could become insurmountable constraints 

MRS was that the Australian Government felt that 

le of the Link Study and the issue should be 
properly occur as part of the strategic planning 
Ind transport. This is now the portfolio 
Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR). DIPNR 
Strategy. 
d make reference to the community's expressed 

sport options to the north of Sydney". 

lose' as defined in Newsletter 1 and the Australian 

Itter No. 2- July 2003 clearly indicates that months 

a decision had been made to select a short term option. 
ground connection from the F3 to the Sydney Orbital 

tel under Pennant Hills Road? 

While supportive of PPPs Review of Future Provision of Motorways in NSW December 2005, a report 
initiated by Premier lemma, found: 

O Public domain assets (such as William Street) should clearly remain 'public' and not be fettered by 
contractual arrangements with private parties. 

O The policy of motorway procurement at no cost to government should be abandoned. 

O Possible future enhancements of the motorway network include the F3-M2 link. 
G Public Consultation: 'On the basis of the current community debate about the Cross City Tunnel, it is a 

reasonable working assumption that, at least at this stage, there are deficiencies in these processes'. 
At the 2005 NATIONAL LOCAL ROADS AND TRANSPORT CONGRESS - Professor Hensher said "Treat PPPs 
with care as they may come back to haunt you. There's evidence from Britain that if you involve PPPs 
you may as well double the cost. But you get it earlier. The true costs of PPPs were a lot higher than 
we were led to believe". 
January 2006: Sydney Ports study released for an Intermodal Logistics Centre at Enfield to reduce road 
congestion by moving 40% of containers from Port Botany by rail to Enfield by 2025. 
Sydney Ports advised apart from reducing truck movements to and from Port Botany there would be 
little change to the number of trucks particularly in the western and northern sectors. Based on Sydney 
Ports figures the number of trucks from Port Botany that will use Pennant Hills Road or the proposed 
tunnel will increase by over 230% within 20 years. 
O For three years The Hon Philip Ruddock has attempted to obtain information that would prove or 

disprove issues raised in this publication. 
O Epping State MP Andrew link reaffirmed his position the study be reviewed to establish if Option C - a 

second Hawkesbury crossing - should replace Purple Option (A) (tunnel). 
e The Hon Alan Cadman: "I will be examining these matters with the help of the Federal Government 

and I wish to assure you it is not the intention of the Howard Government to follow the flawed 
processes adopted in the cross city tunnel." 

O Hornsby State MP Judy Hopwood calls for a second Hawkesbury crossing. 
O Hornsby Mayor Nick Berman agreed for Council to review its 2003 policy supporting a tunnel. 

THE WARREN CENTRE - 2006 study - Sydney -Hunter Connection. 
'We need strategic integrated transport solutions for Greater Sydney, not isolated road projects. The Warren Centre is 
most concerned at the narrowness of the State and Federal Governments' current proposal (a tunnel) for linking the 
Sydney Orbital with the F3. 
The Sydney Orbital/F3 freeway link as currently proposed by the Federal Department of Transport and Regional 

Services (DoTaRS) fails to meet the need for effective transport linkages between Sydney, the Central Coast and Hunter 
regions over time. It condemns the Hills region of Sydney to insufferable heavy traffic intrusions for the foreseeable 
future and denies the North Shore region relief from severe traffic congestion for an indeterminate period. It fails to 
address the need for future people and freight movement through these regions. It brings into question therefore the 
longer term economic soundness of the investment. 
"We call for a review of the proposal with a view to developing a long term solution for linkages, of which the link 
between the Sydney Orbital and the F3 would be the first stage. In our view, the current proposal will then be found 
to be wrong." 
(The Warren Centre is a Sydney University Institute that has a team of 200 expert practitioners in transport, planning 
and urban development) 
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The Rt. Hon John Howard M.P. 
Prime Minister of Australia, 
Parliament House 
Canberra, ACT 2600 

The Hon P Ruddock MP (Berowra) 
PO Box 1866 
Hornsby Westfield, NSW 1635 

The Hon A Cadman MP (Mitchell) 
PO Box 1173 
Castle Hill, NSW 1765 

The Hon Maurice lemma M.P. 
Premier of New South Wales, 
Parliament House 
Macquarie Street, Sydney 2000 

M 

r222,,,t! 

Mr M Richardson MP (The Hills) 
PO Box 298 
Castle Hill, NSW 1765 

Mrs J Hopwood MP (Hornsby) 
PO Box 1687 
Hornsby Westfield, NSW 1635 

Mr A Tink MP (Epping) 
PO Box 33 
Epping, NSW 1710 

Mr S Pringle MP (Hawkesbury) 
21 Bridge Street 
Windsor, NSW 2756 

[Ada I k i t r i  Etuq. 
J 1Y IS IT V 

O The governments cannot  ag ree  on a long term tr• nsporrtation strategy for 
the  Sydney necjion? 

O The State Government subsides public t r .  nsport  particularly in the SE sec-tor 
of Sy•ney  (And expects the public to pery tolls for road construction in 

developing a r e a s  w h e r e  there is no public _:ansport? 
O The legislature w a s  not 'fold oAb•ut secret decisions b y  Premier C•rr  with 

the 'Cr ss City Tunnel'perrators? 
O The State government  does  not have  one  authority to OPENLY create and 

enforce regulations to  protect users o n I residents from harmful vehicle 
e x h t  emis-4-ms? 

1932: SA Premier Hill 'The people of today 
care more about good Government than they 
do about party politics'. 

1975: Hornsby Traffic Sergeant to Pennant 
Hills Residents Association (now Civic Trust) 
'There will be no doorway restrictions on 
Pennant Hills Road'. 1981: AM-PM Clearway 
restrictions. 1984 24 hour Clearway. 

1979: Cherrybrook rezoning places pressures 
on Pennant Hills, Castle Hill and New line 
Roads. 1981 Lyle Marshall draft report for 
Hornsby Council recommends Pennant Hills 
Road be widened to eight lanes and Boundary 
Road to six lanes. Final report omits these 
recommendations at request of the DMR. 

1979: NSW Transport Minister: 'It is planned to 
widen this section of Pennant Hills Road (The 
Crescent to Boundary Road) in approximately two 
years'. 1981 Telecom writes: for five years the 
DMR had failed to advise Telecom about road 
widening proposals consequently widening could 
not commence through Pennant Hills until mid-1986. 

(If the DMR advised TELECOM earlier the 
'new exchange' could have been built further back 
and allowed additional lanes and more turning 
bays.) 

1984: DMR advises widening of Pennant Hills 
Road from Pearces Corner to Beecroft Road 
will take from 1984 to 1996. 

1995: Road widening completed through 
Pennant Hills. 

1996: Road works again disrupt traffic to put 
extra turning lanes at Boundary Road. 
(Identified as being needed in Lyle Marshall 
1981 draft report to Hornsby Council) 

1995: Assistant Police Commissioner advises: 
when the M2 is opened there will he no more 
traffic problems on Pennant Hills Road'. 

1999: Regular traffic delays and accidents 
with tunnel from Castle Hill Road to Pennant 
Hills Road and the M2 tunnel. 

1986: NSW Roads Minister Laurie Brereton 
announces Roads 2000 for the Sydney Region 
including the M7. 

1986: Roads 2000 announces Berowra to 
Liverpool link. 

1993: Liverpool - Hornsby Link study 
announced. 1994 Repert:. 'The tunnel under 
Pennant Hills Road crer!es little negative 
impact, but at a os: onr $500 million it 

14— Monthly Chronicle, February/March 2006 

does not deliver substantial economic returns. 
Being underground, it offers poor connectivity 
to the existing road network. Recommends 
"Review and develop new northern link." 

1995: Federal Minister Laurie Brereton 
announces the Western Sydney Orbital and 
Badgery's Creek Airport to be opened in - 
1999. (S480M will be made available for the 
WS0 (M7) links to the M5 and M4). 

2005: M7 opened funded by a PPP 'deal'. 

2004: Parramatta to Chatswood rail link to be 
completed by 2006. 

2004: AustLink White Paper: Funding for the 
connection will not be made until the 2009 - 
2014 budget period. 

2004: SKM Weekday Travel Destinations/ 
Origins on F3 at Pearces Corner, Cars (2003) 
Southerly: 30% North-west, Baulkham Hills, 
Hornsby; 20% South and South West; 10% 
West; (60%) 35% City, Inner, North Sydney; 
5% North East (40%). COMMENT SKM's 
projections that only 10 to 20% of traffic 
would use .a western option demand 
immediate answers. 

2005: NSW Auditor General Performance 
Audit - Managing Air Quality; 
* 'No single agency has responsibility and 

accountability for improving air quality'. It 
is not possible to assess overall progress as 
many strategies have no targets or 
timeframe'. 

O 'Final cost estimates for some key projects 
(Cross City and Lane Cove Tunnels) have 
doubled and tripled original estimates'. 

G RTA advised that the final cost estimate for 
the Cross City tunnel increased due to a 
revision of the project scope by the 
Premier'. 



CASE STUDY: HORNSBY COUNCIL'S ACQUISITION OF HORNSBY QUARRY 
= E=ME 

In the media and at Hornsby Council meetings there is an ever increasing number of letters, 
articles and complaints from residents and community groups. 

Many of these issues have also been raised with our elected Federal, State and Local 
Government representatives. Despite changes in governments and also our elected 
representatives at every level, problems have worsened over the last 5 years. 

This is despite residents and community groups in recent times obtaining advice from 
acknowledged experts in many disciplines. A few of many examples are: 

1 "No 'urban development' can occur in Hornsby Valley". 1998 Draft Plan of Management. 

2 "Rural Fire Service verbally advised i t  would not issue a Bush fire Safety Authority for 
Urban Development (in Hornsby Valley)". June 18, 2003. 

3 "As the only access to the site is via a private right o f  way the quarry lands cannot be 
developed or the quarry remediated". Brian Preston SC November 4, 2003. 

4 " I f  development occurred in the Valley i t  should be on council's 'community lands' 
I f  500 dwellings buil t  and sold i t  would increase council's debt to $44 million". 
Cardno Young. 

5 "The quarry is an accident waiting to happen". GEOPLAN Services May 28, 1999. 

6 Dr Gerrard was CSR's geotechnical consultant for Hornsby quarry for many years. 
Why wasn't his March 20, 2002 expert advice included in documents given to the Valuer? 

7 "I have considered but  neither pursued or enquired into the value aspects related to the 
continued use o f  the quarry or potential future landfill for the purposes o f  my 
compensation valuation". The Valuer General's agent. WAS THIS GROSS NEGLIGENCE? 

8 "Consent orders were entered into to acquire the quarry on February 28, 2002". 
This was contrary to  the provisions of  the Local Government and 'Land Acquisition 
(Just Terms Compensation)' (LATJCA) Acts. 

9 "The acquisition wil l  be carried out under the provisions o f  the (LATICA)". Abbott Tout. 

10 "Remediation o f  the land, and development, would also involve the constant f low of 
trucks along Dural St. The council had considered buying the worst affected properties 
and letting them cheaply to minimise complaints". Former Mayor Muirhead Sept 14, 
2006.    

11 "Residents stopped council placing much needed fill on council's land to build playing 
fields". Cr Horne August 7, 2006. "Council is committed to replace the irrigation 
equipment and turfing paid for under a government grant (destroyed by illegal fill 
placed on the playing fields) May 14, 1991". When will these fields be restored and the 
million dollar plus cost be disclosed in council's annual accounts? "Farley and Lewers 1966 
offer was to give council approximately 1.5 acres o f  their site". Mr Tim Robertson SC's 
advice to Council about that 1966 offer was "to give council the entire site o f  over 
50 acres and council's acceptance o f  that offer".  

 

12 MP's and MLC's Chesterfield-Evans, Cohen, Hale, Hopwood, O'Farrell, Rhiannon, 
Richardson and Turner all agree there must be a judicial Inquiry into the acquisition of 
the Hornsby Quarry. Most people believe that serious errors were made. 

Councillors; please explain your reasons why there shouldn't be an Inquiry? 

Peter Waite OAM JP Hornsby Councillor 1980 - 1987 



Our local communities have critical transportation and 
development problems caused by lack of governance. 

AtilliaMEN= 

This meeting will be at 

! P I N G  CLUB 
Rawson Street (near the Coles carpark) 

at 7.30 PM - Wednesday  N o v e m b e r  29, 2006 

This WON Political Party' meeting will address the following urgent topics: 

O Ever increasing Community debt — $60 million plus for purchase, 
rehabilitation, and loan funding o f  the Hornsby Quarry by Hornsby Council 
- supported by a DVD presentation. 

O Deteriorating Rail Services — increasing noise, proposed North West Rail 
Corridor as well as duplication o f  the Northern Line to Beecroft and beyond. 

• Proposed 8.5 km Pennant Hills Road (toll) Tunnel — Longest in Australia — 
linking the M2/7 to the F3. Serious pollution, health and traffic issues are 
being brushed aside by politicians and bureaucrats. 

o Traffic Congestion and lack o f  parking particularly in Epping. Unaddressed 
for over 20 years despite funds being available. 

The community is being taken for granted by Politicians, bureaucrats and 
others with vested interests. So that the community may better understand, 
presentations will be made with supporting evidence. 

Come and learn about some facts that Politicians, Councillors and bureaucrats 
don't want you to know. 

Grelv® 
seeking from Governments — MPs, Councillors and the bureaucracy 
Honesty in Representation - integrity of Reporting - Transparency of Process 

Clive Troy 9868 2123 
PO Box 23, Thornle igh NSW 2120 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 
28 Warne Street, Pennant Hills NSW 2120 

See over for  'case study' about Hornsby Council's acquisition o f  Hornsby quarry. 



Development Assessment Systems & Approvals, Department of Planning & Environment, 
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 

CV: I am 82, grew up in the depression and WW2,     
 and left-handed. My fifth class teacher forced me to write right 

handed and canned me every time I used my left hand. My mother told me to try, as he was a 
WW1 soldier who had suffered greatly and came back to teaching because there were not 
enough as many had gone to WW2.     had to try 
to write left handed again, but wasn't able to keep up with making notes about what the 
teachers said. 

I started working when the 44-hour week was law. Because of learning problems I studied 
accountancy at Sydney Tech two nights a week for four years to learn how to keep correct 
records. 

People asked me to do the following because they knew I was honest. 

My father suggested I become a JP. I did that on 18 December 1953 61 years ago. After 
various jobs, in 1955 I worked for National Cash Register as a technician. I was trained to 
service and repair accounting machines. Months later I specialised in detecting how machine 
operators were manipulating the records to make unauthorised payments to fictional bank 
accounts. I left National in 1959 because new machines were electronic and I did not 
understand how they operated. 

I then worked as a builders labourer and became a successful builder, developer and property 
investor by 1966, Hornsby councillor from 1980 to 1987, chairman of the Hornsby Ku-ring-gai 
District Bushfire Committee from 1983 to 1987 as well as the chairman of the then Sydney 
Region Bushfire Association from 1986 to 1987. I was also instrumental in stopping the NSW 
Fire Brigade taking over Rural Fire Service at a 15-minute meeting of the NSW Rural Fire 
Service and Minister. 

Without my accounting knowledge I couldn't have done this. C 1967 I was invited to join the 
NSW Scouts Trading Committee as there were supply problems with uniforms. I also took on 
the role to countersign payment cheques. The first time I was given the chequebook with no 
supporting documents. The next time I demanded the invoices and statements. I then found 
suppliers were refusing to meet orders, as their accounts were three or four months overdue. 
However suppliers of nonessential items were supplied on a seven-day basis to receive a 5% 
discount. By chance I found out the manager and purchasing officer were receiving secrete 
commissions. I reported what had happened. The manager moved to Western Australia and 
purchasing officer disappeared. 

C1995 I agreed to form a committee to stop Hornsby Hospital being closed and property to be 
sold to held fund a super hospital at North Ryde. After about six months the Minister withdrew 
his direction when given my accounting evidence the per-capitia cost for the Northern Sydney 
Area Health Service was about half of the SE Sydney Area Health Service. 

A member of the Scout Association since 1940 I was voluntarily site supervisor building the 
temporary Leppington Jamboree site. Initiated and built a 12 bedroom conference centre and 
office at the Northmead Cumberland Area Scout camp (Bundilla) supervising, teaching and 
working with periodic detainees from Parramatta, Silverwater, Campbeltown and Richmond 
Periodic Detention Centres. I also picked them up for other Scout projects. I voluntarily worked 
at Cataract Scout Park Jamboree site three day a week for five years. Built and donated a two 
bedroom cottage at Lower Portland Camp. As District Commissioner formed 1st Cherrybrook 
Scout Group and at no cost then helped build they're Scout Hall seven days a week for about a 
year. This included splitting all the rock used for the outside walls and labouring for the 
stonemasons. Awarded OAM in 1996. 

President of Pennant Hills Primary P&C, member of many committees and former Rotarian. 

This submission: As a one finger typist I prepared my submissions without help. I hold historic 
reports about Sydney traffic issues back to the 1950's, and in particular what led to this EIS 
since the early 1990's. I accept there are grammatical errors that should not negate issues 
being impartially assessed. If not clear, I can clarify them by email to waitepeter@bigpond.com. 



NorthConnex EIS:- historical list with brief comment on attachments to 
enable the Department of Planning to make an informed assessment. 

(On legal advice attachments will not be included on 
TunnelVisionM1 M2.org' web site when it goes on line) 

  
    

  

Onus of proof to substantiate credibility rests with NSW government, not Transurban. 

The EIS identified the 2012/2014 State Policy for Unsolicited Offers that demands 
Probity by all parties. 

SMH 12 August 2014 reports on $144 million court case for misrepresentation of the 
traffic counts for proposed Lane Cove Tunnel that went into bankruptcy. 

State 2012/2014 Unsolicited Proposals Guidelines (pages 1, 6 & 7 next 3 pages) : 
• Assessment  Criteria 3.3 (2) Value for money. Where is this addressed? Is 

it the users, State or Transurban? 

• Risk Allocation (7) where are they quantified? 

• Probity 3. 5 Maintaining confidentiality. The time is passed for 
confidentiality. Now is the time to disclose the contractual arrangements, 
before the EIS is assessed. 

If needed, the closure date should be extended to allow further submissions that take 
into account the State policy the Minister infers has been complied with.  

      

  
 

   I am 
determined this will not happen with the NorthConnex EIS. To ensure that will not 
happen, I am including an undated GIPA application and $30 cheque for a copy of 
the DOP planning assessment of my submissions. 

In doing this it should be noted, my submission is about my personal affairs — knowledge — within the meaning of the Act. If I believe that the assessment is not 
correct I may apply to the Civil and Administrative Decisions tribunal for a review. 

Peter Waite 
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UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS 

GUIDE FOR SUBMISSION AND ASSESSMENT 

February 2014 



objectives. 
Whole of Government Impact 

- 

What is the opportunity cost for Government if it were to proceed with the proposal? 
Is the proposal consistent with the Government's plans 
and priorities? 
Consideration will be given to whether the proposal 
would require Government to re-prioritise and re-allocate funding. 

Return on Investment Is the proposed return on Investment to the proponent 
proportionate to the proponent's risks, and industry 
standards? 

Capability and Capacity Does the proponent have the experience, capability 
and capacity to carry out the proposal? What reliance 
is there on third parties? 

Affordability Does the proposal require Government funding, or for 
the Government to purchase proposed services? Does 
the Government have these funds available or budgeted and if not what source would be proposed? 

Risk Allocation What risks are to be borne by the proponent and by 
the Government? Where risks can be quantified and 
valued they may also be considered under the value 
for money criteria. 

3.4 INTERACTIVE PROCESS 

The Government will manage an interactive process with the proponent at all formal stages of assessment, commencing with the formal pre-lodgement meeting set out in Section 5. During both the pre-lodgement meeting and the Stage 1 Assessment this interaction will be limited to clarification of the proposal by Government in order to effectively carry out the assessment. It will not be an opportunity to negotiate the details of the proposal. This opportunity will arise in later stages if the proposal proceeds past the Stage 1 Assessment. 

3.5 PROBITY 

Government seeks to conduct its commercial dealings with integrity. The assessment of Unsolicited Proposals must be fair, open and demonstrate the highest levels of probity consistent with the public interest. The assessment of Unsolicited Proposals will be conducted through the application of established probity principles that aim to assure all parties of the integrity of the decision making processes. These principles are outlined below. 
Maintaining impartiality 

Fair and impartial treatment will be a feature of each stage of the assessment process. The process will feature a clearly defined separation of duties and personnel between the assessment and approval functions. 
Maintaining accountability and transparency 
Accountability and transparency are related concepts. The demonstration of both is crucial to the integrity of the assessment. 
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Accountability requires that all participants be held accountable for their actions. The assessment process will identify responsibilities, provide feedback mechanisms and require that all activities and decision making be appropriately documented. 
Transparency refers to the preparedness to open a project and its processes to scrutiny, debate and possible criticism. This also involves providing reasons for all decisions taken and the provision of appropriate information to relevant stakeholders. Relevant information regarding proposals under consideration at Stage 2 should be publicly available (note in some cases Government may agree to not disclose a proposal at Stage 2 of the assessment process, if requested by a Proponent). 
Managing conflicts of interest 
In support of the public interest, transparency and accountability, the Government requires the identification, management and monitoring of conflicts of interest. Participants will be required to disclose any current or past relationships or connections that may unfairly influence or be seen to unfairly influence the integrity of the assessment process. 
Maintaining confidentiality 
In the assessment of Unsolicited Proposals there is need for high levels of accountability and transparency. However, there is also a need for some information to be kept confidential, at least for a specified period of time. This is important to provide participants with confidence in the integrity of the process. All proposals submitted will be kept confidential at Stage 1 of the assessment process. 
Obtaining value for money 
Obtaining optimal value for money is a fundamental principle of public sector work. This is achieved by fostering an environment in which Proponents can make attractive, innovative proposals with the confidence that they will be assessed on their merits and where Government appropriately considers value. 

3.6 RESOURCE COMMITMENTS 

In order for an Unsolicited Proposal to progress, Government (both central Government and relevant agencies) and the Proponent will be required to commit resources. The staged approach to assessment as detailed in section 5 of this Guide seeks to balance resource input at each stage in order to reduce the potential for unnecessary expenditure. 
While this Guide sets out information and processes to minimise costs for Proponents, Government will not normally reimburse costs associated with Unsolicited Proposals. 

1 7  GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS 

Governance arrangements will include whole of Government oversight and co-ordination through DPC, a single, overarching Unsolicited Proposals Steering Committee, proposal specific Steering Committees where required, proposal specific assessment committees, and a staged approach to assessment, negotiation and contracting. 
Once a proposal reaches Stage 2 of the assessment process, Government will establish appropriate governance arrangements that will detail the make-up and responSibilities of the Steering Committee and assessment/technical panels, management of confidentiality and conflict of interest, and provide details of the appointed Proposal Manager and probity advisor. 
In preparing the governance arrangements, Government will have regard to relevant processes and approval requirements in related procurement policy documents. This may include: 

o NSW Public Private Partnerships Guidelines (August 2012) 
National PPP Guidelines 
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1. 2014 
15 July 

2. 2001 - 
2005 

3. 2007 — 
2014 

Extracts from planning Act EIS identified as relevant by NorthConnex 
and EIS justification p19 (Key extracts 26 pages included) 

(Attachment A) Extracts from SKM report  
 

(Attachment B 2007) 27 page submission to Pearlman report explains 
in detail how NorthConnex references to it are misrepresented. 

(Attachment C) list explains subsequent events. It wasn't until I read 
NorthConnex EIS I understood the significance that the Pearlman 
Inquiry wasn't to review all of the SKM 2004 report. 

These destroy the EIS reliance on the SKM and Pearlman reports. 

4. 2008 SMH article by Bruce Loader former NSW Commissioner for Main 
10 April Roads. 'Poor vision for the state in blurring of the divide — Ministers have assumed a greater role in the functioning of the 

individual departments, for which they are ill-equipped'. 

Loader explains how about 1980 there was a move in the public 
service to promote the re-election of government. This is why 
there are Ministers making decisions about matters they do not 
have the knowledge or impartial advisers to advise them. 
Loader's article reinforces my observations and conclusion. 

5. 2012 Waite to Premier O'Farrell re Bob Carr's appointment as 
3 March Senator/Foreign Affairs Minister and the Cross City tunnel costs. 

6. 2012 O'Farrell, Dear Peter — sets out Coalition 20 year targets. 
27 Mar 

7. 2012 Waite to Gay re Northern Sydney Region of Council's (NSROC new 
17 May President) releasing Price Waterhouse Coopers' (PWC) 8 July 2011 

$29,445 offer to prepare a report supporting the F3-M2 tunnel. 13 
months before Minister Gay announced Transurban's unsolicited 
offer. 

My letter to Hunters Hill Council's GM thanked him for his 
assistance in sending me PWC offer Hornsby Council incorrectly 
advised it did not have. Council now claims a mistake was made! 

8. 2012 FOI (GIPA) application to Hornsby Council for NSROC PWC details. 
17 June 

9. 2012 Waite to MP Ruddock re his community survey. I list 5 issues. One as 
25 June a councilor on 7 July 1982 re Pennant Hills traffic problems. 

Others are about the Pearlman report Hornsby Mayor Berman and the 
PWC report 

10. 2012 Waite to LG Minister Page re Local Government Taskforce with two 
28 June pages of observations and unregistered entities not complying 

with the law. EG NSROC. (And NorthConnex) 

11. 2012 Waite to Ruddock re his 3 July 2012 reply to my 25 June letter and 
14 July reasons for a meeting. 

12. 2012 Gay and ASX media releases about Transurban's unsolicited 
19 July offer. 
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13. 2012 SMH article about Transurban's offer. 
20 July 

14. 2012 SMH article about Transurban's new GM Scott Charlton. 
21/2 July 

15. 2012 
23 July 

 
  

 
  

 

16. 2012 Issues for meeting with Hornsby MP Matt Kean and former Mayor 
31 July Nick Berman in particular. 

17. 2012 Waite to Transurban's Chairman re offer and many problems. No 
8 Aug reply received. 

18. 2012 Epping MP Smith newspaper article re danger with unfiltered tunnels. 
22 Aug 

19. 2012 SMH City in a jam. Jacob Saulwick" 2 part extracts of 5 pages. 
8/9 Sept This article sums up the lack of commitment by many 

governments. "Sir Humphrey alone would be at ease in this 
mire" 

20. 2012 Waite emailed letter to MPs O'Farrell, Gay and Kean, and Hornsby 
24 Sept Mayor Russell re my poison chalice application before the ADT. 

This sets out extra costs to widen the F3 if tunnel approved. 

21. 2012 FOI to Gay re problems with F3 — M2 tunnel. 
11 Oct 

22. 2012   
 

   
  

     
 

      
     

   
    

 

   
    

       
  

28. 2013 FOI for all documents relating to unsolicited offer in public interest. 
24 June 

29. 2013 Premier & Cabinet acknowledges receipt of FOI application. 
26 June 
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30. 2013 SMH 'Public inquiries are not what they used to be, but we still need 
4 July them Garry Banks, Dean of the Australia and NZ School of 

Government. 

31. 2013 Open Road PM Abbott; re F3 missing link commitment. 
Jul/Aug 

32. 2013 FOI internal review appn email 
6 Aug 

2013 Premier & Cabinet; FOI note p2: "has there been any fraud, 
8 Aug negligence, incompetence, favoritism or other issue . . . widening 

of F3." 

33. 2013 Gay's office automated reply to my internal review email is dated 12 
13 Aug August 2013 @ 23: 18; 29 — this was probably a technical glitch near 

midnight. 

34. 2013 Dep P & C advises late decision will be made by 2 September 2013 
19 Aug 

35. 2013 FOI decision releases list of 532 documents on 59 pages, returns 
2 Sep payment and determines too hard. 

36. 2013 Aust & NSW Gov Community update No 1 on Transurban's offer 
Sept indicating EIS will be available in late 2013. 

37. 

38. 

2013 Aust & NSW State Significant Infrastructure Application Report. 
Sept 

NB: Pages 12 & 14 rely on the SKM 2004 report & 2007 Pearlman 
Inquiry revalidation report. These statements cannot be relied on 
in the context being used in the EIS. 

2013 ADT application 133265 because Dep Premier & Cabinet failed to 
Sept 9 determine my amended FOI application. 

39. 2013 Waite to Gay re Transurban's offer, my ADT application and Minister 
10 Oct Berejiklian re draft Freight & Ports Strategy. 

40. 2013 Aust & NSW Gov Community F3-M2 invitation to 3 community 
October meetings at Turramurra, Muirfield and Hornsby. 

41. 2013 Transport NSW notes receipt of my 10 October letter. 
15 Oct 

42. 2013 Emailed my 8 August 2012 letter to Transurban to the F3 — M2 
Oct 17 enquiries team to give them the opportunity to answer my question at 

the three meetings. The meeting formats were orchestrated so that 
staff only answered questions on a 1 to 1 or more basis. 

These meeting only added weight to community opinion that the 
outcomes were pre-determined. 

43. 2013 Waite to Gay re ADT 10 December Planning Meeting. 
12 Nov 

44. 2013 An example of how errors become fact if not corrected. 
14 Nov Parliamentary Sec. MP Williams for Ministers Gay and Berejuklian 

advised my 10 October 2013 letters to them was correct and the Draft 
NSW Freight & Ports Strategy had been amended because the 
Pearlman Inquiry recommended and F3 — M7 link, not as their 
Draft Strategy reported. 
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45. 2013 Crown Solicitor seeks my agreement to have my application set aside 
15 Nov on technical grounds as against merit. 

46. 2013 Waite to re Channel 10 reported tenders will be called and list 
20 Nov reasons I should not withdraw my ADT application. 

47. 2013 Waite 10 Page submission to ADT Planning Meeting NSROC and 
10 Dec other valid issues. 

48. 2013 Waite letter top Gay re Transurban's unsolicited bid. 2 pages 
10 Dec explaining I with drew my ADT application because the Crown Solicitor 

claimed the ADT didn't have the power to deal with it. 

That didn't alter the merit of the issues I raised 

49. 2014 Waite to Gay re meeting with RTA officers, and political issues about 
21 March the NSROC stunt to support the tunnel, Australian Water Holdings and 

other issues that will come up before the State elections. 

At this time several ministers have lost their portfolios, two Liberal 
members have resigned as has the Newcastle Mayor. 

ICAC has indicated that this is not the end of it and there are more 
Labor party issues to be considered along with the coalition. 

50. 2014 Waite to Ruddock with 18 questions to NorthConnex to address as set 
6 April out in next item. 

51. 2014 Email to NorthConnex re residents suspicions about EIS repeating the 
6 Apr ETTT EIS. At that time we didn't know AECOM would also do the 

tunnel EIS. 14 issues were raised. 

52. 2014 Dr Simon Longstaff from the St James Ethics Centre seeking 
16 June donations to help explain what Ethics means. It appears to the 

community that many politicians should examine the way they handle 
the truth and determine if it is ethical. 

53. 2014 SMH Full speed ahead on big build highways. New outer Sydney 
17 June orbital M9 to link with M7 and M2. 

54. 2014 Financial Review Outer Sydney Orbital to what appears to be a 
19 June second Hawkesbury River crossing as envisaged by SKM with 

option C in 2004. 

55. 2014 SMH Traffic no faster with $3 billion tunnels. This article is based 
? June on extracts from the NorthConnex EIS. Another opinion that the 

tunnel will be a waste of time and money. 

56. 2014 Discussion paper for informal meeting of eight residents from Beecroft, 
25 June Pennant Hills, Wahroonga and West Pennant Hills concerned about 

the proposed tunnel. 

Since then they have all raised further issues I understand they will 
raise in their submissions. 

57. 2014 Gay admits he may have gone 'too early' with WestConnex. I 
27 June assume taxpayers will pay for resumed properties no longer 

needed. The same applies to the M1 — M2. 
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58. 2014 Cheap tribunal proposed for home compo fighters SMH. C 2002 I 
29 June and about 16 others negotiated with the DMR Project Engineer 

and their valuer to acquire our properties on Pennant Hills Road 
for a fair price. A tribunal wasn't needed as everyone knew what 
each other were receiving. 

59. 2014 Gay reverses direction on M5 toll plan for new roads. SMH. 
July Revealed: M5 tolls to stay 50 years'. 

Who is employing political advisers to dream up and float ideas 
to see what reactions they create instead of a sound plan? 

60. 2014 Waite email seeking hard copy of EIS. NorthConnex advises they will 
10 July not be made available. If I applied under the GIPA Act (F01) I am 

entitled to a copy. Another example of lack of knowledge. 

61. 2014 (Attachment C) Records of NSROC's timing support for the F3-M2 
13 July Tunnel in regards to Transurban's unsolicited offer. 

62. 1 2014 Kl Inr thnnnnov P I C  reachnecirl 1 2014 
15 July 

NorthCormex EIS released 
Issues 15 July Issues I believe relevant in 24 page paper 

63. 
2014 Undated NorthConnex 12 page 'Air Quality information' booklet. 

64. 

P5 Figure 6 'Human made particulate matter PM 2.5 sources in 
Sydney 50.6% Solid Fuel Burning 50.6%'. 

Whilst this may be correct, I have lived in Pennant Hills for over 
56 years and from personal observation from a large area from 
my home and driving around for about the last 10 years there 
would be very few Solid Fuel Burning (Domestic) fires in the 
tunnel area. Solid Fuel Burning in western Sydney and Blue 
Mountains MAY affect the West Pennant Hills area. 

This is another opportunistic paper prepared  
from vehicle emissions at both ends of the proposed tunnel. 

2014 Two page paper given to NorthConnex manager Tim Parker (RTA) 
30 July before the meeting. Copy also given to facilitator. Because of 

time I only asked about question 3 in relation to possible gridlock 
emissions and was bluntly told it wouldn't happen. 

65. 2014 Barry O'Farrell wrote to me about my 2 August 2014 email 
6 Aug advising he had written to Minister Goward for her advice on the 

issues I had raised. 

66. 2014 Waite paper distributed to attendees at Pennant Hills 2-5pm 
8 Aug community meeting. NorthConnex to answer questions 1- 15. 

67. 2014 Waite one page paper emailed for NorthConnex to resolve about 
11 Aug the unsolicited tunnel proposal. No reply as yet. 

Also similar one page paper sent to the Premier. No replies as 
yet. 

68. 2014 Waite to DoP project manager for EIS assessment  14 
11 Aug page paper why the tunnel should be scrapped. 
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69. 2014 FOI (GIPA) to Gay for seven matters. 
12 Aug 

70. 2014 Dick Smith and Graham Turner National Press Club address 
13 Aug about 'Sustainable development'. 

71. 2014 SMH article about the Lane Cove tunnel and lack of expert advice 
18 Aug to MPs and the community. 

Those who assess my submission should ensure they have 
impartial expert advice. 

72. 2014 NorthConnex acknowledged 4 emailed issues. 
18 Aug 14:31:58; Procedural complaint about AECOM EIS for NorthConnex 

14:39:02 Copy of GIPA application to Gay because it is his EIS. 

14:39:35 2 page paper for Pennant Hills drop in session form 2 — 5pm 

14:50:01 re Pennant Hills Thornleigh Uniting Church 6pm 
NorthConnex presentation where I gave NorthConnex (Transurban's 
Richard Merrit paper about my concerns. 

73. 2014   
   

 

   
 

  

    
   

    
  

  

      
  

74. 2014 SMH Alex Mitchell 'Clover Moore is only half the story; shadowy 
20 Aug panel devouring Sydney land' 

This article explains how the coalition has set up an entity known 
as 'UrbanGrowth' has its hands on prime Sydney Harbor land 
near Balmain, Parramatta and Newcastle. 

Some people never learn what integrity means. 

75. 2014 I received the attached paper 'Outline of Representation Crisis in 
20 Aug NSW' from a concerned resident yesterday and decided to 

include it in this submission as it reveals and summarises the 
concerns about the administration of the NSW Constitution 

76. 2014 No support documents: Circa mid 1960's to mid 1970's the Public 
22 Aug Works Commissioner was also Chief Commissioner of the NSW Scout 

Association. As site manager for the 1970 Leppington Jamboree I 
reported to him through two geotechnical experts Drs D and M. The 
ex commissioner now lives at Running Stream as does D. 

After he retirement I did alterations and repairs to his Mosman home. 
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I refer readers back to Bruce Loader's 2010 expert advice at 3. 
Politicians are making decisions .̀ . for which they are ill 
equipped.' 

I do not claim to have all the answers. The EIS should have 
clearly identified them. 

Once again I ask, does the State have staff with the technical 
experience to impartially advise them on every matter that has to 
be processed, or do they rely on public relation staff to convince 
the community they know more than the people they represent? 

The Premier should explain to the electorate how he proposes to 
resolve this matter and not leave it to Department of Planning 
staff to assess. 

77. 2014 Waite example of proponents and objectors exaggerating 
22 Aug submissions in their attempts to justify opposing positions. 

78. 2014 In the Public Interest add in the Monthly Chronicle: Reasons to 
Aug/Sep Scrap the M l  — M2 tunnel" 

Peter Waite 

8 / 8 



115U Development that is State significant infrastructure 

(1) For the purposes of this Act, State significant infrastructure is development that is declared under this 
section to be State significant infrastructure. 
(2) A State environmental planning policy may declare any development, or any class or description of 
development, to be State significant infrastructure. 
(3) Development that may be so declared to be State significant infrastructure is development of  the following 
kind that a State environmental planning policy permits to be carried out without development consent under 
Part 4: 
(a) infrastructure, 
(b) other development that (but for this Part and within the meaning of Part 5) would be an activity for which 
the proponent is also the determining authority and would, in the opinion of the proponent, require an 
environmental impact statement to be obtained under Part 5. 

Paragraph (b) does not apply where the proponent is a council or county council. 

(4) Specified development on specified land is State significant infrastructure despite anything to the contrary in 
this section if it is specifically declared to be State significant infrastructure. Any such declaration may be made 
by a State environmental planning policy or by an order of the Minister (published on the NSW legislation 
website) that amends a State environmental planning policy for that purpose. 
(5) The Planning Assessment Commission or Infrastructure NSW may recommend to the Minister that a 
declaration be made under subsection (4) in respect of particular development. 
(6) If, but for this subsection, development is both State significant infrastructure because of a declaration under 
subsection (2) and State significant development, it is not State significant infrastructure despite any such 
declaration. 
(7) If, but for this subsection, development is both State significant infrastructure because of a declaration under 
subsection (4) and State significant development, it is not State significant development despite any declaration 
under Division 4.1 of Part 4. 
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.auffraoview/inforce/act+203+1979+pt.5.1-div.1- 
sec.115u+0+N?tocnav=y 
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(3) Development that may be so declared to be State significant infrastructure is development of  the following 
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3 Strategic justification and project need 
This chapter outlines the relationship of the project to the State and national strategic 
planning and policy framework and relevant specific planning and policy documents. 
It also identifies the need for the project within the context of existing transport 
networks, and presents the project objectives. The project objectives have been 
developed to align with the strategic objectives of relevant planning and policy 
documents, and relate directly to the key issues that demonstrate the need for the 
project. A statement of strategic need concludes this chapter. 

Table 3-1 sets out the Director-General's Requirements as they relate to the 
strategic justification and project need, and where in the environmental impact 
statement these have been addressed. 

Table 3-1 Director-General's Requirements — strategic justification and project need 

Director-General's Requirement Where addressed 
A statement of the objectives of the project, including a Objectives of the project are 
description of the strategic need, justification, objectives identified in Section 3.4. 
and outcomes for the project, taking into account existing The project need is provided in 
and proposed transport infrastructure and services within Section 3.3 and a statement of 
the adjoining subregions, and as relevant the outcomes strategic need is provided in 
and objectives of relevant strategic planning and transport 
policies, including, but not limited to, NSW 2021, NSW 

Section 3.5. 

Government State Infrastructure Strategy, NSW Long Consideration of the project 
Term Transport Master Plan (December 2012), draft against the outcome and 
Metropolitan Plan for Sydney (March 2013) and any other objectives of strategic planning 
relevant plans; and transport policies is 

provided 
in Section 3.1 and Section 3.2. 

Justification for the preferred project taking into The project justification is 
consideration the objects of the Environmental Planning provided in Section 3.3 and 
and Assessment Act 1979. Section 3.5. 

Further justification is provided 
in 
Chapter 11. 

3.1 NSW strategic planning and policy framework 
In 2011, the NSW Government presented a broad strategic plan for development of 
the State in the form of NSW 2021 — A Plan to Make NSW Number One (NSW 2021) 
(NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2011). In order to achieve key objectives 
of NSW 2021 relating to the provision of infrastructure the NSW Government formed 
Infrastructure NSW, an independent statutory agency. The primary task of 
Infrastructure NSW was to prepare the 20 year State Infrastructure Strategy 2012- 
2032 (Infrastructure NSW, 2012), which was used to inform the NSW Government's 
State Infrastructure Strategy (SIS) (NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2012). 
The SIS is implemented through annual five year State Infrastructure Plans (refer to 
Section 3.1.2). 
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WorthConnex'ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 
Comment  on extracts f rom Volume 1A and all o f  "Table 6.5 Overview of consultation 
activities during the tender and environmental impact statement process." 

xxiii What alternatives were considered' - ' „ , commencing with the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link 
Study (SKM, 2004) (the 2004 report) through to the recent design and construct tender" 

xxiv Virtually all of this page refers to the SKM 2004 report. Corridor options correctly 
describe the three variable options. There were 10 for option C. 

What follows is correct except SKM was directed not to recommend types A or B. 

xxv Options review At the request of Hills Motorways the Federal Minister agreed to a review 
of the best option A and nothing else. Therefore any reliance on the Pearlman report 
cannot be justified. 

Community participation bullet point 2 refers to 2002 Focus Groups meeting in 2002. 
They were in 2003. Attached are the SKM Dural meeting noted where I was present. 

NorthConnex again refers to the SKM report that did not comply with its Terms of 
Referance because of State and Federal government direction. 

xxvi Pearlman Review Par 1, Attached is a transcript of the hearing where I incorrectly stated 
the terms of reference were altered and corrected by DoTaRs who advised I was wrong. I 
should have stated SKM was directed not to comply with the TOR. 

The transcript also noted M/s Pearlman, myself and another person had asked for a copy 
of the TOR. At that stage M/s Pearlman did not know what the TOR were. 

If the community knew what the reason for the Pearlman Inquiry and what the actual TOR 
were when submissions were called for, at least my submission would have been very 
different and included Barry O'Farrell's and five other state politicians in the affected area 
support for option C. 

xxix Social and economic would still be relevant if Option C is built. The important issue that 
the EIS does not disclose that an independent 'cost benefit analysis' on the two options 
has not been shown in the EIS even for the current proposal. 

xxxi Making comment; bullet point 4. 'Various staffed displays in the region.' The only staffed 
display is a Pennant Hills where staff are unable to answer many questions. 

Roads and Maritime (last) Drop In session was staffed by at least one Transurban officer. 
Apart from the RTA's Mr Parker it is not know who employed any of the other advisers. 

For nearly an hour a police officer was standing near the stage observing the people. I 
asked him why he was there, He turned his head and didn't answer. After a while he 
moved around the displays and then left. None of the staff I asked knew why he was 
there. 

19 Strategic Justification. 3.1 NSW strategic planning key objectives for NSW 2021. In 
2012 a draft joint plan by the Roads and Rail ministers for a new rail and road route west of 
St Marys to link Wollongong and the Central Coast noted that it was recommended in the 
Pearlman inquiry. I pointed out to them this was wrong and Pearlman recommended the 
F3 M7 link be planned. Their parliamentary secretary MP Ray Williams wrote to me 
advising I was correct and the daft was amended. 
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33 Table 4-1 DG's requirements. An analysis of alternatives/options considered having 
regard to the project objectives (including an assessment of the environmental costs and 
benefits of the project relative to alternatives and the consequences of not carrying out the 
project), and the provision of a clear discussion of the route development and selection 
process, the suitability of the chosen alignment and whether or not the project is in the 
public interest. 

Figure 4-1 shows the alternatives and options development process undertaken for the 
project. 

F 4-1 This date table refers to the 2002 — 2004 SKM report, then the 2007 Pearlman Review, 
unsolicited 2012 proposal and preferred tenderer to build the tunnel, EIS as being current, 
and concludes Submissions report. 

Based on the fact that the SKM report recommended option A, as a short term option up to 
2012, and the Pearlman report is irrelevant, the EIS has little if any credibility and 
should be immediately withdrawn. 

37 F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM) This pages sets out options including do 
nothing. It is of little value to the EIS. 

43 Evaluation of the broad corridor types. Again SKM report is of little value. Whilst Table 
4-2 does identify valid problems, they are also relevant to the F3-M7 option and the 2012 
draft option for a road and rail link. One of which must be built. Ignoring the ultimate need 
to justify a short term option cannot be justified. 

44 Figure 4.3 are only more about the SKM report that does not contribute to making and 
informed decision. 

47 49 These three pages again rely on the SKM and Pearlman reports. 

50 4.3 Unsolicited proposal design subject to EPA Act 1979 
Figure 4-4 NSW Govt unsolicited proposal process; Stage 3 Approval — target late 2014* 
*subject to EP&A Act 1979 

54 Pearlman Review re access ramps may be relevant if tunnel approved. 

55 4.3.3 Progression to Stage 3 cross-agency committee to work with Transuban and 
Westlink Shareholders. All of these records should be made public. 
4.4 again quotes SKM and Pearlman reports. 

57 59 4.4.1 Design refinements Refer to 4.4 above SKM and Pearlman reports 

219/221 6.3.3 Consultation to date .̀ . .commenced in 2002 to April 2014' What occurred from 
2002 until 2013 has been shown to be totally irrelevant. 

222 
1 

Table 6-5 Overview of consultation activities during the tender and environmental 
impact statement processes This 5 page paper lists four Interagency meetings from 26 
June 2013 to 21 November 2013. 

30 July 2013 Interagency regulatory meeting No.2 was held with the Environment 
Protection Authority, the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (now the Department 
of Planning and Environment) and NSW Health. The purposed of the meeting was to 
review to the progress of the project and strategy to date and discuss the approach to 
assessment of environmental impacts. 

222 
2 

Fire life saving meetings 18 July 2013, 3 October, 30 October, 20 February 2014. All; 
Fire life safety meeting No.1 was held with Fire and Rescue NSW to discuss the 
requirements for the fire strategy and the fire and life safety design. 
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222 Community updates September 2013, Community update No.1 was sent to around 
3 14,000 property addresses along the project corridor. The community update introduced 

the project, provided a map of the project corridor, advised of next steps and provided 
details on how residents could register to receive future updates. The community update 
was also published on the project website. 

December 2013. Community update No.2 was sent to around 14,000 property addresses 
along the project corridor. The community update advised the availability of the 
NorthConnex community involvement issues report, detailed early field investigations and 
advised next steps including tender assessment and environmental impact statement 
processes. The community update was also published on the project website with email 
notifications sent to over 200 registered stakeholders. 

222 Week commencing 16 March 2014 16 March 2014 Community update No.3 was sent to 
1 around 14,400 property addresses within the project area. The community update 

announced the preferred design, introduced the Hills M2 Motorway integration works, 
outlined the key features of the project and invited community members to attend 
community information sessions held in March — April 2014. 

Stakeholders were encouraged to provide feedback on the preferred design which would 
be addressed in the environmental impact statement. The community update was also 
published on the project website with email notification sent to over 789 registered 
stakeholders. 

223 Planning focus meeting 27 September 2013 A planning focus meeting was held at 
2 Hornsby Shire Council, from 10 am to 4 pm. Presentations at the meeting introduced the 

project, described the unsolicited proposal process, outlined the environmental 
assessment process and provided the expected project delivery program. The meeting 
was attended by representatives from the Department of Planning and Environment, NSW 
Health, Hornsby Shire Council, The Hills Shire Council and Ku-ring-gai Council. 

223 Tender stage exhibition 22 Oct 2014 A community engagement event was held at 
3 Turramurra Masonic Hall and Function Centre, from 6.30 pm to 8 pm, to introduce the 

NorthConnex project, give stakeholders an opportunity to meet the project team, provide 
feedback, ask questions and identify areas of concern. A total of 73 stakeholders 
registered in attendance during the development of their respective tender submissions. 

223 23 October 2013 A community engagement event was held at Muirfield Golf Course, from 
4 6.30 pm to 8 pm, to introduce the NorthConnex project, give stakeholders an opportunity to 

meet the project team, provide feedback, ask questions and identify areas of concern. A 
total of 101 stakeholders registered in attendance. Feedback received was provided to the 
three tenderers for consideration during the development of their respective tender 
submissions. 

223 A community engagement event was held at Hornsby War Memorial Hall, from 6.30 pm to 
5 8 pm, to introduce the NorthConnex project, give stakeholders an opportunity to meet the 

project team, provide feedback, ask questions and identify areas of concern. A total of 
135 stakeholders registered in attendance. Feedback received was provided to the three 
tenderers for consideration during the development of their respective tender submissions. 

223 A community engagement event was held at Cheltenham Recreation Club, from 7 pm to 
6 8.30 pm, to introduce the NorthConnex project, give stakeholders an opportunity to meet 

the project team, provide feedback, ask questions and identify areas of concern. A total of 
37 stakeholders registered in attendance. 
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Preferred tender design exhibition 26 March 2014 A community information session was 
held at Pennant Hills Golf Club, from 7 pm to 9 pm. The event gave stakeholders an 
opportunity to view and discuss with members of the project team the preferred tender 
design and the Hills M2 Motorway integration works via an interactive model and display 
material detailing key project features. Attendees were encouraged to ask questions, 
provide feedback and identify areas of concern which would be addressed in the 
environmental impact statement. The event was advertised through a community update, 
the project website and notifications printed in local newspapers. Issues raised during the 
meetings were recorded and considered in the environmental impact statement.(over 200) 

224 A community information session was held at Hornsby RSL, from 7 pm to 9 pm. The event 
2 gave stakeholders an opportunity to view and discuss with members of the project team 

the preferred tender design and the Hills M2 Motorway integration works via an 
interactive model and display material detailing key project features. Attendees were 
encouraged to ask questions, provide feedback and identify areas of concern which would 
be addressed in the environmental impact statement. The event was advertised through a 
community update, the project website and notifications printed in local newspapers. 
Issues raised during the meetings were recorded and considered in the environmental 
impact statement. (No date or numbers attending disclosed) 

224 A community information session was held at Pennant Hills Golf Club, from 7 pm to 8 pm. 
3 The event gave stakeholders an opportunity to view and discuss with members of the 

project team the preferred tender design and the Hills M2 Motorway integration works via 
an interactive model and display material detailing key project features. Attendees were 
encouraged to ask questions, provide feedback and identify areas of concern which would 
be addressed in the environmental impact statement. The event was advertised through a 
community update, the project website and notifications printed in local newspapersissues 
raised during the meetings were recorded and considered in the environmental impact 
statement. (No date or numbers attending disclosed) 

224 A community information session was held at Pennant Hills Community Centre, from 2 pm 
4 to 4 pm. The event gave stakeholders an opportunity to view and discuss with members of 

the project team the preferred tender design and the Hills M2 Motorway integration works 
via an interactive model and display material detailing key project features. Attendees were 
encouraged to ask questions, provide feedback and identify areas of concern which would 
be addressed in the environmental impact statement. The event was advertised through a 
community update, the project website and notifications printed in local newspapers. 
Issues raised during the meetings were recorded and considered in the environmental 
impact statement. (No date or numbers attending disclosed) 

224 Utility providers meeting 25 October 2012 A utility providers meeting was held with 
5 Endeavour Energy to discuss potential utility impacts, power supply, utility adjustments and 

project timing. 

224 25 October 2013 A utility providers meeting was held with Telstra to discuss potential 
6 utility impacts, telecommunications, utility adjustments and project timing. 

224 7 November 2013 A utility providers meeting was held with Ausgrid to discuss potential 
7 utility impacts, power supply, utility adjustments and project timing. 

225 Interest group meetings 28 March 2014 An environmental and community interest group 
1 meeting was held at Pennant Hills Golf Club. A total of 14 attendees representing 

environmental organisations and interest groups, and community groups discussed 
potential impacts from the preferred tender design and key features of the project. 
Additional information was provided to meeting participants as applicable. 

225 2 April 2014 A business and industry interest group meeting was held at Pennant Hills 
2 Road. A total of 17 attendees from organisations representing business and industry 

groups discussed potential business impacts from the preferred tender design and key 
features of the project. Additional information was provided to meeting participants as 
applicable. (Who were they from?) 
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3 April 2014A traffic and transport interest group meeting was held at Pennant Hills. A total 
of ten attendees from organisations representing traffic and transport groups discussed 
potential traffic and transport issues from the preferred tender design and key features of 
the project. Additional information was provided to meeting participants as applicable. 

225 Briefing sessions 16 October 2013 A briefing session was held with The Hills Shire 
4 Council General Manager and Councillors to describe the project and to answer questions. 

The presentation introduced the project, described the unsolicited proposal process, 
outlined the environmental impact statement process, outlined potential key issues and 
provided the expected project delivery program. 

225 24 October 2013 An update meeting was held with the Department of Planning and 
5 Infrastructure (now Department of Planning and Environment) to discuss planning approval 

processes and timing. 

225 21 November 2013 A meeting was held with Normanhurst Boys High School and 
6 Abbotsleigh School for Girls to introduce the project, establish methods of contact for the 

schools, parents and students and to answer initial questions. 

225 12 December 2013 A project briefing session was held with the Member for Parramatta to 
7 describe the project and to answer questions. 

225 19 December 2013 A project briefing session was held with the Member for Epping and his 
8 staff to describe the project and to answer questions. 

225 19 December 2013 A briefing session was held with Ku-ring-gai Council staff to describe 
9 the project and to answer questions. The presentation introduced the project, described 

the unsolicited proposal process, outlined the environmental impact statement process, 
outlined potential key issues and provided the expected project delivery program. 

225 27 February 2014 A presentation was made to the Independent Advisory Committee on 
10 Tunnel Air Quality regarding the air quality modelling approach for the project. 

226 20 March 2014 A briefing session was held with State and Federal Members of Parliament. 
1 The purpose of the briefing sessions was to present the 

preferred tender design and seek feedback. Who? When? Where? 

226 21 March 2014 A presentation was made to the Roads Freight Industry Council with 
2 representatives from the Australian Trucking Association, the Livestock and Bulk 

Association, Transport Workers Union, Toll and Linfox. 

226 17 April 2014 A presentation was made to the NRMA. The purpose of the meeting was to 
3 present the preferred tender design and seek feedback. 

226 8 April 2014 A meeting was held with Ku-ring-gai Council. The purpose of the meeting was 
4 to present the preferred tender design and seek council feedback. 

226 9 April 2014 A meeting was held with Hornsby Shire Council. The purpose of the meeting 
5 was to present the preferred tender design and seek council feedback. 

226 20 May 2014 A meeting was held with The Hills Shire Council. The purpose of the meeting 
6 was to present the preferred tender design and seek council feedback. 

226 Interviews and surveys December 2013 
7 
226 Communications July 2013 Interviews and surveys were conducted with potentially 
8 affected business owners. 

226 October 2013 A 'Letter to the householder' was sent to around 14,000 property addresses 
9 along the project corridor detailing community engagement events to local newspapers. 
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October 2013 Letters were sent to around 200 interest groups inviting them to attend the 
community engagement events in October 2013 and to provide feedback on the project. 
Feedback received from interested parties was provided to the three tenderers for 
consideration during the development of their respective tender designs. 

226 November to December 2013 Property owners were notified of air quality monitoring, noise 
11 and heritage field studies, including telephone calls and letterbox drops to targeted 

residents notifying them of the start of environmental field work. 

226 December 2013 The NorthConnex community involvement issues report was published on 
12 the project website. The report provided a summary of the community feedback received to 

date including issues raised at community engagement events. Over 200 registered 
stakeholders were informed by email about the publication of the report. 

227 Week commencing 16 March 2014 Postcards were sent to around 7,000 properties within 
1 the preferred project corridor (along the proposed tunnel alignment) encouraging residents 

to attend upcoming community information sessions and to visit the interactive web 
mapping site for more project information. 

227 Week commencing 16 March 2014. A 'Letter to the householder' was sent accompanied 
2 by community update No. 3 distributed to over 3,000 along the corridor potentially affected 

by the Hills M2 Motorway integration work. 

227 Week commencing 16 March 2014 Letters were sent to over 658 interest groups and local 
3 organisations, including schools, places of worship, aged care facilities and clubs. Follow 

up calls to 79 schools providing project information and eight briefings were held. 

227 Week commencing 16 March 2014 Invitations were sent to around 202 interest groups to 
4 attend targeted interest group briefings. Three interest group briefings were held covering: 

traffic and transport; business and industry; and environment and community. 

227 16 March 2014 The preferred tender design and tenderer was publicly announced by the 
5 Prime Minister and Premier for NSW. 

227 Week commencing 16 March 2014 door knocks and letters of acquisition notification were 
6 delivered to potentially directly impacted property owners along the preferred project 

corridor outlining property impacts, the property acquisition process and timing. 

227 Week commencing 28 April 2014 Phone calls to 25 aged care and medical facilities in the 
7 project area and 55 places of worship, providing project information and briefing invitation 

228/247 Primarily these pages address technical issues raised by other agencies. 

248 Table 6-8 Issues raised by the community Strategic justification and project need 
1 

Q Appropriateness of the unsolicited proposal process with NSW Government and 
Transurban. 
A The unsolicited proposals process in NSW, as outlined in Unsolicited Proposals: Guide 
for Submission and Assessment (NSW Government, 2014) (revised and updated since its 
original publication in 2012), is a consistent, transparent and streamlined approach for the 
receipt, assessment and determination of unsolicited proposals that may be developed and 
submitted by the private sector for works and/ or activities that would have historically been 
conducted by Government. Unsolicited proposals and the guidelines that govern their 
assessment and published on the NSW Government website 
(http://wvvw.nsw.gov.au/your government/unsolicited-proposals). 
The unsolicited proposal received by Government from Transurban and the Westlink M7 
Motorway Sponsors in relation to the NorthConnex project has been conducted strictly in 
accordance with published guidelines that govern unsolicited proposals. 
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Q Selection criteria and process for appointing the preferred tenderer and design. 
A An outline of the tender evaluation process is provided in Chapter 4. A key input into the 
assessment of tenders was an analysis of potential environmental, social and land use 
impacts associated with each tender design. 

248 Q Evidence that the preferred scheme was the 'best' option. 
3 A An overview of the options development process and the tender evaluation process is 

provided in Chapter 4. 

248 Q Government investment should focus on public transport initiatives and improvements 
4 as well as cycling infrastructure. 

A The NSW Government recognises the need to provide balanced planning, funding and 
implementation of transport infrastructure that responds to the needs of New South Wales, 
including Sydney. The NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan (Transport for NSW, 
December 2012a) responds to this need with a clear and transparent framework of 
transport infrastructure priorities, including investments in road, rail and other public 
transport infrastructure. The Master Plan includes arrangements for funding new and 
upgrade transport infrastructure, including public transport infrastructure, and a prioritised 
program for delivery of this infrastructure. 

248 Q Support for project as a solution to improve existing traffic congestion and noise impacts 
5 along Pennant Hills Road. 

A The support for the project is acknowledged. 

249 Q Cost-benefit assessment of project impacts and project objectives. 
1 A The justification and conclusion of the project, having taken into account the identified 

environmental impacts and mitigation measures, is provided in Chapter 11. This includes 
consideration of the project against the objects of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. 

249 Project funding; Q Project funding, government contributions and commercial incentives 
2 or Transurban. 

A Project funding arrangements are described in Chapter 4. The Australian and State 
Governments have each committed up to $405 million to the project. The remainder of the 
cost of the project would be funded by Transurban and the Westlink M7 Shareholders and 
would be recouped from tolls on the project and changes to tolling for heavy vehicles on 
some Sydney motorways. The proposed toll on the project would be generally consistent 
with the tolling structure on the Hills M2 Motorway. 

249 Q Increase in tolling and taxes to benefit private sector investment (Transurban). 
3 A Project funding arrangements are described in Chapter 4. The Australian and State 

Governments have each committed up to $405 million to the project. The remainder of the 
cost of the project would be funded by Transurban and the Westlink M7 Shareholders and 
would be recouped from tolls on the project and changes to tolling for heavy vehicles on 
some Sydney motorways. The proposed toll on the project would be generally consistent 
with the tolling structure on the Hills M2 Motorway. 

249 Q Increase tolls for trucking industry. 
4 A Project funding arrangements, including tolling changes, are described in Chapter 4. 

'each committed up to $405 million to the project. The remainder of the cost of the project 
would be funded by Transurban and the Westlink M7 Shareholders and would be 
recouped from tolls on the project and changes to tolling for heavy vehicles on some 
Sydney motorways. The proposed toll on the project is consistent with the tolling structure 
on the Hills M2 Motorway. 

249 QConcession Deed changes across the motorway network to fund the Project 
5 A Project funding arrangements are described in Chapter 4. The Australian and State 

Governments have each committed up to $405 million to the project. The remainder of the 
cost of the project would be funded by Transurban and the Westlink M7 Shareholders and 
would be recouped from tolls on the project and changes to tolling for heavy vehicles on 
some Sydney motorways. The proposed toll on the project would be generally consistent 
with the tolling structure on the Hills M2 Motorway. 
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Q Security of project finance and funding needs to ensure the viability of the project. 
A Project funding arrangements are described in Chapter 4. The Australian and State 
Governments have each committed up to $405 million to the project. The remainder of the 
cost of the project would be funded by Transurban and the Westlink M7 shareholders and 
would be recouped from tolls on the project and changes to tolling for heavy vehicles on 
some Sydney motorways. The proposed toll on the project would be generally consistent 
with the tolling structure on the Hills M2 Motorway. 

250 Q Consideration of distance based and time of use tolling. 
2 A Project funding arrangements are described in Chapter 4. The proposed toll on the 

project would be consistent with the tolling structure on the Hills M2 Motorway. 

250 Project development and alternatives 
3 Q Consideration of alternatives to the proposed tunnel to alleviate traffic 

A Project options and alternatives are provided in Chapter 4. 

250 Q Consideration of other corridors as part of the current project. 
4 A more long term option for an extra crossing over the Hawkesbury River, connection to 

the Westlink M7 and inclusion of a rail line should be included. The 'yellow route' from the 
2004 study would resolve the Macquarie Park accessibility problems. 
A Project options and alternatives are provided in Chapter 4. NB Project alternatives and 
route alignment options have been assessed through several reports, including community 
consultation since 2002. A road tunnel connection consistent with the project has been 
reviewed and confirmed as meeting the transport needs of Sydney in the immediate term. 

250 Q The 'purple route' was preferred as it followed the alignment of Pennant Hills Road and 
5 avoided going under homes. 

A The preferred tender design is within the purple corridor option identified by the 2004 
report. Details of the options assessment is provided in Chapter 4. 

250 Q Project delivery program including construction start, staging and duration. 
6 A The project description including project staging is provided in Chapter 5. The program 

for delivery of the project has been developed to strike an appropriate balance between 
timely implementation of the project and minimisation of impacts on the surrounding 
environment and communities. 

251 Q Selection and alternatives for the location of the northern ventilation facility, away from 
1 residential area and schools. Suggested alternative to locate the facility within the 

industrial area located to the North or to the south around Pearce's corner. 
A The locations of the two project ventilation facilities has taken into account operational 
efficiencies associated with location close to the main alignment tunnel portals, and 
balanced consideration of other relevant factors including engineering and construction 
practicality, local topography and landscape, availability and access to land and the need 
to acquire land, environmental and land use impacts, and potential community disruption 
during construction. Further details regarding site selection for the ventilation facilities is 
provided in Chapter 4. 

251 Q Selection and alternatives for the location of the southern ventilation facility, away from 
2 residential area. Suggested alternative to locate the facility within the Pennant Hills Golf 

Club, to the east of Pennant Hills Road. 
A The ventilation facilities for project have been shown through the air quality assessment 
(refer to Section 7.3), human health risk assessment (refer to Section 7.4) and the noise 
assessment (refer Section 7.2) to meet acceptable air quality, health and noise outcomes 
during operation. In most cases, impacts on receivers adjacent to and around the 
ventilation facilities are very low. On this basis, it has been concluded that both ventilation 
facilities could be operated in their proposed locations without significant impacts on the 
environment or local communities. Further details regarding site selection for the 
ventilation facilities is provided in Chapter 4. 
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Q Selection and alternatives for the location of the Wilson Road tunnel 
support facility. Suggested alternative to locate the facility across Pennant Hills Road in 
Observatory Park. 
A For operational and safety reasons, the tunnel support facilities are required to be 
located at around third points along the main alignment tunnels and directly above the 
tunnels. The assessments undertaken and presented in this environmental impact 
statement demonstrate that the Wilson Road tunnel support facility could be constructed 
and operated without significant impacts on the environment or local communities. Further 
details regarding site selection for the tunnel support facilities is provided in Chapter 4. 

251 Q Selection and alternatives for the location of the Trelawney Street tunnel support facility. 
4 Suggested alternative to locate the facility in the industrial land 

area across Pennant Hills Road. For operational and safety reasons, the tunnel support 
facilities were required to be located at around third points along the main alignment 
tunnels and directly above the tunnels. The assessments undertaken and presented in this 
environmental impact statement demonstrate that the Trelawney Street tunnel support 
facility could be constructed and operated without significant impacts on the environment 
or local communities. 
Further details regarding site selection for the tunnel support facilities is provided in 
Chapter 4. 

252 Consideration of the Equilibria project proposal as a design alternative. The Equilibria 
1 proposal involved the northern portals of the NorthConnex tunnel being moved 

approximately one kilometre further north along the M1 Pacific 
Motorway and for the current footprint of the M1 Pacific Motorway to be used for residential 
development. The alternative Equilibria proposal to government would need to be 
considered under the NSW Government's unsolicited proposals process. The equilibria 
proposal does not align with the unsolicited proposal currently being considered by the 
NSW Government in accordance with The Guide of Submissions and Assessment of 
Unsolicited Proposals (2012). 
A response has been provided to the Equilibria proponents citing safety, traffic 
management, financial and equity limitations including: residential development. 

• No suitable alternative for dangerous goods vehicles travelling along the M1 Pacific 
Motorway. Vehicles carrying dangerous goods would be forced off the motorway 
around Berowra and would need to travel through additional residential areas of 
Berowra, Asquith and Hornsby. Alternatively, safety standards would need to be 
relaxed to allow dangerous goods vehicles in the tunnel which would have potential 
implications for in-tunnel road safety. 

• Forcing vehicles who need to access the Pennant Hills road corridor from the M1 
Pacific Motorway through a tolled tunnel. 

• Lack of consideration of traffic management issues of the tunnel extension were 
closed due to an incident (unlike NorthConnex with Pennant Hills Road remaining as 
an alternative). 

• Lack of robust financial and cost estimate information that allows for proposal 
appraisal. 

The additional length of tunnelling would also require another intermediate tunnel support 
facility (similar to the Wilson Road and Trelawney Street tunnel support facilities) in order 
to provide a safe in-tunnel environment in the event of an emergency. This would result in 
additional land acquisition, and associated social and environmental impacts. 

252 Project scope Q The location, number, scale and design features of the northern and 
2 southern interchanges. 

A A project description including interchange information is provided in Section 5. The 
northern and southern interchanges have been designed to provide efficient traffic 
connections, and to balance environmental and community issues to minimise impacts 
overall. 

252 Q Design options including elevated sections of road or ramps. 
3 A Design refinements carried out as part of the tender process are described in Chapter 4. 
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Q Mid-tunnel access options for motorists (eg near Beecroft Road). 
A The reasons for not including an intermediate interchange in the scope of the project are 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

253 Q Tunnel depth, alignment options following Pennant Hills Road or under properties. 
1 A Design refinements carried out as part of the tender process, including consideration of 

tunnel depth and the horizontal alignment are described in Chapter 4. 

253 Q Tunnel interface, including design and implications, with other infrastructure such as the 
2 North West Rail Link. 

A Design refinement details including the consideration of other infrastructure are provided 
in Chapter 4. 

253 Q Hills M2 Motorway integration work is on the same side of the motorway as the previous 
3 widening for the Hills M2 Motorway Upgrade project. The same residents will be impacted 

again. 
A The scope of the Hills M2 Motorway integration works is detailed in Chapter 5. Potential 
impacts from this project component are provided throughout the impact assessment 
sections in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. 

253 Q Southern interchange ramp design and location resulting in impacts on nearby 
4 The design of the southern interchange is described in Chapter 5. 

A Potential impacts from this project component are provided throughout the impact 
assessment sections in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. The southern interchange and tunnel 
portals have been design and located to optimise traffic efficiency, minimise engineering 
complexity and cost, and minimise potential impacts on the environment, local 
communities and land use. The need for land acquisition has been minimise through 
design of this infrastructure. 

253 Q Northern interchange and tunnel portal entry and exit design and locations resulting in 
5 impacts on nearby residential areas. 

A The design of the northern interchange is described in Chapter 5. Potential impacts from 
this project component are provided throughout the impact assessment sections in 
Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. The northern interchange and tunnel portals have been design 
and located to optimise traffic efficiency, minimise engineering complexity and cost, and 
minimise potential impacts on the environment, local communities and land use. The need 
for land acquisition has been minimise through design of this infrastructure. 

253 Q Design, including form and height, of the tunnel ventilation and support facilities in 
6 relation to existing residential context. 

Project description including the design of the tunnel, ancillary facilities and ventilation 
system is provided in Chapter 5. Tunnel ventilation facilities have been design to provide 
efficient and effective dispersion of emissions, having regard to surrounding receivers, 
meteorology and topography. The need to minimise visual impacts, land take and 
disruption to the local community were also important factors taken into account in the 
design of the ventilation facilities. A similar design process has been applied to other 
ancillary facilities, which have been subject to a balance assessment of potential 
environmental, community and land use issues to minimise potential impacts overall. 

254 Q Limitation of tunnel design to include only two lanes in each direction, when the tunnel is 
1 opened. 

A Design options including the number of lanes are provided in Chapter 4. The decision 
to open with project to two lanes of traffic in each direction has been based on traffic 
forecasting and detailed analysis of traffic demands. To future-proof the project, space has 
been allowed in the main alignment tunnels to mark a third lane in each direction, if growth 
in traffic demand and other operational considers warrant increased tunnel capacity. 

254 Q Noise reduction road surface material to be considered as part of project design. 
2 A Measures to mitigate and manage noise impacts are provided in Section 7.2. The 

design of the project includes low noise road pavement for surface works on motorways. 
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Q Future extent of additional widening along the M1 Pacific Motorway to accommodate the 
use of the third lane in each direction. 
A Any future widening of the M1 Pacific Motorway, if undertaken, is outside the scope of 
this project. If required in the future, works on the M1 Pacific Motorway would be subject 
to separate assessment and approval in accordance with the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979. 

254 Environmental assessment Q Environmental impact statement methodology for the 
4 project. 

A The impact assessment methodology for each environmental aspect is consistent with 
relevant guidelines. Details of the assessment methodologies are provided in Chapter 7 
and Chapter 8. 

254 Q Consideration of construction and operational impacts. 
5 A Assessment of environmental impacts from construction and operation of the project is 

provided in the respective sections of Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. 

254 Q Consideration of alternatives. 
6 A A description of the options and alternatives process is provided in Chapter 4. 

254 Q Degree to which issues raised by the community are addressed in the environmental 
7 impact statement. 

A Details of community consultation are provided in this chapter. Issues raised have been 
considered in the environmental impact statement and in the design of the project. 

254 Q Degree to which the assessment process is conducted in an independent manner. 
8 A This environmental impact statement has been: 

• Prepared in accordance with relevant guidelines developed by regulatory agencies. 
• Certified by the authors as neither false nor misleading. 
• Reviewed by regulatory agencies including the Department of Planning and 

Environment, the EPA, NSW Health, NSW Office of Water, Office of Environment and 
Heritage, and Department of Primary Industries. 

The Department of Planning and Environment has undertaken an assessment of the 
project and recommended the Minister for Planning makes a determination with 
consideration given to community and regulatory agency inputs. 

255 Q Extend consultation period as part of the environmental impact statement public 
1 exhibition period due to lack of consultation during the project development phase, the 

complexity and scale of the project and the significant potential impact of the project. 
A The public exhibition period for this environmental impact statement is determined by the 
Department of Planning and Environment, and in accordance with the provisions of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. The minimum period for public 
exhibition would be 30 days. Any extensions to this period are at the discretion of the 
Department of Planning and Environment. 

255 Q Environmental impact statement, technical documents and air quality data 
2 should be presented in plain-English and accessible to the public. 

A The environmental impact statement is prepared to enable the document to be 
accessible and understood by the general public. A series of community information 
sessions have been programmed during the public exhibition of the environmental impact 
statement to provide further opportunities for interested community members to discuss 
information presented in the environmental impact statement. 

255 Consultation process Q Availability and accessibility of data collected from field 
3 investigations such as noise, air quality and traffic monitoring data to the public. 

A The data collected from field investigations has been presented in the relevant sections 
of this environmental impact statement. 
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Q Timing and inadequacy of available project information and distribution. 
A Consultation undertaken during the preparation of the environmental impact statement is 
described in this chapter. Consultation has included provision of information to the 
community as it becomes available, and will continued through the public exhibition of the 
environmental impact statement, including community information sessions. 

255 Q Extent of distribution area for project related communication (such as Community 
5 Update newsletters and letters to the householder). 

A The distribution area for community information materials has covered the local 
community around all project components. In identifying the distribution area, all 
endeavours were made to ensure that potentially affected and interested community 
members were informed of project consultation activities. 

255 Q Details of the communication program to advise the community of the project scope, 
6 proposed design, tender evaluation, environmental assessment process, project 

development and opportunities for consultation. 
A Details of the consultation process throughout the project are provided in this chapter. 

255 Q Accessibility and location selection of community information session venues. 
7 A Community information sessions were scheduled across the project corridor. In 

identifying the community information venues, all endeavours were made to ensure that 
potentially affected and interested community members had reasonable access to 
information session venues. 

256 Q Community event format — formal Question and Answer structure does not 
1 provide enough opportunity for individuals to raise questions and concerns across 

the project. 
A Community events were structured to provide a balance between those who 
preferred to ask questions in an open forum and those who prefer to ask questions 
on an individual basis. A mix of question-answer sessions, information displays 
and one-on-one discussions with members of the project team have been provided. 

256 Q Concern regarding the limited project details available for effective community 
2 consultation in the early project stages. 

A Project details were provided to the community at community information sessions at the 
earliest available opportunity. 

256 Q Lack of transparency and community involvement as part of the unsolicited proposal 
3 process. 

A The unsolicited proposals process in NSW, as outlined in Unsolicited Proposals: Guide 
for Submission and Assessment (NSW Government, 2014) (revised and updated since its 
original publication in 2012), is a consistent, transparent and streamlined approach for the 
receipt, assessment and determination of unsolicited proposals that may be developed and 
submitted by the private sector for works and/ or activities that would have historically been 
conducted by Government. Unsolicited proposals and the guidelines that govern their 
assessment and published on the NSW Government website (http://www.nsw.gov.au/your-government/unsolicited-proposals). 

The unsolicited proposal received by Government 
from Transurban and the Westlink M7 Motorway Shareholders in relation to the project has 
been conducted strictly in accordance with published guidelines that govern unsolicited 
proposals. 

256 NB: Q Accessibility of background information and previous studies such as the 
4 Pearlman Report. 

A Background information including the 2004 report and the 2007 Pearlman Review 
are available on the Roads and Maritime Services website at: 
(www.rms.nsw.gov.au/roadprojects/projects/building_sydney_motorways) 
Background information relevant to the project has been provided through 
community information sessions as it has become available. 
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Q Opportunity for community consultation on the preferred tender design to inform 
changes to the project proposal. 
A Community consultation throughout the detailed design and construction stages are 
described in this chapter and the Community Communication Framework in Appendix D. 
Consultation on the location and design of the project has been ongoing since 2002. 

256 Q Lack of consultation with residents regarding the location and the design of ancillary 
6 project surface infrastructure, including the location of the ventilation outlets and tunnel 

support facilities. 
A The selection process for the locations of the ancillary infrastructure is provided in 
Chapter 4. The project, including ancillary project infrastructure, has been designed with a 
balanced consideration of engineering practicalities, cost implications, road network 
performance and safety, environmental and community impacts, and land use and land 
acquisition requirements. The project design has been optimised to minimise impacts 
overall. 

257 Q Limited and inaccurate visual images to represent the project proposal. Before 
1 and after images requested to provide a more clear understanding of proposed buildings 

and sites. 
A Before and after artists' impressions of the project are provided in Section 7.5. 

257 Q Concern project information may not be reaching non-English speaking background 
2 families and communities. 

A Community updates provide relevant information for people of non-English speaking 
background to gain information regarding the project, including details of translation 
services. 

257 Q Inadequate consultation and notification regarding Hills M2 Motorway integration 
3 work. Work will result in cumulative construction and long-term impacts on 

the same communities impacted by the recent Hills M2 Motorway Upgrade 
project. 
A Consultation with the local community regarding the Hills M2 Motorway integration works 
is described in this chapter. The relevant sections of the environmental impact statement 
have considered the cumulative impacts with the recently completed Hills M2 Motorway 
Upgrade project. 

257 Q Complaint management during construction, particularly in relation to night-time work 
4 impact on the sleep of local residents. 

A Consultation strategy including complaint management during construction is provided in 
this chapter and the Community Communication Framework in Appendix D. Information 
regarding proposed the hours of works are provided in Chapter 5. 

257 Potential environmental impacts - Construction methodology 
5 Q Construction program, duration of activities and extent of impacts around construction 

compounds. 
A The project description including construction staging is provided in Chapter 5. The 
program for delivery of the project has been developed to strike an appropriate balance 
between timely 

257 Q Construction hours for activities at construction compounds. Project description 
6 including construction hours at ancillary facilities is provided in Chapter 5. 

A While much of the construction of the project can be carried out during standard 
construction hours, some construction activities including tunnelling and tunnelling support, 
and works within live motorways, must be scheduled out of standard construction hours 
and / or on a continuous basis for practical or safety reasons. 

257 Operational traffic Q Potential project benefit to reduce current traffic levels on Pennant 
6 Hills Road and the local traffic network. 

A Assessment of traffic impacts including identification of potential benefits is provided in 
Section 7.1 and Appendix E. 
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Q Improved reliability along Pennant Hills Road due to a reduction in traffic 
A Assessment of traffic impacts including identification of potential benefits is provided in 
Section 7.1 and Appendix E. 

258 Q Impact to traffic flow on the Hills M2 Motorway, Pennant Hills Road, local 
2 area networks and the Sydney Orbital network. 

A Assessment of traffic impacts including identification of potential benefits is provided in 
Section 7.1 and Appendix E. 

258 Q Traffic on Pennant Hills Road will not improve as a result of the project because the 
3 existing topography and surrounding bushland reserves make Pennant Hills Road the 

primary north- south roadway. 
A Assessment of traffic impacts including identification of potential benefits is provided in 
Section 7.1 and Appendix E. 

258 Q Management of trucks on Pennant Hills Road and incentives to use the tunnel. 
4 A Details regarding heavy vehicle regulatory measures are provided in Chapter 5. 

258 Q Adjustments to Pennant Hills Road as part of the project proposal to reduce 
5 the number of surface lanes, changes to traffic light sequences, funnel vehicles 

into the tunnel and to include a dedicated bus lane and / or cycle lane. 
A A detailed description of all work associated with the project is provided in Chapter 5. 
While the project provides opportunities for future enhancements along Pennant Hills 
Road, these do not form part of the scope of this project and would need to be considered 
separately by the relevant government agencies. 

258 Q Changes to existing intersections and interchanges at the northern and 
6 southern end of the tunnel. 

A A detailed description of work associated with the project including surface works around 
interchanges is provided in Chapter 5. 

258 Q Ineffective operation of the interchanges and their integration into the local road 
7 network resulting in drivers using local roads as rat runs, especially during construction. 

A Assessment of traffic performance of the interchanges is provided in Section 7.1 and 
Appendix E. 

258 Q Changes to the local road network and traffic conditions on local streets. 
8 A Changes to the local road network are outlined in Chapter 5. 

259 Q Use of traffic lights at the tunnel entry and exit points. 
1 A Traffic lights are not proposed at tunnel entry and exit points. Traffic lights at tunnel 

entry and exit points would not be consistent efficient motorway connection. 

259 Q Traffic modelling to remove 50 per cent of trucks off Pennant Hills Road is not enough to 
2 make an improvement given the increase in future traffic volumes. Pennant Hills Road will 

remain congested. 
A Assessment of operational traffic impacts, including future conditions along Pennant Hills 
Road, is provided in Section 7.1. 

259 Construction traffic Q Access to construction areas from residential roads and residents 
3 impacted along truck haulage routes. 

A Site access and egress and haulage routes are provided in Section 7.1. Wherever 
possible, site access points have been located with direct access to and from the arterial 
road network. 

259 Q Construction access for work on the Darling Mills Creek viaduct should not use Ventura 
4 Road for access. 

A Access arrangements for the Darling Mills Creek compound are described in Chapter 5. 
In response to this feedback received, use of Ventura Road access tack has been limited 
to the delivery and removal of large excavation equipment only. The main access point 
would be directly to and from the Hills M2 Motorway. 
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Q Construction impact on bushwalking access under the Darling Mills Creek 
viaduct. 
A Impacts during construction to the walking track are described in Section 7.7. 

259 
6 

Q Traffic delays on the Hills M2 Motorway local roads as a result of 
construction activities and truck movements. 
A An assessment of construction traffic impacts is provided in Section 7.1. Disruptions to 
traffic during construction would be managed to minimise the extent and duration of 
impacts to the road network. 

259 Q Impact on existing traffic volumes on Pennant Hills Road and the surrounding road 
7 network by introducing large numbers of construction vehicles onto these roads. 

A An assessment of construction traffic impacts is provided in Section 7.1. Construction 
traffic would be scheduled and managed to minimise potential impacts on the surrounding 
road where reasonable and feasible. 

259 Q Traffic impact from increase in heavy vehicles during construction on location 
8 streets and intersections 

A An assessment of construction traffic impacts is provided in Section 7.1. Construction 
traffic would be scheduled and managed to minimise potential impacts on the surrounding 
road network where reasonable and feasible. 

259 Q Traffic impact along spoil haulage routes. 
9 A An assessment of construction traffic impacts is provided in Section 7.1. 

260 Q Existing parking problems on local streets, particularly near to bus and train stops, will 
1 increase during construction. 

A An assessment of construction traffic impacts is provided in Section 7.1. It is proposed 
to utilise a central parking location for construction workers in order to limit potential 
parking impacts surrounding the compounds. 

260 Q Managing pedestrians around heavy construction vehicles especially during school 
2 hours. 

A An assessment of construction traffic impacts, including the identification of mitigation 
measures which consider the safety of the public, is provided in Section 7.1. Construction 
traffic would be scheduled and managed to minimise potential impacts on the surrounding 
road network where feasible and reasonable. 

260 Public transport impact Q Changes to public transport service and routes along Pennant 
3 Hill Roads, Hills M2 Motorway and local streets during construction and operation. 

A Potential impacts on public transport and local streets during construction and operation 
of the project are described in Section 7.7. 

260 Q Changes to public transport services and routes along the Hills M2 Motorway during 
4 construction and operation. 

A Potential impacts on public transport during construction and operation of the project are 
described in Section 7.7. 

260 Q Impact to existing bus stops including Barclay Road and Oakes Road during 
5 construction and / or operation. 

A Potential impacts on public transport during construction and operation, including 
potential for alterations to the Barclay Road and Oakes Road bus stops are described in 
Section 7.7. 

260 Q Provision of additional parking around train stations and bus stops should be 
6 considered. 

A Provision of additional car parking for public transport infrastructure is outside the scope 
of this project. 

260 Cyclist considerations Q Impact to cyclists on the Hills M2 Motorway during 
7 construction of required westbound integration work. 

A Potential impacts on cyclists during construction and alternative cycle routes are 
discussed in Section 7.7.3. 
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Q Safety and design considerations for an alternative cycle route during construction. 
A Potential impacts on cyclists during construction and alternative cycle routes are 
discussed in Section 7.7. 

260 Q Opportunity to include a dedicated cycle lane on Pennant Hills Road. The project offers 
9 the potential to consider enhancements along Pennant Hills Road in the future, however 

these do not form part of this project. 
A The potential for future embellishments would be subject to separate consideration by 
relevant government agencies and local councils. 

260 Operational traffic safety Q Likelihood of an incident as a result of overheight vehicles 
10 within the tunnel. The tunnel has been designed as the highest tunnel is Sydney to reduce 

the likelihood of an incident involving overheight vehicles. 
A This, along with tunnel overheight detection systems are discussed in Section 8.2. 

261 Q Risk to local communities of a tunnel collapse incident similar to what occurred during 
1 construction of the Lane Cove Road tunnel. 

A Lessons learnt from the Lane Cove tunnel incident have been applied to the design and 
construction methods for this project. The risk of tunnel collapse is discussed in Section 
8.2. 

261 Q Tunnel design features to minimise driver fatigue and potential for in-tunnel incidents. 
2 A Measures to minimise operational hazards and risks including the potential for in-tunnel 

incidents are provided in Section 8.2. In-tunnel way finding signage is proposed in order to 
provide interest to the journey through the tunnel and minimise the risk of driver fatigue. 

261 Hazard and incident response Q Tunnel design features to minimise driver fatigue and 
3 potential for in-tunnel incidents. 

A Measures to minimise operational hazards and risks including the potential for in-tunnel 
incidents are provided in Section 8.2. In-tunnel way finding signage is proposed in order to 
provide interest to the journey through the tunnel and minimise the risk of driver fatigue. 

261 Q Incident management in case of fire or blackout in the tunnel. 
4 A Tunnel emergency management infrastructure and procedures are described in Chapter 

5 and Section 8.2. 

261 Q Potential for motorists to be trapped in the tunnel during major bushfire events. The M1 
5 Pacific Motorway and Pennant Hills Road have been blocked as a result of bushfires in the 

past. 
A The design of tunnel includes in-tunnel management measures in the event of incidents. 
These are described in Section 8.2. 

261 Q Development of emergency response management plan. 
6 A The emergency response and management features of the project are described in 

Section 8.2. 

261 Noise and vibration Q Existing and increasing noise levels from heavy vehicles on 
7 Pennant Hills Road. 

A Assessment of construction and operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2 
and Appendix F. 

261 Q Existing and increasing noise levels on Hills M2 Motorway from heavy vehicles 
8 and the use of compression breaking. Existing noise issues since the 

connection with the Westlink M7 remains unresolved and will increase as a result of 
widening work and additional heavy vehicles from the tunnel. 
A Assessment of construction and operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2 
and Appendix F. 

261 Q Existing and increasing noise levels along the M1 Pacific Motorway. 
9 A Assessment of construction and operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2 

and Appendix F. 
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1 

Q Acceptability of noise impact assessment methodology, including adequacy of 
monitoring and modelling as well as the process for determining noise mitigation options 
and properties eligible to receive noise treatment. 
A The noise and vibration methodology, assessment of potential impacts, and 
management and mitigation measures are provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix F. 

262 Q Noise wall movements along the NorthConnex tunnel, M-1 Pacific Motorway and the Hills 
2 M2 Motorway. 

A Measures to manage and mitigate operational noise impacts, including an assessment 
of noise barriers, is provided in Section 7.2. 

262 Q Noise wall design, height, material and colour. Noise walls should blend into 
3 environmental surroundings, eg painted green, similar to some existing noise walls along 

the Hills M2 Motorway. 
A An assessment of visual and urban design impacts including noise walls is provided 
Section 7.5. Final details of the nature, location and design of noise walls would be 
established during detailed design of the project. 

262 Q Consideration of noise walls along the Darling Mills Creek viaduct on the Hills M2 
4 Motorway. 

A Measures to manage and mitigate operational noise impacts, including an assessment 
of noise barriers, is provided in Section 7.2. Final details of the nature, location and design 
of noise walls would be established during detailed design of the project. 

262 QDesign and extent of new noise walls around the tunnel support facilities and ventilation 
5 facilities. Clarification on existing noise walls to be retained along the M1 Pacific 

Motorway. 
A Measures to manage and mitigate operational noise impacts, including an assessment 
of noise barriers, is provided in Section 7.2. Final details of the nature, location and design 
of noise walls would be established during detailed design of the project. 

262 Q Inadequate existing noise walls along existing roads including the Hills M2 Motorway 
6 and M1 Pacific Motorway. Many existing noise walls are made of old materials and are not 

high enough. 
A Measures to manage and mitigation operational noise impacts, including an assessment 
of noise barriers, is provided in Section 7.2. Final details of the nature, location and design 
of noise walls would be established during detailed design of the project. 

262 Q Noise impact at properties located near to ventilation outlets and the tunnel support 
7 facilities during construction and operation. 

A Assessment of construction and operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2 
and Appendix F. 

263 QNoise impact on residential properties nearby construction compounds and along spoil 
1 disposal haulage routes. 

A Assessment of construction noise impacts, including construction traffic noise, is 
provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix F. 

263 Q Noise impact as a result of night work as part of tunnelling and along the Hills M2 
2 A Assessment of construction noise impacts, including potential out of hours works, is 

provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix F. 

263 Q Vibration impact as a result of tunnelling work and construction activities, particularly at 
3 night. 

A Assessment of construction vibration impacts is provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix 
F. 

263 Q Vibration impact in homes located above the tunnel during operation, particularly where 
4 the tunnel ramps are shallow to the surface. 

A Assessment of construction vibration impacts is provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix 
F. 
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Q Operational vibration impact resulting in disruption and property damage. 
A Assessment of construction vibration impacts is provided in Section 7.2. The operation 
of the project tunnels is not anticipated to generate vibration impacts. 

263 Q Acceptable noise levels for construction and operation. Assessment of construction and 
6 operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2. 

A The noise criteria have been established in accordance with the relevant applicable 
noise assessment guidelines and policies endorsed by the Environment Protection 
Authority. 

263 Q Impact along the Hills M2 Motorway from night work and the relocation of existing 
7 operational noise walls. 

A Assessment of construction and operational noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2, 
including for construction activities to be conducted outside of standard construction hours. 

263 Q Construction noise impact at properties along Pennant Hills Road, the Hills M2 
8 Motorway and around the two interchanges. 

A Assessment of construction noise impacts is provided in Section 7.2 and Appendix F. 

263 Air quality QConstruction dust impact at properties near Pennant Hills Road, Hills M2 
9 Motorway and construction compounds. 

A Assessment of construction air quality impacts is provided in Section 7.3 and 
Appendix G. 

263 Q Potential improvements to local air quality that would result from less 
10 congestion and traffic on Pennant Hills Road. 

A Assessment of operational air quality impacts and benefits is provided in Section 7.3 
and Appendix G. 

264 Q Qualitative and quantitative effects on regional and local air quality. 
1 Assessment of construction and operational air quality impacts is provided in Section 7.3 

and Appendix G. 

264 Q Monitoring, management and mitigation of potential local air quality impact. 
2 Transparency and availability of air quality data and assessments to the 

public. 
A Assessment of construction and operational air quality impacts and measures to 
manage and mitigate the impact is provided in Section 7.3. Air quality data is provided in 
the technical working paper: air quality in Appendix G. 

264 Q Opportunity for tunnel design to minimise in tunnel air quality impact. The tunnel has 
3 been designed to maintain appropriate air quality within the tunnel that is protective of the 

health and amenity of motorists. 
A An assessment of the air quality within the tunnels is provided in Section 7.4. 

264 Q Number, location and design height of ventilation facilities along the project 
4 A A description of ventilation systems and facilities is provided in Chapter 5 and Section 

7.3. 

264 Q Opportunity to use filtration to treat air quality in the tunnel and from ventilation facilities 
5 such as on the M5 East, particularly in residential areas. 

A Discussion of potential filtration as part of the project ventilation system is provided in 
Section 7.3. Based on an assessment of the costs and benefits of tunnel filtration, and in 
light of the minimal air quality and human health impacts of the project, it has been 
concluded that tunnel filtration is not warranted. 

264 Q Management of in-tunnel air quality during operation and during incident response. 
6 A The project ventilation system has been designed to maintain appropriate air quality 

within the tunnel that is protective of the health and amenity of motorists. An assessment of 
the air quality within the tunnels is provided in Section 7.4. 
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Q Location of existing background air quality monitoring stations. 
A The rationale for the locations of the background air quality monitoring stations is 
provided in Section 7.3. 

264 Q Duration of background monitoring to inform the air quality assessment. 
8 A An overview of background air quality monitoring is provided in Section 7.3. 

264 Q Location of permanent air quality monitoring locations as part of tunnel operations. 
9 A Operational air quality monitoring is described in Section 7.3. Details of operational air 

quality monitoring would be developed during detailed design of the project, and to meet 
the specific requirements of conditions of approval, if relevant. 

264 Q Consideration should be given to monitoring air quality at residential properties nearby 
10 the ventilation outlets. 

A Operational air quality monitoring is described in in Section 7.3. Details of operational 
air quality monitoring would be developed during detailed design of the project, and to 
meet the specific requirements of conditions of approval, if relevant. 

264 Q Clarification on what pollutants are being monitored and measured. 
11 A The air quality impact assessment methodology is provided in Section 7.3, including 

pollutants that have been monitored. 

265 Q Clarification on who is responsible for monitoring and the analysis of the results. 
1 A Monitoring has been undertaken by the project on behalf of Roads and Maritime. The 

analysis of air quality results has been undertaken as part of the environmental impact 
statement. Future monitoring requirements would be determined in consultation with the 
Environment Protection Authority and would be undertaken by the motorway operator. 

265 Q Existing air quality impact along the Hills M2 Motorway, M1 Pacific Motorway and 
2 Pennant Hills Road will not be addressed but rather impact will increase. 

A The assessment of construction and operational air quality impacts and benefits is 
provided in Section 7.3. Air quality modelling has been conducted for areas likely to be 
affected by air quality changes associated with the project. 

265 Q Consideration of weather conditions as part of the air quality assessment. 
3 A The air quality impact assessment includes consideration of meteorological conditions. 

The methodology is described in Section 7.3. 

265 Q Air pollution contributions from NorthConnex tunnel emissions in comparison to other 
4 pollution source in Sydney. 

A Assessment of construction and operational air quality impacts and benefits is provided 
in Section 7.3. Predicted contributions of air pollutants from the project have been 
compared with background concentrations of those pollutants. 

265 Q Consideration for the EPA to license emissions discharge from the tunnel under the 
5 Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997. 

A Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 provides activities 
for which an environment protection licence is required. In includes construction but not 
operation of the project. 

265 Q Assessment of impacts from nano- particles as part of the air quality assessment. 
6 The air quality assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Director-General's 

A Requirements and the Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air 
Pollutants (DEC, 2005a). The methodology is described in Section 7.3. The assessments 
particles as small as the PM2.5 fraction. 

265 Q Scope of air quality assessment to include the tunnel at full capacity. The air quality 
7 assessment includes a scenario for the theoretical maximum peak hour capacity. 

A This is provided in Section 7.3. 
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Q Potential assessment of impacts from tunnel portal emissions. Assessment of 
operational air quality impacts and benefits is provided in Section 7.3. 
A The project does not currently propose portal emissions from the main alignment 
tunnels, however this approach may be considered in the future and would be subject to 
appropriate assessment and approval at the relevant time. 

265 Q Air quality assessment to include the microclimate of the Spring Gully valley, prevailing 
9 winds and other metrological conditions. 

A The air quality impact assessment includes consideration of local and regional 
meteorological conditions. The methodology is described in Section 7.3. 

266 Q Requirements and scope for continuous monitoring of air quality impacts and 
1 transparency in reporting. 

A Operational air quality monitoring is described in in Section 7.3. Details of operational 
air quality monitoring would be developed during detailed design of the project, and to 
meet the specific requirements of conditions of approval, if relevant. 

266 Q Two ventilation outlets are insufficient to manage in-tunnel air quality and will result in 
2 concentrating emissions at two points rather than distributing emissions across multiple 

points. 
A Assessment of operational air quality impacts within the tunnel and around the two 
ventilation outlets is provided in Section 7.3. The assessment demonstrates that two 
ventilation facilities are adequate to ensure that air pollution contributions from the project 
are within air quality and health risk criteria, and in most cases lower than existing 
background pollution. 

266 Health Q Air quality impact as a result of the project may cause health issues for 
3 residents living near ventilation and emergency smoke extraction facilities. 

A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The health assessment 
demonstrates that the project would not pose an unacceptable health risk. 

266 Q Adverse impacts from air pollution, particularly on young children and elderly residents. 
4 A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The assessment includes 

consideration of sensitive populations, including infants, children and the elderly. 

266 Q Air quality impact at schools and other sensitive receivers within the project corridor. 
5 A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The assessment includes 

consideration of sensitive receivers. 

266 Q Health impacts on nearby residents experiencing increased stress caused by the 
6 project. 

A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. 

266 Q Impacts from new substations on local residents as a result of exposure to electro-7 
magnetic fields. 
A Consideration of electric and magnetic fields from substations is provided in Section 8.2. 
Substations and electrical infrastructure would be designed to meet current guidance on 
electric and magnetic fields from the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety 
Agency (ARPANSA). 

266 Q Impacts on health as a result of long- term exposure versus short term impacts and 
8 irritation. 

A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The assessment includes 
consideration of both acute (short term) and chronic (long term) health effects. 

266 Q Increase in the incidence of cancer and cardio-respiratory disease as a result of the 
9 project. 

A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The assessment includes 
consideration of cancer and cardio-respiratory disease. 

266 Q Impact of ultra-fine particles on health. 
10 A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. 
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Q Response to findings from previous reports, noting impact to local air quality as a result 
of tunnel ventilation outlets and / or portals. 
A Assessment of health impacts is provided in Section 7.4. The assessment considers 
previous advice from the National Health & Medical Research Council in relation to air 
quality in and around road tunnels. 

267 Landscape character and visual amenity Q Noise wall treatment and colour should 
2 complement existing environmental surroundings along the M1 Pacific Motorway and the 

Hills M2 Motorway. 
A An assessment of visual and urban design including noise walls is provided Section 7.5. 
Noise wall treatment long the Mills M2 Motorway would be consistent with the urban 
design for the recently completed Hills M2 Motorway Upgrade project. 

267 Q Visual impact on nearby residents from the location of signage and lighting along the Hill 
3 M2 Motorway, tunnel portals, toll gantries and other support facilities. 

A Assessment of visual impact from the operation of the project is provided in Section 7.5. 

267 Q Visual impact from tunnel ramps and entry and exit portals, including view changes and 
4 impacted sight lines. 

A Assessment of visual impact from the operation of the project is provided in Section 7.5. 

267 Q Visual impact of ventilation facilities and outlets. 
5 A Assessment of visual impact from the operation of the project is provided in Section 7.5. 

267 Q Request for permanent noise walls and landscaping plantings around the operational 
6 ancillary facilities to be carried out early in the construction program. 

A In response to feedback received during the preferred tender design exhibition a 
mitigation measure was incorporated to consider the early implementation of permanent 
noise walls and landscaping around operational ancillary facilities during construction 
planning. This is described in Section 7.5. 

267 Q Visual impact from tunnel support facilities. 
7 A Assessment of visual impact from the operation of the project is provided in Section 7.5. 

In response to the feedback received during the preferred tender design exhibition, the two 
tunnel support facilities have been lowered in height to reduce their overall bulk and visual 
impact. 

267 Q Impacts from poor landscaping along existing noise walls and the removal of existing 
8 vegetation during construction. 

A An assessment of visual impact from construction and operation of the project is 
provided in Section 7.5. Further details of urban design and landscaping measures would 
be developed during detailed design. 

267 Q Overshadowing and privacy impacts from new buildings on residential properties. 
9 An assessment of visual impact from the operation of the project, including consideration 

of overshadowing, is provided in Section 7.5. 

268 Biodiversity Q Identification, management and monitoring of potential impacts on the 
1 remaining Blue Gum Forest ridge line. Impact may result from a change in ground 

conditions and geology. 
A An assessment of biodiversity impacts, including impacts to Blue Gum High Forest, from 
construction of the project is provided in Section 7.6. 

268 Q Assessment of impact on microbats and their habitat as a result of the project and 
2 nearby ventilation facilities. 

A Assessment of biodiversity impacts from construction and operation of the project, 
including potential impacts to microbats, is provided in Section 7.6. 

268 Q Loss of established trees and vegetation currently providing a buffer to existing roads. 
3 A Assessment of biodiversity impacts from construction and operation of the project is 

provided in Section 7.6. Visual impacts associated with the loss of screening vegetation 
are provided in Section 7.5. 
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Q Replanting of native flora during and post construction. 
A Further details of urban design and landscaping measures would be developed during 
detailed design. It is intended that landscaping would be implemented with native species. 

268 Q Seed collection before the removal of vegetation to develop native tube stock for 
5 replanting. 

A Rehabilitation measures to mitigate biodiversity impacts are provided in Section 7.6. 

268 Q Potential impacts on the Bidjigal Reserve Trust land management area. 
6 A Assessment of biodiversity impact from construction and operation of the project is 

provided in Section 7.6. The assessment takes into account potential indirect impacts on 
the Bidjigal Reserve. 

268 Geology and soils Q Concern regarding unstable geotechnical conditions along the 
7 corridor. 

A Assessment of regional geology is provided in Section 7.8. Consideration of potential 
hazards and risks associated with unstable ground conditions are provided in Section 8.2. 

268 Q Uncertainty regarding existing underground services resulting in tunnelling impacts. 
8 A Impacts to existing services are described in Section 8.1. 

268 Surface water and ground water QManagement of drainage and 
9 groundwater issues along the length of the tunnel. 

A Assessment of surface water impacts, including management measures, is provided in 
Section 7.9. Assessment of groundwater impacts, including management measures, is 
provided in Section 7.8. 

268 Q Impacts on existing protected riparian zones such as Spring Gully Creek. 
10 A Assessment of surface water impacts and measures to manage and mitigate these 

impacts is provided in Section 7.9. 

268 Q Concerns regarding existing drainage issues. 
11 A Assessment of surface water impacts and measures to manage and mitigate these 

impacts is provided in Section 7.9. 

269 Non-Aboriginal heritage Q Impacts on the Hornsby Heritage 
1 A Conservation Area. Assessment of potential non-provided in Section 7.10. 

269 Resource management and waste minimisation Q Management and storage of 
2 material from the tunnel and associated surface work. 

A Management, storage and disposal of spoil is described in Section 8.3. 

269 Q Peak oil phenomenon and its potential impact on project viability. 
3 A Peak oil is discussed in Section 8.3. 

269 Cumulative impacts Q Cumulative construction impacts and fatigue experienced by 
4 nearby residents from the project (including the Hills M2 Motorway integration work), the 

North West Rail Link, the Epping to Thornleigh third track and the Hills M2 Motorway 
Upgrade project. 
A Cumulative impacts with other major construction projects in the region are assessed 
within the relevant impact assessment sections in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8. Potential 
construction fatigue associated with the Hills M2 Motorway integration works are discussed 
in Section 7.2. 

269 Social and economic Q Social and economic Impact on and loss of community facilities 
5 to accommodate construction sites. 

A Assessment of construction and operational impacts on community facilities is provided 
in Section 7.7. 

269 Q Aesthetic impact at properties near Pennant Hills Road and the Hills M2 Motorway as a 
6 result of construction activities. 

A An assessment of visual impacts from construction is provided Section 7.5. 
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Q Impact on quality of life for residents living near ventilation outlets. 
A Consideration of social impacts is provided in Section 7.7. Impacts on the community 
are described throughout the relevant assessment chapters. 

269 Q Recent community impact from the Hills M2 Motorway Upgrade project. 
8 A Assessment of cumulative noise impacts and potential construction fatigue along the 

Hills M2 Motorway (from the cumulative impacts of the project and the recently completed 
Hills M2 Motorway Upgrade project) is provided in Section 7.2. 

269 Business Q Business Impact on local business as a result of acquisition or loss in 
9 passing trade on Pennant Hills Road. 

A Potential business impacts, including from direct acquisition and from a loss in passing 
trade is provided in Section 7.7. 

269 Q Impact on local businesses as a result of construction impact. 
10 A Potential business impacts during construction are described in Section 7.7. 

270 Q Opportunities for local businesses. 
1 A Potential business impacts and opportunities during construction and operation are 

described in Section 7.7. 

270 Q Support for businesses affected by the project. 
2 A Mitigation and management measures relating to business impacts are provided in 

Section 7.7. 

270 Land use and property Q Early identification and notification of potentially impacted 
3 properties along the corridor. Rights and influence (do property owners have a say?) of 

potentially affected property owners. 
A Details regarding notification and consultation with affected stakeholders are provided in 
this Section 6.1 and Section 6.3.1 of this chapter. Additional details regarding property 
impacts are provided in Section 8.1. 

270 Q Property damage as a result of construction and operation and rectification of damage 
4 by the project. 

A Existing conditions surveys would be undertaken on properties within the preferred 
project corridor. This, and the potential for damage to properties from vibration, is 
described in Section 7.2. 

270 Q Property acquisition of Roads and Maritime owned properties near the southern 
5 interchange for the project. 

A Details regarding property acquisition are provided in Section 8.1. Roads and Maritime 
already own a number of properties required for the project. 

270 Q Impact on properties located near the southern and northern interchanges. 
6 A Assessment of impacts on land use and property is provided in Section 8.1. 

270 Q Certainty of the nature and the extent of properties affected by acquisition as part 
7 of the project. 

A Details regarding property acquisition are provided in Section 8.1. 

270 Q Property valuation process and timing — the project should purchase properties 
8 A Property acquisition would be undertaken in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just 

Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

270 Q Property owner compensation for loss of property value and quality of life impact as a 
9 result of the project. 

A This environmental impact statement demonstrates that the project would not have a 
significant impact on surrounding properties or receivers. There would therefore be no 
basis for devaluation of properties as a result of the potential impacts of the project. 

23 /24 



270 
10 

Q Property value guarantee and/or buy back scheme similar to what was offered as part of 
the M5 East project. 
A This environmental impact statement demonstrates that the project would not have a 
significant impact on surrounding properties or receivers. There would therefore be no 
basis for devaluation of properties as a result of the potential impacts of the project. 

270 Q Impact on property values above the tunnel or nearby ancillary surface infrastructure. 
11 A This environmental impact statement demonstrates that the project would not have a 

significant impact on surrounding properties or receivers. There would therefore be no 
basis for devaluation of properties as a result of the potential impacts of the project. 

271 Q Consideration of voluntary property acquisition as part of the project. 
1 A Property acquisition would be undertaken for properties Property acquisition would be 

undertaken in accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

271 Q Impact of sub-stratum land acquisition, constraining the future development of private 
2 property. 

A Property acquisition, including sub-stratum acquisition, would be undertaken in 
accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

271 Q Compensation for sub-stratum land acquisition. 
3 A Property acquisition, including sub-stratum acquisition would be undertaken in 

accordance with the Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991. 

271 Q Unnecessary impact on private property instead of using public spaces such as 
4 Observatory Park and Brickpit Park. 

A The site selection process to determine the location of construction and operational 
ancillary facilities is provided in Chapter 4. Impacts to Observatory Park have been 
avoided due to the high ecological and heritage value of that site. Brickpit Park is an 
historical landfill, and has been avoided based on contamination and geotechnical stability 
issues. 

271 Q Long-term insurance from the project for damages that occur in the future, post 
5 construction, as a result of tunnel operation. 

A Existing condition surveys of properties within the preferred project corridor would be 
undertaken prior to construction in consultation with each property owner. Any damage 
attributable to the project would be rectified at no cost to the property owner. 

271 Q Request for additional geotechnical investigations nearby residences to avoid property 
6 impacts and confirm suitability of ground conditions for tunneling. 

Geotechnical investigations have been undertaken to inform the preferred tender design. It 
is likely that additional geotechnical investigation would be required to inform the detailed 
design for the project. 

271 Q Damage to homes from heavy vehicle movements on residential streets, particularly on 
7 older or heritage listed properties. 

A Vibration impacts from construction and operation, and management measures are 
provided in Section 7.2. Potential impacts to heritage listed properties are assessed in 
Section 7.10. 
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Amalgamation of events, media releases, newspaper articles, 
letters, reports and GIPA applications leading up to the 15 July 2014 
EIS for Transurban's unsolicited offer to build the M1 — M2 tunnel. 
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PAPER S supporting APERS supporting an M7-F3 link instead of M2-F3 (Refer Waite map) 
2003 Hopwood seeks second crossing 

2005 20 May 

2005 2 Aug 

2006 16 Jan 

2006 12 Mar 

2006 14 Mar 

2006 29 Nov 

2006 16 Dec 

2007 22 Jan 

2007 15 Mar 

2007 25 June 

2007 12 Nov 

2007 Dec 

2010 June 

2010 Sept 

2010 Undated 

2012 April 

2012 12 April 

2012 19 July 

2012 23 July 

End of 31 July 2012. 

Civic Trust to DOTARS listing issues raised at 10 March meeting with 
Ruddock and DOTARS. P2 Option C is a stand-alone route that will be 
shown in time to have a far greater reduction on PH Rd traffic than the 
proposed tunnel. 

HIT public meeting at Pennant Hills. Paper logically sets out why Option 
C is the best short and long term option. 

Hopwood supports Option C because bushfires can cut off all access to 
and from the north. (Note 16 Jan 2003 comment) 

Well attended PH public meeting unanimously supports Option C 

Hills News reports O'Farrell, Hopwood, Richardson and Tink all support C. 
Berman 'tunnel proposal should be rethought'.  

 

HIT Epping Club meeting. The vast majority supported C when they had 
the reasons explained. This included Mr Greg Smith before his election 
as Epping MP. 

Bruce Mills B ward Labor candidate supports option C. 

Hopwood compelling case for second crossing. Ref 6 January 06. 

I  
 

  

Richardson (& Williams) call for option C. 

Ruddock notes Pearlman suggested a future crossing is needed. 

Richardson again calls for option C. 

Smith's letter to Epping electorate supports F3 — M7 link. 

Smith's newsletter asks where is money Howard set aside for link. 

Ruddock reports M2 — F3 link not expected until 2026. 
THIS WILL BE 10 YEARS TOO LATE! 

PWC The F3-M2 connector: Supporting research for NSROC 

Ruddock supports NSROC's proposal 

Transurban and Gay announce no cost proposed link 
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Commencement of new information from 8 July 2011 - 13 months earlier 

ITEM DATE SUBJECT 
   

 

    
  

      
 

 

 

    
    

  
 

  
    

    
    

 
 

   
 

 
  

  

7. NB 2000 SMH "Federal MP Jacky Kelly invited to address moving issue of 
5 Dec her staffer"  

8. 2007 Pearlman Inquiry transcript where I incorrectly stated SKM's ToR 
19 July were altered, instead of SKM were directed not to comply with 

them. Copy of ToR included. 

9. 2001 ToR for what became SKM study. And various extracts of SKM study. 
4 Jan 

10. 2007 SMH "lemma must stop Costa in his tracks' because he didn't want the 
26 Sep NW rail link. "Off the rails: how the west was stung". This article 

claims in the "North-western Sydney's population is expected to top 
475,000 in the next 18 years (2035) and 18 percent of Sydney's future 
housing is planned for the area." 
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20-0/ 
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A STUDY INTO ROUTE OPTIONS FOR 

THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY THROUGH NORTHERN SYDNEY 

The purpose o f  the study is to: 

identify a route for the National Highway from the WSO to the F3 to relieve 
pressure on Pennant Hills Road (the interim National Highway route) 
recognizing that there is no scope for further upgrading on the current route. 
and 

- investigate funding scenarios for the identified route 

Identifying the route 

In identifying the route account should be taken of: 

1. the forecast traffic growth (both heavy and light vehicles) in the period to 
2025; 

2. the impact on traffic of various funding scenarios identified to finance the 
Pennant Hills alternative; 

3. land use and planned land use in the area through which the road would pass; 

4. National Parks and other environmentally sensitive areas; 

5. costs, including both construction and maintenance (ie on a whole of  life 
basis); 

6. Commonwealth and State regional development strategies for metropolitan 
Sydney, Gosford and the Central Coastto Newcastle and beyond, outer urban 
Sydney, and the far north coast of NSW; 

7. The need to cater for both National Highway through traffic and commuter traffic; and 

8. Staging options. 

The following nearby developments in relation to the National Highway can also be 
an adjunct to the study: 

- upgrades that may be necessary to the F3 and M2 in conjunction with the 
construction o f  the Northern Sydney link; 

- the feasibility study currently in progress for widening o f  the F3 between 
Wahroonga and Kariong; 



2 

The identified new route must be  suitable for construction o f  an urban freeway standard road with adequate capacity for the forecast traffic (both commercial and non-commercial) in 2025. Route options should examine the feasibility of tunneling to avoid built up areas. 

Integrated transport 

In developing route options the consultant is required to integrate any option as far as possible into Sydney's current and planned transport system with objective of relieving traffic pressures on the rest o f  the road network and local communities. The consultant is specifically required to take account of: 

- road, rail and air nodes; 

- the NSW proposal to upgrade the Sydney to Newcastle railway, and 

investigate opportunities for public transport from the development of a new National Highway route eg dedicated public transport or high occupancy lanes 

Funding options 

The study should examine and identify funding options including networking options involving the upgraded parts of  the F3 (ie new lanes), the Northern Sydney Link and other links that feed onto the F3. The scope for private sector participation should also be examined. 

Consultation 

In developing the preferred route Commonwealth, State, Local Government and other interested bodies and the community should be consulted. The successful consultant will need to draw up a program o f  extensive cornmunity consultation to ensure all views are taken into account. 

The output 

1. A detailed report discussing options and reasons for the preferred option. All assumptions are to be clearly stated and justified. 

2. An estimate of  the total cost, including land acquisition, and each of  the major 
components for the preferred route and other options. 

3. An analysis of  private sector financing options 

4. Economic evaluation o f  the preferred route and other options. 



5. A broad assessment o f  the,environmental impacts of  the preferred route.and other options 

6. An account o f  the process of  the community consultation, and the outcomes. 

7. A map with sufficient detail to allow it to be adopted by NSW planning bodies into their planning schemes. The plan should show the location of  major bridges, 
cuts, fill, tunnels and any other major features. 

Roads and Traffic Authority 
Department of  Transport and Regional Services 

4 January 2001 



Preface 

ke6t.o 

This Value Management Workshop record presents the findings of a Value Management Workshop held in 
September 2003 as part of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study. The Study applied strategic analysis to the 
assessment of corridor types and feasible route options to determine an acceptable and preferred option 
which best satisfies National Highway objectives. 

A number of specific routes and associated engineering details such as interchange and ventilation layouts 
were developed and analysed during the course of the Study, for the purpose of determining feasibility and 
assessing the options. The specific routes and details described in this document should be seen in this 
context. 

It may be necessary to read sections from the Main Report and Working Papers listed below to gain a more 
complete understanding of the information being reported in this record: 

Value Management Workshop No.1 Record, June 2002 

Draft Options Development Report, October 2002 

Working Paper No 1: Community Consultation Report 

Working Paper No 2 Engineering Design and Castings Report 

Working Paper No 3 Urban Design, Landscape and Visual Assessment Report 

Working Paper No 4 Traffic and Transportation Report 

Working Paper No 5 Social and Environmental Studies Report 

Working Paper No 6 Tunnel Investigations Report 

Working Paper No 7 Economics Report 

Access to the Main Report is available via the study website at: 

http://commcons.skm.com.auff3tosydnevorbital 

Details on how to gain access to the Working Papers can be found on the study website. 

If Government decides to further develop the recommended option from this Study, an EIS concept proposal 
including a route alignment and other details will be developed for further assessment. Community 
consultation will continue through each stage of project development. 
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• some relief to the interim National Highway; 

• expensive (>$2 billion); 

• difficult to stage; and 

• would not provide an additional crossing of the Hawkesbury River. 

Type A corridor options, which envisage a route mostly in a tunnel, are the preferred approach for a 20-year 
period. Some concerns apply, particularly in resolving how to connect with the M2 and the F3 and the 
effects of long tunnels on driver behaviour. 

Tunnel Characteristics 

• Separate one-way dual tunnels 

• Separate ventilation tunnels 

• Carriageway widened to suit long tunnels 

• Climbing lanes where grades are greater than 4.5% 

• Minimum of 2 ventilation stacks 

• EPA istandards adopted for internal and external air quality 

Four feasible options have been developed - Purple, Blue, Yellow and Red moving from Purple in the 
northwest through Blue and Yellow to Red in the east. The entrance portals create the greatest challenges. 
The Purple and Blue routes operate very similarly in terms of transport outcomes. 

The closer the route is to Pennant Hills Rd, the more traffic would be attracted from the road to the tunnel. 
Therefore, it is apparent that the Blue and the Purple options would relieve Pennant Hills Rd of more traffic 
than either Yellow or Red. In a network sense, the Red and to a lesser extent the YeHow option would also 
take traffic off the Pacific Highway so, in terms of overall network benefits there is little separating Purple and 
Blue relative to Red. 

In conclusion, a major investment of this kind would change the way people behave. On a network such as 
Sydney's, there would be a significant amount of re-distributed traffic. By building the new link there would 
be a redistribution of up to 20% of traffic in the corridor and that would provide benefits throughout the rest of 
the northern network. 

2.5 Base Information 

Key members of the study team outlined the base information and assumptions that were used in 
undertaking the F3 to SO Link Study and in developing the options presented at the VM workshop. These 
presentations occurred when appropriate to support the subject matter under discussion or when a workshop 
participant requested information. 

2.6 Key Points from Presentations 

The participants were asked to briefly outline the key points that they had taken from the information 
presented. The items identified were as follows (note that there was not necessarily agreement from all 
present on all of thes items): 

• With regard to the F3 widening the 'Do nothing' Option is not an Option 

• • A-120 yre-gf Study period bob short fOrithe scale of the project 
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• Major investmenO! 

• Commonwealth vs State objectives are different 

• How accurate is the assessment of the growth on the Central Coast / Sydney? 

• What is the likelihood of rail improvements? 

• Freight vs passengers (re both, or if we need to chose, which is more important?) 

• Whether the assumptions for rail (forecast of 40% shift) will be achieved 

• Capital cost forecast - in general how accurate? 

• There appears to be a demand for a road upgrade regardless of rail improvements 

• Fit with other projects — Sydney Orbital, Lane Cove Tunnel 

• Why have we structured the study to 20 yeaft? Should be an assessment for a kinier period'?0 

• Is it correct to assume that the Central Coast economy will stay the same? 

• Limits of the capacity on the F3 

• It is a National Hwy project, however there is a small % of National Hwy traffic vs regional (Sydney) 

• Peak_hour-dongestion pmdidtpd to occur on a typeAroad iInKio s liftIP as 10 years after opening 

• Demand management for commuters from the Central Coast 

• Local traffic management issues 

• ft Clarification of State and Commonwealth objectives 

• trar413?_ditiOWISTA-18,1:0 heed to be looked at in relation to: 

— Short term "Option A" 

• Competing functions of roads 

• Affordability 

• Air quality issues 

• Freight: impact on Port Botany expansion vs Hunter Port. (for example) • 

• Significant differences in the level of relief to Pennant Hills Road and Pacific Hwy result from the 
different Type A Options , 

. , 
• Local & regional air quality will be key issues for consideration 

1 
) < Project justification is essential. ' T y p e  needs 12.hp convincingly rejected fipfore any of the Type A 

Options can be seriously addressed. In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to Type A, the 
6 following need to be addressed: 

— What value is placed on another (strategic) crossing of the Hawkesbury River? 
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— Which scenario better meets the objectives of the National Hwy program? 

— Is an "Albury Bypass" scenario with an initial 2-lane configuration along the Type C alignment 

appropriate and cost effective? 

— Which Type appropriately addresses the transportation of dangerous goods? 

— Does the Type C scenario more effectively allow for a rail duplication / rail tunnel to Brooklyn to be 

justified? 

• How do the total cumulative costs, including on-going operation & maintenance (eg tunnel lighting & 

ventilation) and future road capacity expansions (eg future widening of the F3 with its impacts on 

national parks) compare between scenarios? 

• What are the comparative cumulative implications for the adjoining and "downstream" road network for 

each Type? (eg future operation of Pennant Hills Road Ssouth of M2) 

What are the implications of: 

— growth along the M7 corridor 

— the establishment of industry hubs in western Sydney to service the interstate heavy vehicles which 

will be attracted to the M7 / win De miracle° to LE1(1 W i t  I rat.mg... 

• The issue of induced traffic needs to be clarified. A tunnel option should not be economically justified 

by the need to attract commuter cars, but instead should look at reducing heavy vehicles and gene al 

congestion on Pennant Hills Road 

• Integrated options need to be adequately addressed to ensure that they would not better achieve the 

desired outcomes. Combinations could include a range of actions: 

— congestion tolling 

- "Albury Bypass" style of sequenced implementation of Type C 

— surface works along Pennant Hills Road to expand capacity & amenity in partnership with on-going 

urban redevelopment 

— better integration with public transportfTransitway options 

— joint development/tunnelling for road & rail (note SRA have already proposed a tunnel from 

Hornsby to Brooklyn) 

Long-term considerations need to be ratified. I f  Type.,C does not. proceed t e n  :decisions should_ stiIV 

be-rhade about the need or otherwise for a corridor reservation for future roaclconstruction 
_ _ 

PAGE 12 
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Note: in relation to the third objective, the group agreed that 'cost' refers to 'whole of community cost'. 

3.2.2 Planning Objectives 

• To improve travel conditions on National Highway; 

• To improve local, amenity along Pennant Hills Road; 

• To improve travel reliability and opetating costs of long distance commercial and freight transport; and 

• To serve the future growth needs of long distance transport. 

3.2.3 Project Objectives 

High Order 

To create a high standard integrated motorway link between the F3 and the Sydney Orbital; 

To alleviate the poor travelling conditions on the interim National Highway; 
_ 

To minimise adverse social and environmental impacts; 

To provide opportunities to improve public transport; 

To be economically justified; and 

To be affordable to Government. 

Desirable 

• To improve congestion on the surrounding network; and 

• To achieve a better amenity for the community along the corridor. 
17:77:-1-71:77, 

3.2.4 The Purpose of This Study 

High Order 

• To identify a new high standard transport link between the F3 Freeway and the Sydney Orbital to 
replace Pennant Hills Road as the interim National Highway; and 

To identify a link that satisfies planning and project objectives. • 

Specifics / Desirable 

• To investigate, plan, consult with community on feasible options; 

• To investigate the need for a new link; 

• To use robust processes; 

• To select a route which minimises social and environmental costs; and 

• To develop the preferred scheme. 
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Achieving more sustainable transport and planning outcomes; 

Achieving broad community support; and 

Provision of a 'missing link' in Sydney's strategic road network. 

3.5 Assumptions 

In developing any initiative it is necessary to make assumptions. The group was invited to list any 
assumptions held regarding the proposed study or project. Each item was discussed and assessed by the 

group in turn. 

The assumptions were categorised as being a Fact, a Working Assumption, or Questionable. The items 
identified are sorted into these categories below. 

Facts ) 

• From an engineering perspective, all of the options presented can be built; 

• M2 will remain as a toll road for the next 25/30 years; 

• Modelling was based on a M2 toll of $3.20, now it is $3.80; 

• The Purple Option gives the least steep grades in the tunnel which would have air quality benefits; 

>I; Any option that contemplates a bridge/surface option through the National Park would be 
z unacceptable in that it clearly fails to meet the high order project objective of "minimising adverse 

social and environmental impacts". Also fails to meet objective Of minimising cost; 
(11 C-;.'AL::?,,'•• 

• ‘■ The Link Study Report will raise road network strategic issues beyond a 20 year time horizon; 

• The Blue, Yellow and Red Options have a 6% grade (which is greater when compared with the Purple 
Option) up to Pearce's Corner; 

• The Economic Analysis assumes that tolling for the M2 remains in place; 

• The network-wide impacts of increased traffic, with significant changes in the M2 tolling regime, will be 
assessed as part of the Study; 

• There is a high level of confidence in the cost estimates; 

• Affordability is very much dependent upon the assumptions; 

• There are high operating and maintenance costs associated with all options (reflected in the cost to 
Government of private financing options); 

• The Purple Rail Option could have significant impact on the rail corridor and on passenger and freight 
operations; 

• The Piirpte gebteil Access Option allows entry and ekit along the centre of the.route; 

• Pur-pre Centeal Access optibh allows ittiprove-d tunnel ( * ra t ion  (fire end ilte safetY); 

• - CentrafAcCeSS iS -only available economically through the P u t *  Option;_ 6nd 2 

• Central access to the tunnel is desirable. ' 

• ‘:1, 
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Crterra Purple BaseCas 

Meets National Hwy objectives 0 - 

Affordable 
S - 0 

Benefit to Cost Ratio 0 - 

Minimises Social Impacts 0 - 

Best for Air Quality: 

. local 

• regional 

• stacks 

0 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

Best for the General Environment: 

• noise 

• flora/fauna 

• greenhouse 

0 

- 

- 
0 

0 

Best for reducing accidents 0 - 

Minimises National Parks Impacts - - 

Legislation 

Tunnel Operations 0 c 

Visual Impact 0 - 
Public Transport Opportunities 0 

3.13.1 Regional transport needs beyond 2020 

The artratiltant-teramt-Ougtit- gindanCe Volt its Clients regarding' the need_jto regiona) 
tranapbil need's on a timescale of 20.to 80 years. -dlaritication:was...saugg.:6;ecee diifirid_tha—aornritunity, 
--C'onsultationr_tacess_thiS isaue was raised time arid again by-community mernhers.2 

" 
. The -t—ofid-eth eXpresaea, by the._ community was that if Planning for a regional tFanooft solution is not 

tOintirenced noW the opportunity could be lost forever. ,;;) 
- - 

Forecasts of population and urban development predict that some of Sydney's future growth would occur to 
the north and west of the city, the very area where it may be logical to construct a second road link to Sydney 
from the Central Coast and beyond. Th--a: concern is that if a route .corridor is not reserved in the relatiVely 
short tefffi, is*.te-g such as land .acquisition and environmental impacts CCM become insurrnoUntableT; 

Ig_t of such a tali 

- _ • lelatAY„ (ifs* t. the-- inatrifelfai, 
eka'Rgrt,tion i5n:fte_u_tephs.o_ption'S,'-ivasioutsidb 
addriel4ect atIolher TOLITTC. Such analysis shouk 
fttfe-Sydney:region consideririd both' latid=ifse 

ANOMMIllip•OKIMMIONIIW.INV 
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NSW Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources (D1PNR). DIPNR advised that they are preparing a Sydney Metropolitan Strategy. 

It was agreed however, that the Link Study Report should make reference to the community's expressed 
concerns regarding the development of longer term transport options to the north of Sydney. 
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Table 10-2: Indicative construction cost estimates of the preliminary optionsw. 

Average cost , per km 
($ million/km) 

Option Surface) 
($ million) 

Tunnel 
($ million) 

Major 
bridges(3) 

($ million)* 

Property 
acquisition(4) 

($ million) 

Planning & 
Design Costs 

($ million) 

Total 
length's) 

(km) 

_______ 
Total cost 
($ billion) (6) 

Type A corridor options 

1 $24 $1,100 $0 $10 $81 7 $1.1-1.3 $190 
2 $42 $1,500 $0 

_ 
$10 $110 8 $1.6-1.9 $190 

3 $33 $1,600 $0 $10 $120 9 $1.7-2.0 $180 
4 $120 $1,900 $0 $15 $150 11 $2.1-2.4 $180 

.... . .. . - 
Range $1.1-2.4 $180-190 . 

Type B corridor options . . ._. 

5 $180 $2,600 $0 $60 $190 19 $3.0-3.3 $170 
6 $530 $1,700 $0 $210 $130 20 $2.6-2.9 $130 
7 $850 $650 $270 $420 $69 30 $2.3-2.6 $78 
11 $1,000 $630 $68 $390 $53 45 $2.1-2.4 $46 
13 $0 $1,400 $900 $10 $210 15 $2.5-2.8 $200 
15 $920 $130 $160 $500 $50 34 $1.8-2.1 $53 
17 $580 $130 $160 

_ 
$560 ' $50 26 $1.5-1.8 $69 

Range $1.5-3.3 $46-170 

) 
Type C corridor options 

8 $1,000 $760 $350 $800 $84 54 $2.7-3.3 $51 
9 $630 • $1,800 $350 $620 $160 46 $3.6-3.9 $75 
10 $850 $920 $350 $450 $96 51 $2.7-3.0 $50 
12 $980 $950 $350 $520 $99 44 $2.9-3.2 $61 
16 $1,100 $950 $350 $310 $99 48 $2.8-3.1 $62 

Range $2.7-3.9 $50-75 
Source: Options Development Report Draft, October 2002) 

Notes: 
1. The analysis was based on information prepared for Value Management Workshop in June 2002. The information for Type A options was refined as more work was done. 
2. At grade interchanges assumed for this strategic assessment. 
3. Allows for major bridges in tunnel and bridge sections. 
4. Broad estimates only based on unit rates. 
5. Excludes the length of access ramps. 
6. These are cost estimates, based on strategic analysis, assuming at-grade interchanges at June 2002. Later analysis provided a slightly different cost range (see Table 4 of the Summary Report):- 

Type A: $1.5 to $2.2 billion (2003 dollars) 
Type B: $1.6 to $3.4 billion (2003 dollars) 
Type C: $2.7 to $3.6 billion (2003 dollars) kf 

Cost estimates were generally been prepared assuming a two lane dual carriageway standard, based 
on an 80 km/h to 110 km/h design speed. The cost estimates for the tunnels in the eastern options (1, 2, 3, 4 and 13) were based on dual three-lane tunnels, but with no new grade separation at the existing interchanges. 

In preparing the cost estimates, a number of broad assumptions were made about the location of tunnels, including: 

• Tunnels to be generally required below heavily developed areas. 
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Meeting Notes 

Project F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study Project No 1N061 11.302 

Place of Meeting Dural Country Club, Dural Date 28/08/2003; 7pm 

Present John Brewer, RTA (JB) 
Wilson Poon, RTA 
Peter Prince, SKM (PP) 
Jo Moss, SKM (JM) 
Ken Robinson, SKM 
12 representatives of community groups 
Round Corner Village Residents Association; Quarry Road Action 
Group; Concerned Citizens Group; Quarry Road Action Group; Galston 

'Chamber of Commerce;; Local community; Australian Association of 
Consulting Archaeologists; Galston Area Residents' Association; 
Galston Area Residents' Association; Jessica Place Bushcare Group; 

• Dural District Progress Association. 

Purpose of Meeting Community Focus Group Meeting Number Three 

Please note that this document presents a summary o f  the presentation, discussions, questions and answers during the meeting. The meeting was not recorded verbatim and this is not a transcript. 

1 Introduction — Jo Moss 

• JM welcomed participants and thanked them for their participation 
• JM outlined the purpose o f  the meeting and the agenda 
• JM reiterated the purpose ofihe CFG and i t  was agreed that while discussion of 

issues is encouraged, Participants wil l  ensure that any communications outside 
the group are clearly represented as their individual view or that o f  their 
particular community group and not being rePresentative o f  the CFG as a whole. 

• JB also welcomed participants and commented on the importance of 
consultation at this stage of the study. 

2 Presentation on study outcomes to date — Peter Prince 
PP outlined the study outcomes to date — these are the titles of the aspects presented. The presentation material is contained in the Attachment to the Notes of Meeting. 
▪ Planning Assumptions 
• Destination /Origin of light vehicles 
• Where do trucks start and finish 
I, Public transport only option 
• Results of PT. only option 
• Need for a new link 

▪ Scope and Link Objectives 

SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ 
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Focus Group Meeting 
28/08/2003 

a Broad Corridor Types 

• Selection of Corridor Type A 

▪ Four Feasible Type A Options 

• Transport Improvements 
a Social and Enirironmental Effects 
a Economics and Finance 

▪ Next Steps 

3 Questions 

a In relation to the predicted 100,000 vehicles on Pennant Hills Road (2021) — how are these figures calculated? 5% per annum growth results in 170,000 
vehicles. 

— Using historical growth not necessarily a correct basis for predicting future 
traffic levels. Predicted traffic levels are based on future population and 
employment levels and distribution. 

. Copy of all figures needed to make informed comment 

— PP responded that these are in the background report; the rest of the data 
used as a basis for the analysis are in the preliminary work in progress. 

. A new road will encourage industrial traffic into the area. No decentralisation 
proposed. What are the planning assumptions? 

— PP explained that the planning forecasts that are used Ire from the 
Department of Planning, Infrastructure anci Natural Resources (DIPNR). 
Study has used the DLPNR forecast population and emploYment growth over 
20 years. DIPNR forecasts indicate that decentralisation over next 20 years is unlikely to occur. The assumed current trends continuing follow NSW 
State Government expectations. 

. Need for change in attitude by government 

— JB commented that this is a transport study and RTA/DoTARS cannot 
dictate policy to DIPNR. If the project proceeds to the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) stage it will need approval from DIPNR. DIPNR 
would be involved at the beginning in establishing requirements for an EIS, 
and towards the end of the process, at the determination phase. 

a Need to look beyond current brief 

— PP commented that he would expect government to undertake a study for 
infrastructure needs beyond 2021 as part of a review of the Sydney 
Metropolitan strategy, but this is outside the brief for this study. 

ke Problems are more immediate than long term planning 

— PP commented that the study is considering sustainability in relation to 
opportunities to increase rail's share of transport in the corridor 

▪ Why are there differences in volumes on Pennant Hills Road for different 
options. The traffic moving east on M2 is unaerestimated? 

SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ 
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Focus Group Meeting 
28/08/2003 

— PP responded by referring back to the existing traffic Origin/Destination 
information which is used as one basis for the traffic analysis. 

Assume tolls will be necessary (politically). Yellow will give the same benefits 
of Blue/Purple options and also benefits people in the east. 

— PP commented that a toll on new link would discourage travel to/from east 
given that these users would need to pay the M2 toll and Lane Cove Tunnel 
toll. 

4 Summary comments from community group representatives 

Galston Area Residents' Association 

a Tunnels will not help much 
E Congestion south of M2 — more traffic will result 

• Need to assist Pennant Hill Road north of M2 

• In relation to Ventilation stacks — do not repeat M5 mistakes 

� Pennant Hills Road relief is a good thing 
, 

a Tunnelling to "world's best practice" and to include filtration of stacks 
a Need limits to Sydney's growth•• 

Public transport needs to be improved — seamless tourneys are required 

AID 

Jessica Place Bushcare Group 

• YelloW would appear best 

• Option A is good 

Local community 

• Tunnels are brilliant 

• Ventilation stacks need to be installed to best practice 
Galston Chamber of Commerce , 

• Disappointed with report , 
) /  

a No opportunity for Corridor Types B and C to be taken further 
• Tunnel may be unacceptable X, 
• Needed more work on Corridor Types B, C — other benefits not considered (eg 

infrastructure development) 

• F3 traffic funnelling at Hornsby (can we bypass this) 
a Report presented to exclude Red/Yellow options — pushed to conclusion 

Purple/Blue. All factors not considered. 

• 20 years is not long enough as a study timeframe — should be longer 
• the new link will be redundant before it is opened 

Quarry Road Action Group • 

• Has had little feedback from people in local community 
• Type A is a "band-aid" solution and too short term. 

SINCLAIR KNIGHT MERZ 
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Summary 

A comprehensive community involvement program was implemented to provide the broader 
community with the opportunity to make a demonstrable input to the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link study 
and to ensure that the concerns of the community were adequately and appropriately addressed. The 
community consultation program included activities to meet the information and participation needs of 
all stakeholders, which included Federal, State and local government elected representatives and 
officers, industry and community organisations, business groups and the wider community. 

The Study Area extends over seven Local Government Areas (LGA). The population of the Study 
Area is estimated to be approximately 340,000 people, equating to approximately 100,000 
households. The Study Area includes a wide diversity of industrial and commercial activities and 
interests, which were recognised as an important part of the community. 
Identification of issues at study commencement 

The number of people who participated in the consultation process during its early stages was small, 
compared to the total population in the study area, but there was commonality of broad issues raised. 

Key concerns at that stage ranged from strategic issues - such as encouraging improved public 
transport, increased freight to rail, and the need to link growing residential and employment areas - to 
specific issues, such as the need to avoid impact on Lane Cove National Park. Other issues raised 
included: the need to apply sustainable principles to the study, the consideration of induced traffic, the 
design capacity of any new link, tolls, impacts on communities and environmental impacts particularly 
from ventilation stacks and concern about the safety of tunnels in relation to fire and traffic incidents. 
These were recurring themes through the study. 
Consultation on broad options 

Community Focus Group meetings were held in late July 2002 when broad corridor options (Types A, 
B and C) had been identified. The Community Foca-Ur-a-Ur—DIniere asked for feedback on these three 
broad options. 
At that stage there were varying views on the relative advantages and disadvantages of the three 
broad corridor types. Many commented that while Type A would be needed in the short term, 
government should be taking a longer term view in relation to a western route with a river crossing of 
the Hawkesbury River. It was made clear that the Type A options would be mostly in tunnel, which 
appeared to have potential for broad community acceptance provided that appropriate pollution control 
measures could be placed on the ventilation stacks. 
There continued to be strong debate about the new link as a road solution, rather than focussing on 
other integrated transport management measures including improvements to public transport, demand 
management, freight to rail and dedicated routes for heavy traffic. 
More concerns were raised in relation to the potential scale and significance of environmental impacts 
of the Type B options than either Type C or Type A, although ooncerns about the impact of Type C7 
Options on National Parks and the Hawkesbury River were also raised. I 
Consultation on the Type A feasible options 

Four feasible Type A route options were placed on display for 10 weeks from July to October 2003. fA 
o a o • • su•missions were receive.. e OurpoSe o -seeerpTiblic -OorriMent On the corridor 
options was to seek specific feedback on the issues associated with each corridor Type and 
particularly the Type A options. 
There were high concentrations of submissions from particular geographic areas, with reasonably 
commonality of views about the potential impacts of options on those areas and hence support for, or 
opposition to, specific options. The largest number of submissions originated from Wahroonga (20%) 
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and Turramurra (15%), with the next greatest number originating from Normanhurst (9%) and 
Thornleigh (6%). Together, submissions frOm these areas comprised half of the total received. 

In decreasing order of their frequency, the ten most often raised issues were: ventilation stacks 
(predominantly questions about the number and location); general concerns about air quality and 
impacts of vehicles and tunnel emissions; noise; support for further investigation of public transport 
options, rather than road solutions; health impacts from vehicle and tunnel emissions, including 
impacts on health from exposure of toxins if the Brickyard Park forma part of the Type A Purple option; 
adverse impacts on schools and hospitals; issues about traffic modelling on Pennant Hills Road; 
impacts on Lane Cove National Park; longer term transport needs for Sydney; and impact on property 
values. 

Key Outcomes 

Comments on the project 
Many people expressed support for a new link and for the objective of relieving traffic congestion on 
Pennant Hills Road. Many also sought relief to existing traffic congestion on the Pacific Highway. 
Many submissions and conversations described first hand experience of the existing poor travelling 
conditions and diminished local amenity caused by the current level of traffic on Pennant Hills Road, 
particularly by heavy vehicles. 

The project is supported by road transport industry groups. They expressed views that completion of 
this link is critically important in enhancing the road infrastructure of Sydney and would deliver 
considerable social and economic benefits to the city as well as to businesses based locally and 
elsewhere. 

A new road link was certainly not supported by all. Many submissions advocated a more 
comprehensive review of the transport needs of Sydney and for greater focus on integrated transport 
solutions. In some submissions it was argued that the cost, in the order of $2 billion, would be better 
spent on rail. It was submitted that options to improve public transport had not been adequately 
considered. It was argued that Sydney needs investment that would shift travel demand for mass 
transit and freight onto efficient rail networks. 

Project timing and cost 
The 20-year time horizon for the study was considered by many residents, community organisations, 
some Cot ._____mlsar i t t ra l_p_is  ort gass_as_beng re atively stiort or t e signi 'can investmen require.: — Or signi 'can investmeii require 

Many expressed strong opposition to any toll on a new link. It was argued that a toll would discourage 
drivers from using the new link with consequent traffic diversion to, and congestion on, untolled 
alternatives. In this context, it was noted that the traffic figures presented in the public information 
documents were based on untolled traffic figures only and that information had not been provided on 
the impacts of tolls on these figures. 

Some submissions described the immediate need for the project and considered the announced date 
of 2007 for commencement of construction to be too late. This comment was also made frequently at 
the public displays by people who live along Pennant Hills Road. They described the pollution, noise, 
and the generally unsafe traffic and travelling environment that exists now. 

Comment on Type A, B and C corridor options 
It was generally acknowledged in submissions that the Type A corridor options would best meet the 
shorter-term objectives of the project by providing earlier traffic relief to Pennant Hills Road. However, 
many submissions recommended that a more strategic long-term view needs to also be pursued. 

While some supported Type B options, there was strong support for further investigation of a Type C 
option, on the basis that a long term solution was needed. It was argued that increasing traffic volumes 
from the Central Coast would ultimately use the capacity on the F3 and the new link, and an 
alternative route would be required. Another issue raised was the need to provide for a second 
crossing of the Hawkesbury River as an alternative route during bushfires or in the case of an accident 
or other action destroying the existing Hawkesbury River Bridge, or rendering it unpassable. Some 

_ argued for a Type C option rather than a Type A option becauseicainacla_natroods 
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would not be permitted to use a tunnel and hence these vehicles would not be removed from Pennant 
Hills Roadinote j an twasmse i ved ,  not n e c e s s a r i l a t  tunnels would not be 'art 
l a g  p e S S  rid_o_r_o_gi 

While many acknowledged the need to address the problems of Pennant Hills Road as quickly as 
possible, some described the Type A options as a "band-aid" solution_ and were strong in their view 
t h a t p . l a m r - r g e n t -  needed fora much lon•erterm solutiok7 thiaga ?further investi•ation_of a_ 
TypeCat ion.  Public comment as expressed in submissions, at displays and at the Community Focus 
Groups was strong on this issue. 

A caveat to support for the Type A route options raised in submissions was the adequacy of the F3 
Freeway and interchanges from Wahroonga to Kariong to cater for traffic growth including, if required, 
capacity upgrade prior to a Type A option being constructed. 

Comment on the Type A options 
Of those submissions that identified a preference for an option, the majority expressed support for 
Type A Purple option and there was least support for Type A Red option. These two options are 
discussed here, with further comment on these options and the Type A Blue and Type A Yellow 
contained in the main body of the report. 

The Purple option appeared to receive the greatest support on the basis that it was perceived to best 
meet the transport objectives and minimise social and environmental effects. Many submissions 
commented on the equity of selecting this option. It was argued in submissions that this route has 

long been known as the orbital route through Sydney, and furthermore residents in this vicinity would 
also most benefit from a tunnel option. The location of a tunnel that generally follows Pennant Hills 
Road and the existing rail corridor was viewed by some correspondents as minimising the potential 
impact of  a link on additional properties. 

The Purple option passes along a relatively level elevated ridge with no substantial valleys or river 
crossings and this was considered in submissions to be an advantage in terms of minimising steep 
grades at either end and crossing under watercourses, that would eventuate with other Type A 
options. 

The opportunity to achieve optimal grades was identified in submissions as assisting in minimising 
environmental impacts. Overall, it was suggested that the environmental and social impacts from the 
Purple option would be less significant than for other options. 

In relation to the transport network it was contended that the Purple option enables a shorter route for 

access to and from the western and southern Sydney markets and linkage to the proposed M7 
Motorway. It was considered by many to provide the best opportunity for traffic from western Sydney 

to access areas north of Sydney, would reduce traffic volumes on Pennant Hills Road, improve the 
amenity for existing residents and to provide a good opportunity for an interchange at M2/Pennant 
Hills Road. 

Notwithstanding the above, significant opposition to the Purple option originated from the 
Normanhurst/Thornleigh area, in relation to the proposed open trench in the vicinity of the Brickyard 
Park. Schools, hospitals, aged care facilities and houses are located in close proximity to this area. 
The brickyard was in the past used for the disposal of putrescible waste and there was significant 

concern that this area may need to be excavated for road construction. Concerns were expressed 
about the possible exposure of "toxic" material from the pit, impacts from emissions from the trench, 
potential developmental and health impacts, noise, and overall impacts on amenity. Furthermore, it 

was highlighted in submissions that Hornsby Council is progressively developing community and 
sporting facilities at the Brickyard Park. 

Many reasons were put forward in opposition to the Red option. Most common among these was that 
it would be an abrogation of the government's commitment to the abandonment of the B2-B3 corridor. 

A large number of people wrote about having purchased/built homes and developed their properties 

with the understanding that further highway development would not be considered in that corridor. It 

was argued that the State Government had promised that no properties would be affected in the 
vicinity of the F3 and the B2-B3 corridor and that all four Type A options violate this promise. 

would not be art of 
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Introduction 
In April 2002, Sinclair Knight Merz was commissioned by the Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) on 
behalf of the Department of Transport and Regional Services (DOTARS) to undertake a feasibility_ 

study for a National Highway link between the Newcastle Freeway F3 toth_e__Sycip,Orbital; The new_ 
rou 646.1:, • rep-ace- -einte-nm ITaTO'FfirRiTi—vay lini7Warairs-g-Pennant Hills Rd between the M2- -7" 
-a-riTn7tTig76T.ifa-WiZrririrth-e—FSWifffitie-SydnaYT5i-bifaf;tosform a COntindous motorway standard 

■ - ■ - ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ A  - . ■ . ■ ■ ■ =  -*+■ 

Natior_jal_Hay throug_h_Sidne_k_ 

A comprehensive community involvement program was an integral part of the study. The_emaram___I•was 
designed and managed to afford the broader community the opportunity to make a demonstratempt 
ro_a_e_grocess,__ and to_ ensure that the requirements. of the community were adequately_ and 

appropriately man-aged and addressed. 

This report documents the process and outcomes of the consultation process. 

1.1 The Context for Consultation 

The route selection study was expected to attract significant public debate. At the time of study 

commencement, the proposed link had already received extensive regional print, radio and television 

media coverage through its announcement, in conjunction with the release of the Western Sydney 

Orbital Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and subsequent planning approval. Due to the size of 

the study area and the significant involvement of communities in the Western Sydney Orbital and M2 

Motorway projects, as well as those affected by the previously abandoned B2-B3 corridor, it was 
expected that there would be considerable community interest in this study. 

1.2 Purpose of the Community Consultation Program 

Community involvement is an integral part of any route selection process. While it is recognised that 

there are inherent difficulties in seeking community input before route options and specific property 

impacts are identified, it has nevertheless been found that early community input is essential. Its value 

lies in early identification and resolution, if possible, of issues that are important to various community 

sectors, local issues and values and particularly identification of those aspects that are unique to the 

communities potentially affected. 

1.3 Stakeholders 

The Community Involvement Program included activities to meet the information and participation 

needs of all stakeholders. 

Stakeholders associated with this project can be grouped into the following: 

• Elected Members of Federal and State Parliaments 

• Elected representatives of local government 

• Officers of Federal, State and Local government agencies 

• Local government organisations 
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• Advisory and interest groups 

• Road transport groups 

• Residents within the Study Area 

. Businesses within the Study Area 

• Potentially affected land owners (and ultimately affected land owners) 

. Organisations and individuals with significant interests in the project or the area adjoining the 
proposed route of the project. 

• The wider community (including road users). 

• The media. 
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• Design issues such as the capacity of the link, concerns that some trucks could not use a new link, 

fire and safety in tunnels. Specific issues such as concerns about Pennant Hills Road and 
possibility of upgrading it as a National Highway link and impacts of widening and safety. Some 
suggested that dedicated truck lane and cycling lanes should be part of any link 

• Questions in relation to whether road would be tolled, and cost of tolls to users 

• Location and treatment of tunnel stacks and treatment of air emissions 

• Minimisation of effects on human built environment including resumption of houses; impact on 
property values 

. No surface solution in Lane Cove Park ( B21B3) 

A second round of CFG meetings was held in late July 2002. At that time the study had been taken to 
the point where broad options (TyperA7Caris- a .  ieen isentified. The key focus for the July CFG 
meetings was to gain community feedback on these three broad options. The comments made by the 
CFG groups are summarised below. 

General Comments 

• Project is focused on meeting the demand - it should address demand management 

• Growth in capacity will see a growth in demand in excess of projections 

• Whether changes in work (and therefore journey) practices had been taken into account 

• Some commented that it was important to decide the short term solution — plan for now, not try to 
determine what will happen in the future, whereas others stressed the need for a long term 
solution. Many suggested the need to consider Type A as short term solution, with longer term as 
well 

• Need for second road out of Sydney. Need to look at Putty Road as potential long term option 

• Freight issue needs to be dealt with using other technology i.e. trucks to rail 

• Build tunnel as cheaply as possible, use the balance of available funding for rail 

Comments on Type A corridor options l . " . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 . . 7  ■./11 y , a l 1 1  I 14%11 %.q . . . 1%1110  

• F3 widening to 6 lanes emphasises need for orbital solution by 2006 (makes Type A critical) 

• good option — sooner the better 

• Some stated that Type A options were logical, but unacceptable in terms of potential environmental 
and social impacts. Others considered Type A options had the least potential environmental 
impacts. 6 

• The further east, the better 
6 • If in tunnel there is a need for state-of-the-art filtration; need to locate ventilation stacks in areas 

where there is good air dispersion 

• Start at Macquarie Park, in tunnel. Need interchange facilities at Macquarie Park to go east 

. Ensure impacts on M2 are calculated; widening of M2 is required 6 

• Greater benefits in long term than Type B or C 

_ 6 
• This option still needs to use F3 — other options are better 

• Need relief of Pacific Highway as well, so essential to build Type A 
6 

• Design for 3 lanes in each direction in the tunnel 

Comments on Type B options 

• Not a viable option — use Type A with a link to the orbital 

• Would result in increased traffic for new Motorway links 

• Not acceptable on environmental grounds — Galston Gorge and Berowra Regional Park 

• Does not address needs of growth areas to the west 
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• Type B does not make sense — needs to connect F3 further north 

• In terms of potential for impact on Aboriginal cultural heritage, B is second worst 

• Inappropriate for needs 

• High cost / high social impact. Significant impact on housing and communities 

• Question whether long term benefits outweigh environmental impact 

Comments on Type C corridor options 

• Too expensive — will take money from more valuable infrastructure needs 

• Long term, it is the only viable option for heavy transport and is truly the "missing link" 

• Needs to be complemented with a rail solution 

• Support Type C in conjunction with Type A — and use Type A for road freight only 

• Cleanest and most efficient option 

• Need to overcome the problems associated with a single Hawkesbury Bridge crossing — Type C 
provides a required alternative. Need duplication of the Hawkesbury River crossing for 
safety/flexibility, to facilitate growth in Sydney's west and access from the west to the tourist and 
recreational opportunities of the Central Coast 

• VVill relieve Pennant Hills Road and free up other roads. 

• Good in terms of decentralisation and impact on regional centres (such as the Hunter Region). 
Opens up economic opportunities. Opens the western industrial area. Opportunity to open up 
recreation and tourism on the Central Coast 

• Build in conjunction with Type A because of construction time 

• Easiest route to construct 

• Worst in terms of indigenous and environmental impacts 

• No short term benefit 

• Need Types C and A 
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The need 
A new Xatoml. Highway route linking the F3 to the Sydney Orbital 
wouf-dserve transport and travel demands beyond the study area for 
"mrs_.r•res and travellers with origins and destinations outside 
Sythey, tdaiing the Central Coast, the Lower Hunter and northern 
New Soath Wales, as well as destinations to the south. 

Wren assessing the need for a new link, it is important to take into 
a=unt both existing and future travel conditions and transport 
dermnds. ft is also important to take into account the effects a new 
Ifrik would have on communities outside, as well as within, the study 
area. 

The key planning objectives which need to be considered when 
assessing the need for a new link are: 
o To alleviate poor travelling conditions on the interim National 

Highway and surrounding network. 
o To improve local amenity for people living and working along 

Pennant Hills Road. 
o To improve travel reliability and reduce vehicle operating costs of 

long distance c,orrynercial and freight transport. 
o To serve the future growth needs of long distance transport. 

Alleviate poor travelling conditions on the 
interim National Highway and surrounding 
network 
The National Highway connects to Sydney from the north via the F3. 
It then passes through Sydney along the Cumberland Highway, and 
connects with the Hume Highway and the F5 in'the south-west. The 
route through Sydney is congested during peak hours and results in 
major disruptions to long distance traffic movements. 

Poor road safety performance 
Traffic congestion is often associated with poor road safety 
performance. An indicator of road safety performance is the number 
of road crashes per kilometre per year. 

Crash rates on Pennant Hills Road and the Pacific Highway were 
significantly higher than the average across the Sydney Road 
Network in 1999 and 2001, which indicates that road safety 
conditions on these roads are well below average. 

The recorded 3-year average crash rate in the National Highway 
corridor is nearly double the Sydney road network average. The 
number of serious and fatal road crashes along Pennant Hills 
Road north of the M2 currently averages over 100 per year. 

5 

Arterial road section 
Serious and fatal 

crash rate 
(per km of route per.year)•Pennant 

Hills Road 
(North of M2) 

Pacific Highway 
(Ryde Road to Pennant Hills Road) 

Sydney Network 
average 

16 

23 
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Pennant Hills Road 
The Western Sydney Orbital and the western section of the M2 
Motorway will replace the Cumberland Highway section of the 
National Highway when the Western Sydney Orbital is completed in 
2006. However, Pennant Hills Road north of the M2 Motorway will 
remain as part of the National Highway. 

Traffic levels on this section of Pennant Hills Road have been 
increasing at an average of 5% per year over the past 10 years. 
Today, the road carries up to 75,000 vehicles per day and it is 
currently operating at capacity during peak periods, causing long 
delays to road users in the morning peak on most weekdays. 

Sydney to Newcastlle Freeway (F3) 
Traffic along the F3 corridor has been increasing at an average rate 
of 3% per year over the last ten years. Average annual daily traffic 
flows at the Hawkesbuty River Bridge have increased from about 
53,000 vehicles in 1992 to some 70,000 vehicles in 2001. During 
holiday periods traffic flows can be much heavier than the daily 
average. 

- - • ).• " 

The F3 Freeway south of Kariong is currently operating at its 
capacity over peak periods, resulting in unstable flow conditions 
and delays to road users. 

The current widening of the four-lane sections to six lanes between 
Kariong and the Hawkesbury River will relieve congestion and delay 
over this section. Widening the F3 to six lanes for the full length, 
south of Kariong, is likely to provide adequate capacity for the 
predicted demand and reduce congestion and user delay on the F3 
over the next 20 years. 



Pacific Highway 
The Pacific Highway, which is an important State Highway, is 
currently operating at capacity in peak periods at the southern end of 
the F3. Further growth in travel demand between the F3 and the 
Central Business Districts of the City, North Sydney and Chatswood, 
and to areas such as Lane Cove and Macquarie Park Industrial 
Area, is unable to be accommodated within the existing road corridor 
without increasing congestion and road user delays. 

Improve local amenity for people living and 
working along Pennant Hills Road 
If no new link is provided, traffic along Pennant Hills Road is 
predicted to increase to between 95,000 and 100,000 vehicles per 
day by 2021, causing traffic congestion to extend to most times of 
the business day. The number of large commercial vehicles, which 
currently represents between 10-12% of total traffic, is predicted to 
double over this period, ie from about 8,000 to 16,000 vehicles per 
day. 

The forecast traffic demand in the corridor has taken into account 
the likely effects of planned and proposed improvements to 
regional road transport and to rail public transport and rail freight 
infrastructure between Sydney and the Central Coast. These 
initiatives would permit rail to play a much greater role, especially for 
freight. However, these initiatives by themselves, would not and 
could not be sufficient to overcome the traffic congestion on the F3, 
Pennant Hills Road and the Pacific Highway. 

As traffic volumes increase so too will the social effects of increasing 
community severance in Pennant Hills and Thornleigh. There will be 
higher risks of road crashes involving pedestrians along the corridor, 
and increasing traffic noise and air quality impacts from vehicle 
emissions over longer periods of the day. 

A major outcome of the community consultation to date is the weight 
of opinion of people living and working in the area of Pennant Hills 
Road, whose quality of life is diminished as a result of the current 
traffic volumes on this road. There are also significant impacts on 
the users of Pennant Hills Road. 

Widening Pennant H s  Road is not an option 
An enhanced route between the F3 and the Sydney Orbital is not 
proposed to be provided by further major upgrades of the existing 
surface connections due to the fact that Pennant Hills Road is 
widened to its full potential. 
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Any further upgrades would have to be in the form of grade 
separation of intersections at a significant number of locations. This 
could result in further dislocation and severance to communities 
based along these routes. 

The need to provide better transport 
Traffic congestion and air and noise pollution are issues of major 
concern to Sydney residents. Significant improvements have been 
made to achieve cleaner fuels, and improved emission controls have 
been implemented over the last decade. As the Sydney Region 
develops to potentially 5 million people, it will be essential to avoid 
worsening pollution levels by continuing to reduce emissions from 
vehicles, reducing traffic congestion and promoting the use of more 
sustainable modes of transport wherever feasible, especially public 
transport, walking and cycling. This will help suitably modified and 
expanded transport networks to cope in a more sustainable way with 
the growing population and increasing freight and commercial 
transport. 

The provision of an improved National Highway link between the F3 
and the Sydney Orbital has the potential to reduce traffic levels on 
the surface arterial roads in northern Sydney (Pennant Hills Road, 
Pacific Highway and Lane Cove Road). This would provide an 
opportunity to improve the attractiveness of local, bus-based public 
transport by using the freed-up road space for bus priority measures 
and improved access to rail stations. 

Investment in rail based freight and passenger transport alone would 
not provide sufficient traffic relief to release the road capacity 
necessary to provide space for bus priority. Access to rail stations in 
the corridor would still be subject to traffic congestion. This is 
because of the significant proportion of car trips with dispersed 
origins and destinations, including those on the National Highway. 
Even with significant improvements to public transport services, such 
as network infrastructure investments, service upgrades and high 
quality interchanges, there is unlikely to be a major shift in the 
proportion of trips from cars to trains and buses. 

On the other hand, a new National Highway transport link has the 
potential, by encouraging travellers into their cars, to offset efforts to 
increase the use of longer distance public transport, and especially 



.v;APF 
About 50% of the traffic taken off Pennant Hills Road b T se p woulcit ..4,0002L_Icks i n c l i t  2 000_articulated vehicles. The predicted traffic relief from Type A would be higher. (Refer to Table 15-3) - 
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15.3 The F3 south of the Hawkesbury River 

Type A options, like Type B options, rely on the existing F3 corridor and the existing crossing of the Hawkesbury River which is a future constraint to growth beyond 2021. This strategic assessment also indicates the need to improve the F3 capacity south of the Hawkesbury River (as well as north of the river crossing), before the completion of a new F3 to Sydney Orbital Type A link. This need is largely driven by the predicted growth in population and commuter travel demand from the Central Coast. 

15.4 Planning for Type C Corridor 

The F3 will be widened to six lanes for its entire length between Kariong and the Hawkesbury River by 2004. This preliminary analysis indicates that blamed 2021 the F3 corridor would bedernands beyond the capacity of a six-lane freeway, even if the proposed programs to upgrade rail infrastructure and services and increase rail's freight and pass'efirerm-gine Th-are=s—i-rrfh-e—c--6-r-ris-6T are-_ 
_ _ _ 

Further capacity enhancements and/or demand management measures are likettotzeresubs113e ond the trnigrame-of This study (2021). 

An investigation into the planning need for a new northern transport corridor could be considered as part of the current review of the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy by the NSW Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources. Such an investigation is outside the 
planning. 

15.5 Conclusions 

Type A Corridor Options best satisfy traffic and transport objectives of a new transport link from the F3 Freeway to the Sydney Orbital. The Type A options have formed the basis of the more detailed analysis described in subsequent sections of this report. 
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1. Introduction 

,<=1 

This report investigates the possible widening of the F3 Freeway between Wahroonga 
and the Kariong Interchange (Gosford) and has been prepared as part of  the F3 to 
Sydney Orbital Link Study. The report describes the following: 
o previous RTA investigations; 
o traffic forecasts and capacity analysis; 
o possible opportunities and constraints; and 
o preliminary cost estimates. 

The capacity of the F3 Freeway has been investigated with respect to its ability to 
cater for future traffic demands particularly with respect to the construction of a link to 
the Sydney Orbital. Depending on the location of the northern interchange of  the link, 
some or all of the F3 Freeway south of Kariong may need to be widened to cater for 
the additional traffic over the next 20 years. 

Traffic projections for the study have 
shown that an upgraded capacity of the 
F3 Freeway (generally three lanes each 
direction) will be exceeded in the year 
2021. This could necessitate either an 
alternative route, or upgrading the F3 
Freeway to a minimum of four lanes in 
each direction, or some form of traffic 
demand measures including land use 
and employment development on the 
Central Coast to limit traffic growth. 

This report has been prepared to,assess 
the potential to widen the F3 Freeway 
to four lanes in each direction from 
Wahroonga to Kariong. 

The level of reporting and costing 
included is strategic and no design 
works have been undertaken at this 
stage. 

The study area and the F3 alignment is 
shown in Figure 1.1 • Figure 1.1 - The Study Area 

ING6111:WP2_APPXA_F3 WIDENING.DOC PAGE A-1 



6. Alternative Strategies 
To assist in the consideration of the suitability of the F3 Freeway to widen to four 
lanes in each direction a preliminary cost estimate of alternative strategies for 
increasing the capacity of the "corridor" have been prepared. 

A number of alternatives have been considered for the provision of additional capacity 
for the F3 Freeway. These alternatives include: 
0 an elevated, two lane, tidal flow viaduct; and 
o an alternative route. 

6.1 Elevated Two Lane Tidal Flow Viaduct 
One alternative to widening the F3 Freeway is the construction of a two lane viaduct 
over the median or one carriageway of the existing formation. The viaduct would be 
tidal flow, generally carrying southbound traffic in the mornings and northbound 
traffic in the evenings. This arrangement could then be modified as required for 
holiday and weekend traffic. Ramps would be provided at various locations to 
provide access to the existing freeway and to allow the bypass of sections should they 
be effected by delays such as accidents. 

Such a propos'al is likely to have significant urban design and community issues 
(including noise and visual amenity), but would significantly reduce the likelihood of 
environmental issues. 

For costing purposes we have adopted a bridge construction rate of $2,000/m2 for the 
viaduct and S3,500/m2 for the Hawkesbury River and Mooney Mooney Creek bridges. 
The preliminary estimate for this proposal, including contingencies, is approximately 
$1,500 to $1,700 million. Although this is higher than the cost of widening to four 
lanes this proposal does provide 5 lanes in the peak flow direction. 

Such a scheme could be the consideration as a PPP or traditional tollway 

6.2 Alternative Second Route 
A number of alternatives for a second route have been prepared as part of the F3 to 
Sydney Orbital Link Study. These alternatives generally link to areas in western 
Sydney rather than to Wahroonga. 

The cost estimates for the routes investigated are between $2.6 and $3.6 billion. The, 
alternative routes do, however, provide a total capacity of 5 lanes in each direction 7 between Sydney and Gosford. 
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This Main Report presents the findings from the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study. The Study applied 
strategic analysis to the assessment of corridor types and feasible route options to determine an 
acceptable and preferred option which best satisfies National Highway objectives. 

A number of specific routes and associated engineering details such as interchange and ventilation 
layouts were developed and analysed during the course of the Study, for the purpose of determining 
feasibility and assessing the options. The specific routes and details described in this report do not 
constitute a concept proposal. 

It may be necessary to read sections from the other reports, records and working papers listed below 
to gain a more complete understanding of the information being reported in this Main Report: 

Draft Options Development Report (October 2002) 

Working Paper No 1: 

Working Paper No 2 

Working Paper No 3 

Working Paper No 4 

Working Paper No 5 

Working Paper No 6 

Working Paper No 7 

Value Management No.1 

Community Consultation Report (December, 2003) 

Engineering Design and Costings Report (March, 2004) 

Urban Design, Landscape and Visual Assessment Report (December, 2003), 

Traffic and Transportation Report (December, 2003) 

Social and Environmental Studies Report (March, 2004) 

Tunnel Investigations Report (December, 2003) 

Economics and Finance Report (March, 2004) 

Workshop Record (June 2002) 

Value Management No.2 Workshop Record (September, 2003) 

Access to the Main Report is available via the study website at: 

http://commcons.skm.com.au/f3tosydneyorbital 

Details on how to gain access to the Working Papers can be found on the study website. 

ion 
'! 

icw 

If the Government decides to further develop the recommended option this would involve the 
preparation of a concept proposal and an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), including a rout 
alignment and other details which would be developed for further assessment. Commun6,, 
consultation will continue through each stage of project development. 

Preface for Main Report.doc PAGE i 



Review o f  F3 to M 7  Corr idor  Selection — Submission Coversheet 

Please complete the following table and sign the declaration below. 

Please note: I f  you are submitting this submission electronically, you are also required to mail 

a hard copy o f  the signed and completed cover sheet to the Review Secretariat as soon as 
possible after that date. The Review Chair retains the right to reject submissions which do 

Name: Peter  Andrew Waite OAM JP 

Address: 28 W a r n e  Street, Pennant  Hills, NSW 2120 

Phone Number :  (0) 9484 3471 

Email: waitepetergbigpond.com 

Submission on behal f  o f  (if applicable): 

not meet the requirements set out in this paragraph. 

Declaration 

I f  submitting this submission on behalf o f  an organisation, group or someone else mentioned 
above, I warrant that I am duly authorised to put in the submission on their behalf. 

• NOT RELEVANT: refer to page 2 

I and any parties to the submission understand that the submission will be treated as a public 

,---- document and will be available on the review website and may be quoted in the final report. 

I and any parties to the submission also understand that I/we may be invited by the Review 
Chair to attend a meeting, which will be open to the public, to clarify points or answer 
questions the Chair may have in relation to points raised in this submission. 

Signature: By Email Date: 10th April 2007 

Copy with signature posted today 

CC Hornsby Council 
The Hon P Ruddock MP 
Mrs J Hopwood MP 
M r  G Smith MP 
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The 

Demanding from 

® MPs, Councillors 
Group and bureaucracies 

Honesty in representation 

Integrity of reporting 
Transparency of process 

3 

AP-ril 25, 2007:'Submission amended to DISCLOSURE to the Independent Review of the F3 to M7 
Corridor Selection 

Because of concerns about serious inaccuracies, ambiguity and deliberate avoidance of 
responding to detailed questions about the SKM study I held a meeting with a member of the 
Concerned Citizen's Group (Liberal Party), Pennant Hills District Civic Trust, Beecroft 
Cheltenham Civic Trust, and others including Clive Troy. 

Because of political or employment affiliations it was decided to establish an 'umbrella 
structure' — known as 'The H. I. T. Group' so that the identity of concerned citizens were 
not disclosed. 

I registered The H. I. T. Group ® as a business name. Item 76, May 25, 2005. Most people 
have wrongly assumed 'group' means people. H. I. T. is a group of letters that commence the 
words Honesty, Integrity and Transparency. 

          
        

    
    

I have paid all costs for three public meetings, most literature and many advertisements. 

     
     

           
       

    . 

       
   

       

Item 205 relates to Hornsby Council's latest report on the Independent Review. 

The Independent Review is requested to examine the HIT Groups 29 November 
Brochure, 186, to help understand the extent of community concerns. 
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Review of F3 to M7 Corridor Selection - FINAL SUBMISSION 

CONCLUSION 
If the SKM study, DOTARS and the RTA, had been subject to the principles of Honesty, 
Integrity and Transparency this Independent Review would not have been necessary. 

Compelling evidence indicates there has been considerable political interference in what 
should have been impartial studies that would have stood up to transparent examination. 

Whilst there have been many so called policies no explanations have been forthcoming to 
explain why they have not been complied with. Instead Ministers and the bureaucracy have 
avoided responding to many simple questions. 

Equally so, some elected representatives at a Federal, State and Local Government level have 
preferred to rely on misleading advice. 

I believe the Independent Review will not have time or resources to make an informed 
determination in accordance with the ambiguous 'Terms of Reference'. 

In my opinion, in the first instance, the Independent Review should put these unanswered 
questions to DOTARS and the RTA that were raised in The HIT Group 4 page March 12, 2006 
meeting paper; item 150 and my FOI, item 204. 

The following questions demand answers: 

1. Why was a decision made to disregard both the Study 'purpose' as defined in Newsletter 
1 and the Australian Government's Auslink guidelines? 

2. Was the 'community consultative process' genuine? Newsletter No. 2 - July 2003 clearly 
indicates that months prior to the September 2003 Value Management Workshop a 
decision had been made to select a short term option. 

3. What evidence exists in government files to justify abandoning the proposed tunnel under 
Pennant Hills Road in favour of a western above ground connection from the F3 to the 
Sydney Orbital for completion before 201 0? 

DISCLOSURES TO THE INDEPENDENT INQUIRY 

POLITICAL ASPECTS 
In 2002 some members of the Liberal Party of Australia, Pennant Hills Thorn leigh Branch, 
raised concerns with SKM, MPs about the 'community consultative processes' of the SKM 
Study. Obviously SKM cannot comment. 

The concerned members called themselves the 'Concerned Citizens Group' and made 
numerous representations to SKM, Politicians, in particular the Federal Member for Berowra, 
the Hon Philip Ruddock whom I have known as well as his late parents as nearby residents 
for nearly 50 years. 

Similarly MP Barry O'Farrell lived opposite me for several years. As an informed person for a 
number of years I provided advice to Barry and wrote his draft letters/advice on matters 
relating to local issues raised by the Hornsby Shire Local Traffic Committee. (I had previously 
been Hornsby Council's representative on this committee during the 1980's as a Hornsby 
Councillor.) 
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The SKM report was fatally compromised when "the instruction from DO TARS was that the 
Australian Government felt that examination of longer term options was outside the scope of 
the Link Study and the issue should be addressed in another forum". VM Workshop No

2 
Recore 

VM Workshop No2 Record records concerns raised over numerous issues by nine (9) state 
agency professional officers from RIC, DIP&NR, SRA, EPA and National Parks. Twenty three 
(23) attended from DOTARS, RTA OEM, SKM and TPM. 

In other words the Study has never properly, and appropriately, considered the western 
option B and C that had previously been identified as the preferred options. These matters 
were referred to in 'our' submissions and again later at several public meetings. Despite 
numerous requests and meetings no explanations have been given to explain 
why the 'SKM terms of reference' were changed. 

It is my and many other's belief that through no fault of SKM the findings in their report are of 
little, if any value. 

Whilst having no formal technical qualifications I possess substantive 'local knowledge' on 
historical traffic, planning, geographical, construction and logistical experience that I have 
acquired for well over the sixty-five of my seventy five years. 

If called on I will give the Independent Review impartial advice and opinion. 

The ICAC November 2003 paper "Fact-Finder A 20-step guide to conducting an inquiry 
in your organisation". Page 36 "was I a participant in any of the issues in the 
inquiry? If you witnessed something or supervised a particular area, you should not be 
involved in inquiring into those aspects". 

It would be wrong for the Roads Ministers, DOTARS and RTA staff involved in the SKM and 
or MWT reports or assessments to be involved apart from explaining, and producing 
documents to prove that 'due process' has occurred and that there was no political 
intervention in any way. 

PREFERRED ROUTES- PLURAL 
Proposals in the SKM report supporting the tunnel under Pennant Hills Road were driven by 
the RTA wanting to use Federal funds to overcome major local traffic problems. DOTARS 
should have advised the RTA before 2002 that this was unacceptable. Equally so the 
Transurban's suggestions 'validated' by MWT did not address numerous other issues. 

Whilst I do not agree with it, the State's government 2006 December decision (without 
appropriate legislation- another political decision) to exempt 'critical infrastructure' from all 
regulations removes any obstructions to the RTA building the 'local link', with State funds, on 
the existing road reserve near the Lane Cove Valley and the National Highway from Deane 
Park to near Mount White via a second Hawkesbury River crossing using National funding'. 

When my, and other submissions are critically reviewed by the Independent Inquiry I believe it 
will be found that the community concerns are justified. 

SYDNEY HARBOUT BRIDGE 75th ANNIVERSAY CELEBRATIONS 
This bridge was called for in the 1850s and was part of Dr Bradfield's thesis for his doctorate 
that outlined Sydney's future rail system as it is today. 

Since then politicians, who do not have Dr Bradfield's skills, have had many visions that will 
achieve little because they are merely 'Band-Aid' or 'pipe dream' solutions. 

Successful politicians surround themselves with impartial experts who will give them 'frank 
and candid' advice. Instead, many surround themselves with 'spin doctors' whose expertise 
is to tell them what they want to hear and how they can convince the public they are right. 

I repeat- my IMPARTIAL REVIEW has been caused by A POLITICAL PROBLEM 
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REQUEST 
That the Independent Inquiry immediately direct DOTARS and the RTA to: 

• Comply with the ICAC Guidelines referred to above. 

• Release all documents that prove every community submission was impartially assessed 
by SKM and appropriately taken into account. 

• According to 'procedural fairness' respondents be given the opportunity to question the 
validity of the assumptions made by SKM during the Independent Review. 

My SUBMISSION to Independent Inquiry by April13 
Following are details of extracts from over 200 documents to support my views that the SKM 
and MWT reports have failed to impartially address the original objectives of the SKM report 
and Government Policy. 

This is not to seen as a criticism of SKM and MWT. They, and the Independent Inquiry findings 
can only be as good as the limitations of the terms of reference and instructions imposed -
by politicians and the bureaucracy. 

DISABILITY - ASSETS 
I  have no formal education to assess the correctness or otherwise of traffic 
studies and the basis of computer analysis or grammatical analysis. 

I do however have practical skills in preparing counter disaster plans and working with 
government agencies to develop practical and workable systems and organisational 
structures. Such work included the Sydney Region Bushfire Association, Police and ASIO for 
the 1998 World Scout Jamboree near Cataract Dam. 

The Independent Review will probably find grammatical errors or lack of detail to understand 
some of this submission. This should not be an impediment to affording me 'natural justice'. 

Should the Independent Review require further information or details I will make it available as 
soon as requested by hard copy or email. 

In the following table a bold DOCUMENT description indicates my belief the item is 
political. 

Peter Waite OAM JP 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

DATE 
C1840 

1912 

1959 

1975 
Nov 11 

1979 
Jul 6 

DOCUMENT 
SM H 'Our Bridge' 

II 

Dr Bradfield 

Below 

Minutes 

Ministerial letter to MP 
Jim Cameron 

RELATIONSHIP 
75m Anniversary. This article clearly shows how 
governments 'of the day' had the vision to plan for the 
future. 

This submission will illustrate how governments now rely on 
'crisis management' and short term solutions instead of 
carrying out their 'Constitutional' duties. Nswconstitution 85 

Appointed Chief Engineer for Sydney metropolitan railway 
and harbour bridge. 

No response to angle parking suggestion by business 
community to Council and Railways after 16 years. 

Pennant Hills Residents (Traffic) Assn. Attendees B & M 
Waite. This committee formed because of traffic speeding 
and short cutting through 'back streets'. 

Re Business Group concerns and petition re parking 
problems on East side of Pennant Hills Road, DMR would 
provide 13 parking spaces before 'clearway' restrictions 
imposed. 

Widening to occur in approx 2 years. 

The widening would not be piecemeal. 

1981 
Jun 4 

Telecom - MP Harry Page 2 - Delay in widening is inevitable due to 
Edwards unfortunate misunderstanding in the extent of Telecom's 

involvement in the project. 

1981 
Nov 

Pennant Hills Traffic & 
Parking Study for 
Hornsby Council 

1984 RT A letter & plan re 
Dec 10 P. H. Road widening 

program 

C1986 ROADS 2000 DMR 

This letter was nonsense. The DMR advised Telecom it 
must demolish an exchange for road widening and build a 
new structure. 

A typical protection of one bureaucracy by another. 

Lyle Marshall. Page 7: Widening of Pennant Hills Road 
by 1986 will not meet the total future demand. 

Solution proposed was identified as being unacceptable 
by concerned residents in 1975. 

This plan bore no relationship to the 1979 advice that 
'piecemeal' development would not occur. 

The works started in Pennant Hills in 1981 and 
continued until 1996. The community deserves better. 

By then traffic jams occurred and extra turning bays had to 
be built to and from Boundary Road. Refer to 
consultant's 1981 report to Hornsby Council. 

Roads Minister Brereton promises "A new deal for road 
users". 

"A responsible way forward for road development in New 
South Wales". 

10. 1993 
Aug 

Liverpool Hornsby 
Study 

"Route Descriptions The following route options could be 
developed as the National Highway" 
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11. 1994 
Jan 24 

12. 1994 
Feb 

13. 1995 
Oct 

14. 1997 

15. 1998 
July 

16. 2000 
May 7 

17. 2001 
Jan 

18. 2002 
Aug 8 

.19. 2002 
Aug 14 

Jul 30 

20. 2002 
Sept 

Brereton News 
Release 

'' 

Bulletin 3 

RTA- DOT 
Overview of Western 
Sydney Orbital 

/ 

Austroads-
Strategy for 
Ecologically 
Sustainable 
Development 

Australia at The 
Crossroads. 

E-transport 

Delivering best 
practice 

Pennant Hills - A 
study of Traffic & 
Parking 

Pennant Hills District 
Civic Trust 

DOTARS- RTA 
Proposed WSO 

Concerned Citizens 
Group submission to 
SKM. 

SKM advice re 
October meeting 

Notes 

WORLD HIGHWAYS 
International 
magazine 

Liverpool - Hornsby Link Road report released. 

This release emphasises the difference between state 
and national highways. 

Preferred Route. What was essentially option B in the 
2004 SKM report. 

Commonwealth Roads Minister Brereton: Planning for 
next 30 years. This hasn't happened 

Australia at The Crossroads. 

Nowhere in the SKM report can reference be found to 
guidelines such as contained in these various papers. 

The attached extracts "The Future - Summing up" 
encapsulates the community concerns. 

Page 62 It is important to build the 'right' projects rather 
than 'bad projects'. Then, 'Reforming institutions' clearly 
outlines the current politically dominated 'crisis 
management processes adopted by governments on all 
persuasions. 

Despite their claim to the contrary, as yet, Hornsby 
Council has not taken any interest in this technical 
report. 

Complaint to Andrew Tink MP that the delegation to 
Canberra with Hornsby Council had not consulted with 
communities along Pennant Hills Road about what has 
become a tunnel under Pennant Hills Road to link the F3 
and M7. 

"In 1993 the Commonwealth Government announced it 
intended to extend the National Highway by linking these 
end points within Sydney". This may be true, however see 
1994 above. An entirely different scenario. 

Refer to July 2003 'Background Report'. 

This simple map aided by SMK's own statistics gave 'ball 
park' estimates that Option C was vastly superior to a 
tunnel under Pennant Hills Road for a similar cost. 

Note comments on Option C. Too expensive, Long term, 
Type C provides alternative to single Hawkesbury Bridge. 

Attached to this document. 

Pages 27 - 29. Tunnels under Paris - 4.5 k and 5.5 k. 
Vehicles under say 2.3 metres high. Trucks will use a 
separate tunnel. First tunnel to open 2005. 

There was a fire in the first tunnel that closed down work 
for three months whilst it was repaired. 

The recent Melbourne tunnel fire has highlighted both fire 
problems and apparent faulty construction work. 

The SKM report does not properly address these issues 
that the community raised. 
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21. 2002 Media Release "A 2007 start date for the construction of this link is 
Oct 31 still possible". 

22. 2002 SKM advice re above It is now 2007 and at least three years away according to 
Nov 5 media release. the 2004 White Paper. 

23. 2003 Abigroup letter Advice that the WSO Community Liaison Group does not 
Apr10 encompass the F3 connection. 

24. 2003 SKM Study- January 2001 MPs Anderson and Scully announced the 
July Background Report SKM study. 

P1 footer NO DECISION HAS BEEN MADE ON 
PREFERRED ROUTE. 

P23 quotes vehicle numbers and 2007 start. 

25. 2003 Newsletter 2 "The study findings indicate that corridor Type A 
July options are preferred." 

This newsletter contradicts the above July 2003 statement. 

26. 2003 Minister Ruddock "A solution must be found" 
Sep 1 

27. 2003 Media release Submission dates extended to 3 October. 
Sep 8 Minister Anderson 

28. 2003 Value Management Page 22 - 3.13.1 Regional Transgort needs bey:ond 2020 
Sep 17- Workshop No2 "Following lengthy discussion, the instruction from 
18 Record DOT ARS was that the Australian Government felt that 

the longer term option was outside the scope of the link 
study and the issue should be addressed in another 
forum". 

No explanations have been given as to why there was 
this departure from the terms of reference and 
government policy. See FOI 28 March 2007 

29. 2003 Concerned Citizens This letter raising serious issues has not been properly 
Oct 4 Group letter to SKM answered by anyone. 

Using the SKM statistics the Western Option is the best 
option. 

30. 2003 PH. Thornleigh Refer 17 Feb 2004 Campbell letter. 
Oct 8 Liberal Party letter 

31. 2003 Hornsby Council Advice Option C continue to be investigated for long term 
Oct 21 option, meanwhile support for purple or blue options to 

alleviate Pennant Hills Road options. 

32. 2004 Campbell to Liberal Announcement to be made soon. 
Feb 17 Party. 

Contact Mr Scott Elaurant to arrange a meeting. 

33. 2004 Tink to Liberal Party See letters above and below. 
Feb 24 

34. 2004 Liberal Party Possible meeting with Department - Mr Elaurant. 
Mar 11 
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35. 2004 
May 6 

36. 2004 
May 6 

37. 2004 
June 

38. 

39. 

2004 
June 

2004 
Jul 13 

Joint Media Release. 
Ministers Anderson 
and Campbell. 

Repudiation of 
above media 
release. 

Auslink. 

MP Tink Newsletter 

Herald article -
'bridge' replacing road 
collapse at Coalcliff 

40. 2004 Emails 8.18 re May 
Jun 18 5 Media Release 

41. 2004 Emails 10.42am re 
Jun 18 May 5 Media 

Release 

42. 2004 To SKM re selection 
Jun 19 process 

Tunnel under Pennant Hills Road chosen without 
intermediate access to the tunnel. 

"The Australian Government will deliver the project 
under the new Auslink framework". 

This eight page paper questions many assumptions in the 
Minister's joint media release. 

Extracts from the SKM report were the basis of the 
challenge. 

"The Australian Government will fund projects which 
will have the greatest effect on Australia's long-term 
future, whatever the mode". The Australian 
Government determined it wanted a short term solution. 

We look forward to working together with other levels of 
government, the private sector and the community to 
achieve a better transport system for Australia". Surely the 
community should come first, all the others mentioned are 
part of the community. 

How can the community believe anything Politicians, 
governments and the bureaucracies say or promise? 

Page 11 Table 2 details the costs of delays to the 
community. The 1995 costs would have built option C. 

Page 73 shows the EIS has been delayed. The 2007 
promised starting date has been abandoned. 

This means the budget allocation to commence the tunnel 
has been deferred until the 2009 - 2014 estimates. 

Assuming the proposed tunnel was operational by 
2014, this means it would have reached capacity by 
2020. This is NOT sound planning. 

This glossy brochure indicates Andrew Tink has little 
understanding of the study. 

This article examples how the government built this 
project without an Environmental Impact Study. 

There is no dispute that this was the right decision. 

Why couldn't this be done for the F3 to M7 route? 

Advice from Ruddock's office Waite is to meet Frame when 
Senator Campbell is in Sydney. Who is Frame? 

Advice from Ruddock's office Waite is to meet Frame when 
Senator Campbell is in Sydney. - Who is Sylvia Norton? 

Party Branch needs to be involved because of 
transparency issues raised at meeting on May 10. 

Attached are 2003 letters about the process and June 20 
Sun Herald article about road operators. 
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43. 2004 SKM reply to above. Pages 2/3. "In view of the large number of submissions 
Jul 6 received (about 1 ,000) it was no possible to respond 

individually to each of the submissions". 

All that was necessary was to put all the submissions on 
the internet as well as each assessment. 

Will the Independent Review do this? 

44. 2004 To SKM re above. I again question who the stakeholders are. 
Jul 10 

As yet, no one has responded. 

45. 2004 From SKM Submissions to the Monthly Chronicle have been read. 
Jul 13 They do not necessary(ly) reflect SKM's position. 

46. 2004 To Minister Lloyd "We are convinced there was political intervention in the 
Aug 3 process and the RT A staff or at a political level resulting in 

an inferior route nominated as the preferred option." 

Meeting in Ruddock's office August 26. 

47. 2004 Minister Lloyd Advice of 26 August meeting in Ruddock's office. 
Aug 6 

   
  

  

49. 2004 Meeting in Ruddock Lloyd late. Ruddock left meeting to attend his FEC 
Aug 26 office. meeting nearby.  

Lloyd and others then joined the FEC meeting. Lloyd 
spoke about openings in the tunnel contrary to the AG's 
decision. 

Ruddock intervened advising Lloyd he cannot go 
against a Cabinet decision. 

 
 

50. 2004 Letter to Lloyd. Confirming agreement for 'Concerned Citizens Group' to 
Aug 27 meet with DOTARS and SKM ASAP. 

51. 2004 Thorn leigh News letter. Mayoral Interview re road issues and in 
Oct 7 Norman hurst particular the proposed tunnel. 

Residents Group 
Mr Blunt was a former Councillor and was chairman for the 
HIT meeting on August 2, 2005 at Pennant Hills. 

52. 2004 MP Richardson letter Always preferred the original Lane Cove corridor. 
Nov 25 

What is the difference between operating at above 
capacity and choke point? 

Will use best endeavors to ensure exhaust stacks are 
filtered. This is not good enough for people's health. 

53. 2004 Monthly Chronicle Who made the decision that Option C was outside the 
Nov/De 'terms of reference'? 
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54. 2004 
Nov 5 

55. 2004 
Dec 6 

Meeting at SKM 
offices 

Jones "Concerned 
Citizens Group" to 
Ruddock. 

56. 2004 Lloyd to PH Civic 
Dec 10 Trust 

57. 2004 Waite to Ruddock 
Dec 14 

58. 2004 Minister Nelson to 
Dec 20 Waite 

59. 2004 Lloyd to Waite. 
Dec 23 

60. 2005 Ruddock to Waite 
Jan 11 

61. 2005 Lloyd to Waite 
Jan 28 

62. 2005 
Feb 21 

63. 2005 
Feb 22 

64. 2005 
Mar 10 

Email to Anderson re 
phone call 

Letter to Anderson 

Meeting with 
Ruddock and Cory -
DOTARS 

SKM, DOTARS, RTA, Concerned Citizens Group (Liberal 
Party -Jones, Waite) This was a frustrating waste of time. 

SKM allegedly provided a copy of all reports. The October 
2002 Draft Options Development Report was not supplied. 

Mr Jones's letter and our joint submission to the meeting 
and assessment of the outcomes. 

Page 4 par 4. The RTA advised to think carefully about 
having option C reviewed as it would put the program back 
2 or 3 years and the community would suffer. 

Over 2 years later the Australian Government has decided 
to review the decision on behalf of a toll road operator and 
has done nothing about genuine community concerns. 

The Australian Government has stated categorically that 
there will be no opening in Brickyard Park. 

Refer to Lloyd's comments 26 August 2004. 

A long term option is outside of the current project. 

Who made that decision and why has not been answered. 

Reminder he stated we were already in election mode 
for 2007. 

The questions raised are unanswered. 

Uninformed PR comment form an uninformed bureaucrat. 

Ruddock is Member for Berowra, not Hornsby. 

Option C will impact on Berowra Waters. As a former 
Hawkesbury ferry captain Lloyd shows his lack of 
knowledge about the subject. Option C is nowhere near 
Berowra Waters. 

Whoever drafted this letter is equally uninformed. 

Thanks for January 6 letter. 

Par 2 of this letter admits Option C was part of the study. 

Purple option best until 2021. Type C varies from $2.7 to 
$3.9 billion. Refer to map at March 12, 2006 for fallacies 
in the Minister's statement. 

1994 study supports a route to the west and questions to 
proposed tunnels viability. 

re 21 Feb email. 
Note schedule of letters attached. 

The Pennant Hills Civic Trust, Concerned Citizens Group 
met with Ruddock and Cory- DOTARS for 2 hours. 

It was agreed the Trust and Waite make submissions for 
DOT ARS to respond to. 

I gave Ruddock a copy of Lloyd's 23 December 2003 letter 
about option C crossing Berowra Waters. He was less 
than impressed. 
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65. 2005 Tink to Liberal Party DOT ARS should release the documents. 
Mar 18 Branch 

66. 2005 Liberal Party to Branch President Ross Barwick, son Sir Garfield Barwick, 
Mar 30 Lloyd seeking documents. 

67. 2005 Auditor General Page 31: he RTA advised 340% increase in the Cross 
April Report, Air Quality City Tunnel project from 1999 to 2002 was in part due to 

the direct intervention of The Premier. A short time after 
the study was made public the Premier resigned. 

"Project castings not adequate". "Prevents proper up-
front evaluations". 

The SKM report also falls into this category. 

68. 2005 Barwick to Waite DRAFT notes produced by Malcolm Powell - former Liberal 
Apr5 Party member. 

In par 2 he refers to Honesty, Integrity and Transparency, 
this is where the idea of the HIT Group started. 

69. 2005 Jones to Tink RT A assumptions appear open to question and debate. 
Apr18 

Dr Ray Kearney's comments about pollution fall out. 

70. 2005 Waite to DOT ARS 'Concerned Citizen's Group' supplementary submission re 
Apr 24 5 November 2004 submission. 

P3 Minister Costa's proposals to increase speed limits on 
Pennant Hills Road to 80 kph. 

P4 Notes Transurban have taken over Hills Motorway. 

Once again the Australian Government's credibility has 
been questioned. 

71. 2005 Lloyd to Waite (Anzac Day) Acknowledges my submission was received 
April 25 on 23 March 2005 and is currently under review. 

72. 2005 Public Meeting Ruddock advised "He feared that as no money had been 
May 2 Ruddock & Tink put aside by the State in forward estimates, upgrading 

Pennant Hills Road and the tunnel option might be put off 
for a long time". 

The 2004 Auslink White Paper put back the funding until 
after 2009. 

73. 2005 Transport forum ParsonsBrinkerhoff papers on Tunnels, Bridges, 
May Darling Harbour Construction Services 

74. 2005 Civic Trust to Lloyd March 10 submission. Page 2. Option C does not rely on 
May 20 uncosted assumptions. 

75. 2005 Email to DOT ARS Confirming May 25 meeting in Canberra. 
May 20 

76. 2005 Office of Fair The Honesty, Integrity, Transparency Group 
May 25 Trading registration - Peter Waite, Clive Troy 
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77. 2005 
Jun 8 

78. 

79. 

2005 
Jun 7 

2005 
Jun 10 

Waite to Tink 

Changes to EPA Act 

Lloyd to Tink re Jones 
April 20 letter 

80. 2005 Jones to Ruddock 
Jun10 

81. 2005 Fin Review 
Jun 11 

82. 2005 DOT ARS staff 
Jun 11 advertisement. 

83. 2005, Lloyd to Ruddock 
Jun 23 

Registering concerns that the State opposition was doing 
little to gain the confidence of the people to change 
governments. 

The March 24, 2007 elections proved my point. 

The attached question about the truth refers to the 
Auslink November 2002 Green Paper "Our decision to 
move from the existing piecemeal short-term and mode­
specific approach" for a new approach to Australia's 
national land transport infrastructure". 

The Independent Inquiry should establish what this 
means in relationship to thew SKM Study. 

This Act was passed with Liberal support. In December 
2006 the Government issued regulations completely 
removing any controls over State Significant Development. 

Par 4 acknowledges funding ($20 million) has been 
approved for planning - not construction. 

Pars 5 to 7 contain explicit information that until then had 
never been raised. 

Why raise them here. The State Government has decided 
they are not to be impediments to State Significant 
Developments. Refer to 7 June 2005 comment. 

The last par avoids the need to widen the uncosted F3 
widening to 8 lanes and impact on National Parks. 

This letters lacks credibility. 

Political letter questioning why this matter has not been 
raised in State Parliament. 

Article re removal of appeal from State Significant 
Development approvals by Ministerial decree. 

Seeks staff for Auslink executive staff to deliver "high 
quality results within a team environment, often working 
with other levels of government, the finance sector and 
freight and logistics industry representatives". 

No where does this advertisement refer to the 
community which possess more collective knowledge 
than governments and their bureaucracies. 

This is undemocratic. The Independent Inquiry should 
seek explanations as to where and at what stage is the 
'community interest' determined. 

This is a series of 'motherhood' statements about 
government policy that hasn't been complied with. 

Par 6. "Long term transport requirements for Sydney is a 
State responsibility (option C)" WRONG 

Option A is a State responsibility. The RT A hijacked the 
study to use Federal money to help solve local road 
problems. 

From 1994 Option C was to be part of the National 
Highway. This letter lacks credibility. 
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84. 2005 Emails to and from 
Jun 29 DOTARS 

85. 2005 Lloyd to Ruddock 
Jun 30 

  
 

87. 2005 
Jul 4 

 

DOT ARS letter and 
attachments 

Page 2: "I don't want anyone ambushed" 
Suggested time and date for meeting Tuesday 5 July. 

Page 2 par 1: "solving Sydney's urban traffic problems is 
the responsibility of the NSW Government". 

Refer to Lloyd's statements in his June 23 letter to 
Ruddock. 

The Independent Inquiry is asked to determine the 
inconsistencies in these two letters. 

 

 
 

 

 
 

This was attached to the above email in black and white. 
A signed color copy was provided at the meeting. 

Attachment A. Par 1: "by-passing Pennant Hills Road" is 
wide open to interpretation. 

Newsletter 1: "To investigate options for a new National 
Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway (F3) 
and the future Sydney orbital" 

Par 4 "It is clear that the main purpose of the Study was to 
find a route that would effectively solve problems of traffic 
congestion, road safety and amenity on Pennant Hills 
Road". 

This is absurd logic. All A options connect to the existing 
section of the M2 which is already part of the Orbital route. 
The 'future Sydney Orbital' was clearly the M 7. 

Refer to Figure 1 of the Options Development Report 
which shows the Western Sydney Orbital as a dotted line 
and the M2 as an existing road. 

It should also be noted that at this time I had not seen 
and did not realise that the Options Development Report 
existed. 

The 17 routes developed. Figure 5.2 

The final report acknowledges a Type C option will 
eventually be necessary. On this basis the reasons for 
rejecting it are irrelevant because they will eventually have 
to be addressed by future governments. 

These reasons are political decisions being supported 
by the bureaucracy. The 'experts' raised these issues 
in the Value Management Workshop No.2 Sept 2003. 

Air Quality: "Type A would have the lowest number of 
vehicle kilometres traveled and therefore lower 
exhaust emissions, with type C the highest". 
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88. 2005 
Jul 5 

89. 2005 
July 5 

90. 2005 
Jul 7 

91. 2005 
Jul 7 

92. 2005 
Jul 8 

93. 2005 
Jul 9 

DOTARS stated that the tunnel may not have any 
filtration. There is no evidence to support the above 
claim. 

Table 4: Economic Performance of Types A, B, C. This 
table does not disclose $1 billion required to widen the 
F3 to 8 lanes and reduce speed limits. 

 
 

SKM, RTA, DOTARS, Response to emailed 4 July DOTARS reply to March 10 
Jones, Swalwell, submissions. 
Waite meeting 

DOTARS summary 
notes of meeting 

Waite reply to Cory 
email 

Later email from 
Waite to Cory. 

Swalwell to and from 
Cory emails. 

Ruth Jones for an 
unwell Derek Jones 
email to Cory. 

In the Attachments I ask about the WPS March 2004. This 
wasn't answered. SKM later advised I would have to 
obtain a copy from the RTA. Why wasn't it included? 

These are DOTARS interpretation of a 4.5 hour meeting. 

They are brief, grossly inaccurate and misleading. 

The only way for the Independent Inquiry to resolve 
these issues would be to hear both sides views 
according to the principles of 'procedural fairness'. 

My opinions are based on the Demographic Centre of 
Sydney at Silverwater and experiences as the Chairman of 
the highly successful Save Hornsby Hospital Committee in 
the late 1980s. 

In that instance the Government proposed to close four 
hospitals and build two super hospitals without any 
credible evidence that the 'dream' would work. 

The proposals were proven to be politically motivated. The 
Save Hornsby Hospital Committee was comprised mainly of 
disgruntled Labor Party members who leaked information. 

I again registered my concerns that we had been 
'ambushed'. In retrospect we should have left the 
meeting. 

There was no independent chair. 

Again there is reference to differences in Newsletters 1 
and 2. 

Swalwell has pointed out the tunnel may only have a six 
year useful life before Option C is needed etc. 

Cory reply avoids the need for another route. 

Without an independent 'umpire' to force DOT ARS and 
the RT A to provide meaningful answers to informed 
community questions will be ignored. 
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In my opinion SKM tried to be impartial but had the 
terms of reference changed several times to arrive at a 
conclusion that would have lead to the Australian 
Government funding a tunnel under Pennant Hills Road 
to solve State local traffic problems. 

94. 2005 Ruth Jones for an 24 hours makes a lot of difference. Derek has exampled 
Jul 10 unwell Derek Jones how the bombing in London's rail system had such a 

email to Cory. disastrous effect. 

Derek has over 50 years of experience in organising and 
managing 'communications' systems in Africa, Europe and 
Australia. For some years he was also the Assistant SES 
controller for Hornsby Shire. 

95. 2005 Waite to and from Advice re August 2 Public Meeting about the tunnel 
Jul 11 Cory emails. concerns. 

96. 2005 Turnkey paper Colin prepared this paper in response to Clive Troy's 
Jul 13 request to assist and make a presentation at the HIT 

August 2 meeting. 

With 30 years of experience his expert input cannot be 
ignored. 

97. 2005 Health Effects of Air Four page paper presented at Pennant Hills on August 2, 
July Pollution - Curran 2005. 

Herald article about M5 smog rort quoting Mark Curran's 
study. 

98. 2005 DOT ARS to Swalwell "The AG is not responsible for solving Sydney's Transport 
no date PH Civic Trust problems". AGREED. 

I have highlighted on this letter Option C does not rely 
on any of these uncosted assumptions. 

Equally so it also does not include the $1 billion plus to 
widen the F3 to 8 lanes including most bridges 
including those across the Hawkesbury. 

The Independent Review should ensure that DOTARS 
and the RT A respond to these issues that were clearly 
identified in the SKM report. 

99. 2005 Monthly Chronicle Article re H. I. T. public meeting August 2 at Pennant Hills. 
JuiAug 

100 2005 PUBLIC MEETING DOT ARS Mr Cory attended this meeting as an observer. 
Aug 2 'paper' 

The four page paper encapsulates concerns raised by 
several community groups, residents and experts like 
former RTA Director Ken Dobinson (RTA engineer Lib). 
Ken is a member of the prestigious Sydney University 
Warren Centre. 

The last sentence in red under item 12 "And, is this 
really a new connection or in reality just 2 additional 
lanes?" This must be addressed by the Independent 
Review. 

As yet DOTARS and the RTA have not responded. 
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101 2005 2005 National Local Government News. PPPs. "There's evidence from 
Aug Roads and Transport Britain that if you involve PPPs, you may as well 

Congress. double the cost. But you get it earlier". 

Transport Minister Anderson: "All is not well with Roads to 
Recovery". "Make sure things are done with transparency. 
There's a lot to be done at your (Local Government) level, 
there's a lot to be done at state level". 

The Australian Government admits there are problems. 

102 2005 2005 National Local Cover pages of Parsons Brinkerhoff centenary publications 
Aug Roads and Transport from a Darling Harbour exhibition associated with the 

Congress. above Congress. 

TUNNELS 
BRIDGES 
CONSTRUCTION SERVICES. 

Parsons Brinkerhoff have a world wide proven track record 
in many areas. However, they were commissioned by 
Hornsby Council in 2004 to prepare a report on possible 
uses of a former quarry without being advised there was 
no legal access. 

 
 

 

103 2005 Ruddock to Waite HIT Advising he must act in the best interest of the wider 
Aug 15 community and not delay the road. 

Ruddock had obviously not been informed that the 2004 
White Paper put the funding back to 2009 - 2014. 

104 2005 Roads Minister Lloyd Page 2 - "I have directed my Department to wind back its 
Aug 18 to Minister Ruddock engagement with Mr Waite and his colleagues to a level 

consistent with the normal treatment of representations 
on Government decisions. 

This is a deplorable situation. It is a blatant admission 
that the Australian Government has a policy to ignore 
substantive probity issues. 

The Independent Inquiry should establish who made 
this recommendation to the Minister. 

105 2005 Trans urban, Source A1 MWT appendix to 22 March 2006 Interim 
Sept DOTARS Report. 

RTA meeting 
This means that following letters and documents that were 
considered by, and responded to by DOT ARS and the 
RT A was with their knowledge. 

106 2005 HIT to Baulkham Hills Confirmation of meeting outcome where Baulkham Hills 
Oct 7 Council Mayor Council supports "Long term forward planning for a Type 

C option to the west." 

107 2005 Waite to Debnam Setting out our previous contact and failure of the Liberal 
Nov 4 Party to offer any constructive alternatives to the Labor 

government. 

Debnam did not respond to my request to have the SKM 
study reviewed. 

Also attached was another article from the Chronicle. 
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108 2005 S M Herald. Tollways This article appeared about the same time as Transurban 
Nov 10 to reap huge profits. approached the Australian Government to review the 

proposed tunnel under Pennant Hills Road. 

109 2005 Roads Minister to Whilst admitting the RT A conducted the study this letter 
Nov 10 Wayne Merton MP passes the 'buck' back to the Australian Government. 

110 2005 HIT Group to 10 This Memo attached Minister Tripodi's November 10 letter. 
Nov 21 Liberal MPs and other 

Liberals It included an invitation to the March 12 meeting at 
Pennant Hills and also requested comment to enable 
accurate media releases to be made. 

Included was the August 2 leaflet and Media Release 
shown in the next item. 

At this stage it can be reasonably assumed at least 
Lloyd should have known of Transurban's proposals. 

111 2005 ROAD RAGE media Refer to Minister Lloyd's letter's and the unanimous 
Nov 21 release resolution passed on August 2 by 243 residents at the 

meeting. 

112 2005 Tink to Tripodi Request for answers to technical questions for road counts 
Nov 26 compared to Option C. 

113 2005 S M H millions wasted This article examples several 'bad projects' as against 
Dec 6 in new transport 'good projects'. 

debacle 
In most instances the projects were aimed at Labor 
electorates and ignored major problems in Liberal 
electorates. 

It is obvious that the separation of power has virtually 
ceased to exist. 

114 2005 Australian. Public ire It must be established if Roads Minister Tripodi or the RT A 
Dec 9 stalls plan for longest were aware at this time of the Transurban proposals to 

tunnel shift the route. 

115 2005 DOT ARS to RT A Liaise to prepare with it to prepare terms of reference. 
Dec 14 

Source: Source A1 MWT appendix to 22 March 2006 
Interim Report. 

This means between September 2005 and this date 
Minister Lloyd had agreed to what became the MWT report 
that is the subject of this submission. 

There is no indication that MWT had been advised of 
resident's concerns or other challenges to the integrity of 
the SKM report. 

The Independent Review should determine if this has 
fatally compromised the MWT report in relationship to 
the community being mislead into believing this 
Independent Review was to examine their concerns. 

116 2005 Premier's Department Future Provision of Motorways in NSW 
Dec Review 

117 2005 Hopwood to Waite Will attend March meeting - Very interested despite it 
Dec 15 being initiated by the Australian Government. 

Judy previously worked for Ruddock. 
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118 2005 HIT to Tripodi Invitation to Tripodi to attend March 2 meeting. (Similar 
Dec 15 letters sent to many MPs). 

As yet, the Minister has not responded to the questions. 

119 2005 Tink to Waite In the light of the Cross City tunnel fiasco Tink's priority to 
Dec 22 find out whether or not the traffic counts for the Pennant 

Hills Road Study were based on lane closures. 

120 2005 Waite to Tink Provided further supportive evidence about our findings 
Dec 29 and referred to the Latham and Brogden issues. 

Apart from Ruddock, based on incorrect information, 
not one Liberal MP has agreed they have an obligation 
to the residents as against the Party. 

121 2006 State Infrastructure MOU December 2005. M2 to F3 and possibly F3 to M7 
Jan Strategy links are in the planning stages. 

P39 Corridor reservation for possible F3 to M7 link. 

The Independent Review should ensure the RTA 
produces ALL available documents and explanations. 

122 2006 Sydney Ports This study indicates an annual growth of 7.5% per annum 
Jan lntermodal Logistics over the next 20 years. Cumulatively this is about triple 

Centre at Enfield the 2006 total. 

This study makes the estimates provided by the RTA 
and therefore the conclusions in the SKM study highly 
suspect. 

123 2006 Reply from S~M to The figures quoted in my email raise serious issues that 
Jan 27 questions about confirm there are problems with the integrity of the SKM 

some figures study as Transurban have also found. 

124 2006 MWT In January 2006, Minister Lloyd agreed to an independent 
Jan review that was presumably based on the report DOTARS 

issued instructions for on December 14. 

Why didn't DOTARS afford the community such an 
opportunity? 

125 2006 Hopwood Media Mrs Hopwood clearly outlined the community concerns 
Jan 16 Release and tried to put these issues on the 2007 State election 

platform. She went against the party. 

126 2006 Waite to Ruddock Political letter re Hopwood's Media Release requesting 
Jan 17 that Ruddock have these matters placed on the Agenda 

for his Federal Electoral Meeting on February 4. 

127 2006 Warren Centre to Executive Director Professor Dureau makes it very 
Jan 19 Lloyd. clear both the F3/M2 link and F3/M7 links are required. 

128 2006 HIT to Ruddock Advice that the community believes advisers have not kept 
Jan 21 Ministers Anderson, Campbell and Lloyd properly and 

appropriately informed. 

Request he ensures Lloyd personally responds. 

Attachment details concerns. 

129 2006 Tripodi minder to Minister will arrange for matters to be examined and 
Jan 25 Waite response ASAP. 

19 as at 04/08/07 



130 2006 Waite to MLC Invitation to HIT meeting. Also an email was sent. 
Jan 26 Donnelly (Westleigh) 

Donnelly has not responded.  
 

131 2006 SKM email reply to The questions I raised were not answered. I believe if 
Jan 27 Waite Jan 2 email they had it would have been an admission the study had 

been compromised by the RTA. 

132 2006 Waite to Ruddock March 12 protest meeting, political implications and the 
Jan 29 Warren Centre report. 

133 2006 Beecroft Cheltenham Page 2 of 4 refers to the March 12 meeting and sets out 
Feb Civic Trust newsletter explicit reasons why Option C should be built. 

134 2006 Joint Select Not attached 
Feb Committee Cross City 

Tunnel First Report. 

135 2006 Jones to Ruddock Political letter about the Warren Centre report, public 
Feb 5 opinion and proposed February 22 meeting with Ruddock 

over the issues. 

136 2006 Pennant Hills Civic March 12 meeting detailing serious matters of concern 
Feb 12 Trust open letter about the integrity of the report and political blame 

avoidance by most MPs. 

137 2006 Minister Lloyd to Par 2, Sentence 2: Following you representations and 
Feb 16 Minister Ruddock others I have received on this matter I have asked that my 

Department, with the RT A engage professional assistance 
to revalidate the assumptions and modeling underpinning 
the SKM report and our decision on a preferred route". 

Is Minister Lloyd referring to the MWT report, and if so 
where are the references to the community concerns? 

If it is not the MWT report where is the report that Minister 
Lloyd is referring to? 

In my opinion this is gobbledygook. 

138 2006 HIT Media Release "Whoever they are, the 'experts' must rethink tunnels". 
Feb 22 Refer to the attachments about uncosted assumptions. 

The Independent Inquiry is requested to ensure the 
'experts' respond. 

139 2006 Ruddock to Waite This letter given to Waite at 1 pm at meeting with Ruddock 
Feb 22 who gave me a copy of Lloyds 16 February 2006 letter 

advising he had asked DOT ARS and the RT A to 
revalidate the assumptions in the SKM report. 

"The best use of funds would be to construct the single 
best option". 

Ruddock also gave me a copy of his 23 February media 
release. 

140 2006 Waite to Lloyd Form letter to meeting invitees advising Lloyd he had not 
Feb 22 responded and thanking him for his advice to Ruddock 

about the review (revalidation) 

141 2006 Waite to Lloyd Personal HIT letter to reinforce our determination to find 
Feb 22 out the truth. 
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142 2006 RUDDOCK Media Par 2 "This will result in reconsideration for a new link 
Feb 23 Release between the F3 and the M7 currently being provided by 

Pennant Hills Road." Not the F3/M2. 

143 2006 HIT Media Release HIT thanks Ministers Lloyd and Ruddock for their 
Feb 23 update intervention. 

144 2006 Bias in F3 to orbital Professor Goldberg's paper concludes in par 1 "The bias 
Mar 5 link introduce by such use is consistent with a bureaucratic 

predetermination to favour the tunnel options". 

The Independent Review is requested to seriously 
examine Professor Goldberg's Abstract. 

145 2006 Lloyd to Waite Response to my February 22 letter. Apology for inability to 
Mar 8 attend. 

In his penultimate sentence Lloyd suggests "I am sure you 
will be pleased , (that the NSW Government will' 
investigate the need for a western corridor'. 

146 2006 Lloyd to Ruddock About the HIT Group. 
Mar 8 

Ruddock later personally gave me this letter advising 
this was NOT the agreement Lloyd had with Ruddock 
when they met. 

147 2006 NRMA position Requests "an informed decision for road users". 
Mar 9 statement 

148 2006 Waite to Lloyd I am not pleased with the advice in you 8 March letter. 
Mar 11 

This letter sets out 11 other points that demand 
answers to be submitted to the Independent Inquiry. 

149 2006 MAP 26 copies of this map were distributed to MPs, Media, 
March Hornsby Council and community organisations 
12 

MLC Dr Chesterfield-Evans had a copy on his office wall 
and invited me to explain in detail the MAPs' implications. 

As yet DOTARS and the RTA have not responded. 

I request the Independent Review set aside time for me 
to make a presentation before a determination is made. 

150 2006, 4 page Newspaper The centrefold sets out the Promises, Broken Promises 
Mar12 position paper for the and Reality check list. 

March 12 meeting 
Center bottom lists three questions to be answered. 

As yet, no meaningful answers have been received. 

The back page bottom right requests our elected 
representatives to seek answers that the Independent 
Review, in my opinion, should determine. 

151 2006 Media Release In my opinion this was a fair, unbiased assessment of the 
Mar 12 meeting. 

The Independent Review is requested to determine if the 
SKM study was politically compromised. 
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152 2006 Advocate article MPs Tink, Hopwood and O'Farrell calling for a public 
Mar16 inquiry following the HIT meeting. 

153 2006 Hornsby Council Engineers report on meeting to present outcomes of the 
Mar16 TR37/06 HIT March 12 meeting. 

The engineer stands by Council's October 1, 2003 
decisions to support the tunnel. 

154 2006 MP Richardson letter He would support a Western option if a re-evaluation of 
Mar 21 to Hills News editor the data, perhaps through a public inquiry, supported a 

change. 

This is another challenge for the Independent Review to 
determine. 

155 2006 HIT Media release This media release is in response to Lloyds March 8 
Mar 23 celebration of his 10 years as an MP in the Howard 

government. 

The Central Coast News recounts how Lloyd would 
have still been a service station proprietor if it wasn't 
for the collapse and closure of the Pacific Highway and 
his campaign to have it re-opened. 

This is the very reason why the HIT Group and the 
community are campaigning for a second Hawkesbury 
crossing. 

156 2006 Sun Herald F3 problems. Work has recently commenced to widen the 
Mar 26 F3 to six lanes. This has diverted traffic back onto the 

Pacific Highway and created noise problems at night. 

This was raised at a Hornsby Council public meeting on 
March 29, 2007 at Mount Colah. 

157 2006 Pennant Hills Civic March 12 HIT meeting. Whilst the community is not 
April6 Trust to Ruddock equipped to make informed comment on methodologies 

used it does have the expertise to ask commonsense 
questions. 

158 2006 NRMA briefing notes Because of political problems in the NRMA I have not 
Apr13 actively followed up on these issues. 

159 2006 HIT Group to Lloyd Compilation of papers requesting an immediate reply. 
Apr18 

At this stage Minister Lloyd knew the MWT report had 
been completed and did nothing until February 2007. 

The Independent Review is requested to ask Minister 
Lloyd for explanations. 

160 2006 Sun Herald Traffic problems on the F3. 
May 14 

161 2006 Waite to Lloyd "Jim; you, Philip, Premier lemma and the community 
May 29 know there are major probity problems with the RTA. 

When given compelling evidence, why don't you want 
in inquiry into DOTARS?" 

162 2006 Hornsby Council Pennant Hills Road: "Council supports the construction of 
June News a road linking the M2/7 at the earliest possible time". 

163 2006 Ruddock to Waite Will seek an explanation from Lloyd re May 19 letter. 
Jun 5 
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164 2006 Ruddock to Hopwood "Interim report received, which essentially confirms the 
Jun5 SKM findings in favour of the Purple Option". 

Where is this report. Who wrote it? 
165 2006 Auslink to Waite Thank you for your comments in your 29 May emails. 

Jun 16 
No response to the serious issues raised that were in the 
letter also posted. 

166 2006 West Pennant Hills Unanimous motion to abandon the F3/M2 link for a second 
Jun 19 Valley Progress Assn long term strategic Hawkesbury crossing. 

to HIT Group 

167 2006 NDTimes add for Infrastructure plans for you local area. F3 to M2 link. 
Jun 21 State Treasury Not the F3 to M7 

168 2006 Minister Truss to MP Re The HIT Group: Par 4 "In January 2006 Lloyd 
Jun 21 Cadman asked DOTARS to seek that the RTA commission a 

consultant to review traffic modeling by SKM in relation 
to this issue (The HIT Group)". 

This appears to be incorrect. The request came from 
Transurban. 

The Independent Review is asked to validate the 
statements made in Minister Truss's letter. 

169 2006 Hopwood to Waite "Lloyd should instigate this enquiry into the 
Jun 22 transparency of the F3 to M7 link study". 

NOTE: NOT THE F3 TO M2 PROPOSAL 

170 2006 Lloyd to Ruddock Re Ruddock's 5 and 7 June letters on behalf of HIT and 
Jun 22 Pennant Hills Civic Trust. 

Par 2: "no credible evidence has been yet produced 
which would warrant this step (a public inquiry)" 

Par 3 uses the Warren Centre report to support the 
conclusions of the SKM study. 
4. This being the case why has Lloyd agreed to 

investigate Transurban's concerns? 

171 2006 Ruddock to Pennant Lloyd's June 22 letter attached. 
Jun 26 Hills Civic Trust 

Attachment A page 2 par 1. refers to the MWT Interim 
Findings. This the first public reference to this study. 

The Independent Review should note this important 
document. 

172 2006 Herald Publication This 56 page publication high lights serious issues facing 
July Essential Sydney decision makers. 

173 2006 Hornsby Advocate. The editorial and Brian Buckley's letter reinforce the 
Jut 6 Less talk, more action deplorable situation the NSW is in. 

174 2006 Pennant Hills Civic This letter refers to Lloyd's 'snow job' and lack of 
Jut 11 Trust to Ruddock response to six reasonably simple questions. 

175 2006 HIT to Ruddock This letter reiterates the three questions in the HIT 
Jut 20 Group's March 12 newspaper advertisement. 

Request for Ruddock as AG to initiate an immediate 
Public Inquiry. 
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176 2006 Beecroft Cheltenham Ruddock to attend September 10 meeting where guest 
Sep 10 Civic Trust leaflet speaker Associate Professor Ray Kearney will speak about 

"Health Impacts of Vehicles Emissions Within and From 
Road Tunnels". 

177 2006 HIT to Ruddock Thanks for advice Lloyd would shortly announce a public 
Sep 11 inquiry to 'revalidate the (SKM) study' 

178 2006 Advocate Ruddock announced a Tunnel rethink. 
Sep 14 

179 2006 NSW Roads Office to This advice makes no mention of the MWT report. 
Sep 21 HIT 

The credibility of the Office must be questioned. 

180 2006 Hills Times The editorial and letter rightly question if governments 
Oct 10 have the ability to plan for and implement long term 

strategies for transports issues. 

181 2006 Pennant Hills Civic This letter reinforces the need for the Independent 
Oct 15 Trust Open Letter Review to determine the competency of the relevant 

Roads Ministers and their departments abilities to 
make long term plans as was done for Sydney in the 
1920s. 

182 2006 10,000 Friends of Receipt for membership. 
Oct 21 Greater Sydney 

183 2006 Hills Times Political polka in full swing and Bus service is not the ticket. 
Oct 24 

The editorial and letter are further proof that the public 
interest is irrelevant. 

184 2006 North West Rail Link. Planning Update No.2 EIS on exhibition. 
Nov 

I attended a meeting at Cheltenham in late 2006 where 
the Transport Infrastructure Development Corporation 
made a presentation. It became obvious that the 
presenters had no local knowledge. This was a repeat 
of what happened with the SKM study. 

The public will not accept this sort of treatment from 
politicians and the bureaucracy. 

185 2006 Pennant Hills Civic Smoke and Mirrors. The Trust asks "Will the Inquiry 
Nov 12 Trust Open Letter have the scope, the will and capacity to see it through". 

The question is: does this refer to the Independent 
Review or another inquiry? 

186 2006 HIT EPPING PUBLIC I organised this meeting to enable candidates at a 
Nov 29 MEETING Hornsby Council by-election and the 2007 State 

election to hear community concerns about the F3- M7 
link, Rouse Hill Rail Link, Epping Traffic and Parking, 
CSR's Hornsby Quarry and the failure of our elected 
representatives to ensure community concerns were 
appropriately dealt with. 

The Warren Centre's Ken Dobinson made a detailed 
power point presentation that left no doubt the 
community interest was being ignored. 

A 22 minute DVD about the Hornsby quarry acquisition 
prepared by a network of concerned residents was 
shown. 
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Whilst not germane to the Independent Review the 
centrefold and back page have copies of letters and 
emails etc where Hornsby Council admits it has edited 
submissions to obtain a legal opinion on resident's 
complaints. It is clear that complainants have not been 
afforded their rights to 'Procedural Fairness'. 

Under the ICAC guidelines the staff involved in the 
acquisition should not have taken any art in the 
investigation. 

Some concerned residents have made a large scale 
model of the quarry and environs to exhibit at 
meetings. People do not go to this extent if they do not 
believe their concerns are not justified. Hornsby 
Council was quoted about $30,000 for such a model. 

The community then spoke about their concerns and 
some candidates responded about how they proposed 
to deal with the issues. 

A 2 hour DVD was made of the entire meeting to enable 
the community to see if the successful candidates will 
keep their promises. 

It remains to be seen if that happens. 

187 2006 Pennant Hills Civic "Pre-determined nonsense" 10 months later and no 
Dec 2 Trust Open Letter inquiry. 

188 2007 Email to Tink I asked Andrew Tink if he would be present at a 
Feb 16 meeting as a witness. 

 
 

 

 
 

 

189 2007 SM Herald Tunnel death risk fudged by the RTA. This is another 
Feb17 example of the deviousness or sheer incompetence in 

the RTA. 

190 2007 Ruddock Media "Review of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Route Selection". 
Feb 19 Release 

"Public submissions will be sought in the coming weeks". 

"Growing traffic flows mean that it is important that 
residents make sure their voice is heard by making 
submissions to the review" 

No where in the release does it refer to Transurban. 

191 2007 Labor Media Release "It has taken Lloyd two months to respond with yet 
Feb 19 another review." 

"Federal Labor will make a decision if Jim Lloyd 
doesn't". 

This leaflet was handed out by State Labor Election 
candidates who were unaware of the MWT report. 
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192 2007 Independent Review This clearly refers to the F3 to M7 Corridor Selection 
Feb 21 Map and how the F3 to M2 connection was wrongly included 

in the SKM report in 2001. 

The public were mislead. 

The B and C options were on the drawing board in the 
1990s as was the Lane Cove Valley route. 

Being in black and white it is not possible to 
distinguish which route is which. 

193 2007 SM Herald Credibility sunk without a trace. The visit of the Queen 
Feb 22 Mary 2 and the RT A approval to do maintenance on the 

Harbour tunnel is another illustration of the lack of 
protocols to minimise traffic chaos. 

To its credit, the RTA is congratulated on the success 
of the Bridge Walk my wife and I participated in. 

194 2007 SM Herald Downer paid columnist $11,300 to write speech. 
Feb 22 

 

 
 

Refer to March 9, 2007 comment. 

195 2007 Sun Herald Lane Cove Tunnel filtration. Refer to Dr Ray Kearney's 
Mar 3 supplement comments. He spoke at the Beecroft meeting in 2006. 

196 2007 Hornsby Council Proposed Link Road F3 to Sydney Orbital. 
MarS 

I challenged this report at the meeting. The author, 
engineer and Councillors had not seen or read the MWT 
report yet they were all 'experts'. 

This was despite my producing the MWT report. 

197 2007 Advocate Public The advertisement does not disclose that the review 
Mar 8 Notice re Review was being conducted as a result of Transurban's 

overture's to DOTARS. 

The Council and public have assumed the Review 
(Independent, has not been included in the add) was a 
the result of community concerns. 

The Independent Review should make a determination 
on the ambiguity of the 'terms of reference'. 

198 2007 SM Herald State Public Prosecutor Nicholas Cowdery took to task 
Mar 9 politicians for failing to expect and take notice of "frank 

and fearless advice from Departmental advisers". 

One example was the demise of the RTA's Paul 
Forward. 

Note HIT's comment on back of the article. 

Separation of power no longer exists. This is a 
political problem that the Independent Review must 
investigate. 
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199 2007 Waite to Hornsby This submission was treated with contempt by Councillors 
Mar14 Council and staff. 

200 2007 Email to Hornsby At Council's March 14 meeting I promised to do this and 
Mar15 Council suggested I make a presentation based on the map 

supplied that is identical with the March 12, 2006 map 
included with this submission. 

None of the matters raised have been acknowledged. 

201 2007 Email to Independent Request for disclosure and copies of documents and that 
Mar 19 Review the Independent Review be conducted in accordance with 

the ICAC guidelines. 

202 2007 Herald article Railcorp suppression of documents. This is a siege 
Mar19 mentality that does not generate trust. 

Senator quits because he didn't understand his duties. 

These are deplorable indictments on both the Federal 
and State legislatures. They are case studies. 

203 2007 Crikey news about Pages 10 and 11 refer to previous disasters and loss of 
Mar 23 Burnley tunnel life. 

The RT A admits, if built, the proposed tunnel under 
Pennant Hills Road will be the longest urban tunnel in the 
Southern Hemisphere. 

204 2007 RT A FOI receipt Request for copy of documents changing the Terms of 
Mar 28 Reference to the SKM study. 

Delays occurring because of the extremely high 
volume of applications. 

205 2007 Hornsby Council  
Apr11 report WK19/07  
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Australian Government 

Review of the F3 to M7 Corridor Selection 

REVIEW OF THE F3 TO M7 CORRIDOR SELECTION 

SUBMISSION GUIDELINES 

1. The Chair, the Honourable Mahla Pearlman AO, invites written submissions 
from interested parties (individuals or organisations) to the 2007 independent 
Review of the F3 to M7 Corridor Selection ("The Review"). 

2. Submissions should seek to directly address the Review's Terms of Reference 
(see below) and comply with these guidelines. They must not contain 
defamatory statements. Some further tips for making your Submission more 
effective are contained below. 

3. Submissions can be lodged via email, facsimile or post. Electronic submissions 
should be saved in rich text format (.rtf) or as a MS Word document (.doc). 
Other submissions should be written or typed clearly, preferably in black ink. 
One copy of the submission is sufficient. 

4. Submissions must also attach a completed and signed submission cover 
sheet (see attached document), which includes your name, postal address, 
telephone number and if possible an e-mail address to enable the Review Chair 
to verify details of the submission. If the submission made is on behalf of an 
organisation, please indicate this clearly in the cover sheet. Where a Submission 
is lodged electronically you are also required to mail a hard copy of the signed 
and completed cover sheet to the Review Secretariat as soon as possible after 
that date. The Review Chair retains the right to reject submissions which do not 
meet the requirements set out in this paragraph. 

5. For the purposes of the Review, submissions will be treated as public 
documents. All submission will be posted on the Review's website 

(wwvv.dotars. gov .au/F3toM7review) for other members of the public to view. 

6. The Chair of the Review may also invite those making written submissions to 
attend a meeting, which will be open to the public, to enable her to follow up or 
clarify any issues or questions she may have in relation to material contained in 
their submission. 

7. Please note, final decisions on potential public fora including meeting dates and 
locations will only be made by the Review Chair following consideration of 
Submissions received. 

8. Submissions will be acknowledged electronically or in writing. If you have 
submitted a submission and you do not receive a formal receipt 
acknowledgment within 5 working days, please contact the Review Secretariat 
on 1800 661 904. 

9. Submissions should be sent by 

PO Box 593 Canberra ACT 2601 Australia • Telephone: 1800 661 904 • Facsimile: 02 6274 6916 
Website: www.dotars.gov.au/f3tom7review • 



E-mail to: 

review F3toM7@dotars.gov .au 

Or in writing to: 

The Independent Review of the F3 to M7 Corridor Selection 
PO BoxS93 
CANBERRA ACT 2601 

Or by facsimile on: 

(02) 62746916 

10. The CLOSING DATE for receiving submissions is S.OOPM, 13 April2007. 
Acceptance of submissions received after this date will be at the sole discretion 
of the Review Chair. 

11. For any other information or queries about preparing submissions please use the 
contact details above. 

Review of The F3 To M7 Corridor Selection -Terms Of Reference 

The Terms of Reference for the Review are listed below (bolded). To assist with the 
preparation of your submission you may wish to consider the particular areas of 
interest associated with each Term of Reference. 

Giving due consideration to the information in the Interim Report- F3 to Sydney 
Orbital Corridor Review March 2006, consider and advise on: 

1. Whether the assumptions and data used in the F3 to Sydney Orbital 
Link Study 2004 were valid and reasonable at the time of the study; 

Areas of interest for Term of Reference 1 may include, but not necessarily 
be limited to: 

a. The appropriateness of the analysis and methodology used by the consultant, 
Sinclair Knight Merz (SKM); 

b. The appropriateness of the options selected for further examination; 

c. The validity of the models used; 

d. The accuracy and appropriateness of assumptions made in the study; 

e. The accuracy and appropriateness of the data used; 

f. Other models and data that were available; 

g. The adequacy of the consultation process and the methodology used to 
consider and incorporate the input provided. 
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2. Whether changes since the report's publication affecting land use and 
transport flows in Western Sydney would support any significant changes 
to these projections; 

3. Whether any significant changes to those projections would alter the 
conclusions reached in the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study of April 2004. 

Areas of interest forT errns of Reference 2 and 3 may include, but not 
necessarily be limited to: 

Changes which might affect the projections, assumptions or conclusions in 
the report, such as changes to: 

• government planning and policy; 
• timing of planned project implementation, including 

cost implications; 
• environmental and heritage considerations; 
• societal effects, including health impacts; 
• provision of public transport; 
• economic indicators/benefits; 
• transport mix and flows; 
• toll arrangements; 
• surrounding networks; 
• demographics; 
• industry and freight/logistics; 
• land use. 

How To Make Your Submission More Effective 

Here are some points to help make your submission more effective. 

• Read the Sinclair Knight Merz and Masson Wilson Twiney Reports 
and relevant background and other material found on the Review web 
site 

• Be brief, simple and clear. 

• Be specific, rather than general in your comments. 

• Where possible, address each selection criteria separately. 

• Use dot points and headings to help organise your ideas. 

• Attach any factual information you may wish to include which 
provides further evidence or information in support of the points being 
made in your submission. Make sure your information or other data is 
accurate. 

• Where a Submission may be lengthy, please include an Executive 
Summary of the main points. 
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Terms of Reference for the Review 
"Giving due consideration to the information in the Inter·im Report- F3 to Sydney Orbital 
Con"idor Review March 2006, consider and advise on: 

• whether the assumptions and data used in the F3 to S.ydney Orbital Link Study 2004 
were valid and reasonable at the time of the study; 

• whether changes since the report's publication affecting land use and transport flows 
in Western Sydney would support any significant changes to these projections; and 

• whether any signif1cant changes to those projections would alter the conclusions 
reached in the F3 to Sydney Orbital Lin!<. Study of April 2004". 
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Executive Summary 

The Review Process 
To reach my conclusions, I followed a process of calling for public submissions, holding 
meetings in public, analysing submissions and the presentations in public, obtaining data 
from the relevant authorities, and analysing that data. 

Terms of Reference One 
Giving due consideration to the information in the Interim RejJort -fi'3 to s:ydney 
Orbital Corridor Review March 2006, consider and advise on: 

• whether the assumptions and data used in the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study 
2004 were valid and reasonable at the time of the study. 

I have concluded from my analysis that the assumptions and data used in the SKM Study 
were valid and reasonable at the time of the SKM Study. 

The basis for my conclusion is as follows: 

• SKM adopted a standard approach to its traffic modelling. It used inputs of the 
then current land use and network assumptions and adopted a standard process of 
calibrating the STM; 

• the differences in SKivl's land use projections (population and employment) and 
those predictions in current 2006 TDC data reflect more up to elate census data and 
government policy; 

• the current TDC data reinforces SKM's assumptions about population growth in Outer 
South Western Sydney, Inner Sydney and the Central Coast; 

• the current TDC data reinforces SKM's assumptions that there would be a shift of 
employment to Western Sydney; 

• so far as concerns person trips, there is a slight and insignificant difference (in the 
order of 0.3%) in 2011 projections of total vehicle distance travelled between SKivl's 
forecast and the current TDC 2006 data; 

• there is a close match between SKM forecasts of traffic volumes for 2001 ·with actual 
RTA AADT counts in 2002; 

• at the highest level, and speaking broadly, there is a similar pattern of distribution of 
car trips across all SSDs between SKM's forecasts and those projections in the current 
TDC data; and 

• SKM's projections of commercial vehicle origins and destinations are broadly 
consistent with the CTS 2003 origins and destinations. 
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Terms of Reference Two 
Giving due consideration to the information in the Interim Report - F3 to Sydney 
Orbital Corridor Review Marcb 2006, consider and advise on: 

• whether changes since the report's publication affecting land use and 
transport flows in Western Sydney would support any significant changes to 
these projections. 

I have concluded from my analysis that there have been policy changes affecting land 
use and transport flows but those changes would not supp01t any significant changes to 
the projections in the SI<M Study. To the contrary those changes reinforce the need for 
the Link. 

The basis for my conclusion is as follows: 

• there have been changes in terms of land use since the time of the SI<M Study, and 
the Metropolitan Strategy sets out the most significant of these; 

• projections of population and employment increase across the Sydney Region 
between 2001 and 2031, particularly within south western and north western 
Sydney and are likely to reflect the Metropolitan Strategy. However, the increase 
in population and employment is not large overall; the matter to notice is that the 
distribution is shifting; 

• the projections for person trips to 2021 show a similar rate of growth between the 
2001 data used by SI<M and the current TDC 2006 data and the·rate of growth to 2031 
is also siinilar. This comparison shows that there is not forecast to be any significant 
change to the projected person trips in the SKM Study; " 

• in comparison and broadly speaking, the projections show less bus trips forecast in 
the current TDC 2006 data than in the 2001 data used by SKM, and hence there are 
projected to be more cars using the road network in 2021 than forecast by SKM but 
the relative change is not significant; 

• there are differences in car driver trip projections between the 2001 data used by 
SKM and the current TDC 2006 data, but grow~ occurs in western and south-western 
Sydney and again reflects the i'v!etropolitan Strategy; 

! 
• in terms of total car driver trips the current TDC 2006 data adopts a continuation 

of the growth rate used by SKM, and the largest difference in projected gro-wth 
is likely to occur in western and south western Sydney, again reflecting the 
lv!etropolitan Strategy; 

• the projections show that more car driver trips are taking place within the Central 
Coast rather than to/from the Central Coast reHecting the greater employment increase 
within the Central Coast; 

• projected daily car trips in 2001, 2021 and 2031 show only a small proportion to and 
from the Central Coast and reveal a pattern of distribution east and west across the 
Sydney Region rather than north to south; 

• there have been only minor changes in daily traffic counts since the opening of the 
M7 across all main roads and the motorways in the study area; and 

xii Review of the F3 to M7 Corridor Selection 



.. • 

.. 
"" 

-!IJ 

:;! 
~ ' 

iii -

• as far as can be derived from the available material, there is an indication that the 
origins and destinations of commercial freight vehicles might shift towards the Central 
Western SSD and such flows are likely to accord with the draft Sydney Urban Corridor 
Strategy. This is confirmed by recent M2 commercial vehicle traffic counts, which 
indicate that the majority of heavy vehicles are travelling west of Pennant Hills Road 
rather than east. 

Terms of Reference Three 
Giving due consideration to the information in the Interim Report - F3 to Sydney 
Orbital Corridor Review March 2006, consider and advise on: 

• whether any significant changes to those projections would alter the 
conclusions reached in the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study of April 2004. 

I have concluded from my analysis that there is no case altering the conclusions reached 
in the SKM Study. 

In particular: 

1. there is a need for the Link now; 

2. the Type A corridor is to be preferred against a Type C corridor, but planning for a 
Type 0 corridor should commence immediately; 

3. a Type A corridor Purple option should be the preferred route; and 

4. a motorway standard east facing connection between the Purple option and the M2 
should be examined in the concept design of the Link. 

Public Input 
A number of issues raised by the public should be considered during the development 
of a concept proposal and the preparation of an EIS. These are: 

1. amenity issues, such as ventilation stack, noise and vibration impacts, tunnel safety, 
tunnel gradients and structural impacts on affected properties; 

2. costing and financing issues, such as future road upgrades as a consequence of the 
construction of the Link; 

3. the issue of lane configuration, that is, a three lane tunnel in each direction or a two 
lane tunnel in each direction but with climbing lanes at gradients; and 

4. the appropriate tolling regime, that is the adoption of no toll scenarios, or different 
tolling regimes, or flexible tolling. ' 
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1 Review Process 
The following outlines the context for and the steps that I took in coming to the 
conclusions that allowed me to provide answers to the terms of reference of the review 
(the Review). 

1.1 Background 
Sinclair Knight Merz (SKM) was commissioned by the New South Wales Roads and 
Traffic Authority (RTA) to carry out a strategic study for the Australian Government to 
identify a route for the National Highway connecting the F3 and the Western Sydney 
Orbital (now the M7) or the M2 Motorway (M2) to relieve pressure on Pennant Hills 
Road (the interim National Highway). 

SKM produced its final report in 2004 (the SKM Study). It comprised a main report, 
seven working papers, a draft options development report and two value management 
workshop records. 

SKM concluded that a Type A corridor Purple option (linking the F3 to the M2) would 
meet the terms of reference under which it was appointed and would satisfy the 
objectives and criteria underpinning the SKM Study. 

Throughout this Report, I have used the term "the Link" to refer generally to a new route 
connecting the F3 and the M2. When referring to particular corridors or routes, I have 
used the names accorded to them in the SKM Study. 

Subsequent to the publication of the SKM Study, Transurban Ltd (which became the 
owner of the M2) made submissions asserting that a Type A corridor Yellow option 
would provide a better route. To assess that assertion, Masson Wilson Twiney (MWT) 
was appointed to carry out a desktop review of the traffic forecasts used by SKM and 
Transurban (the MWT Report} 

1.2 Establishment of the Review Process 
As part of the Review process, a Secretariat was set up to report directly to me. It 
comprised four members of staff of the Australian Government Department of Transport 
and Regional Services (DOTARS) who had no previous connection with the SKM Study 
nor any direct involvement with NSW road proposals. Those members were Joan 
Armitage, Simon Stratton, Erin Cann and Tracey Butcher. 

Stephen Alchin of Booz Allen Hamilton and Christian Griffiths of GTA Consulting were 
appointed as technical advisers in order to provide me,with advice and data analysis, so 
that I could evaluate the information and data provided to the Rev~ew. 
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Terms of Reference for the Review 
"Giving due consideration to the information in the Interim Report- F3 to Sydney Orbital 
Corridor Review March 2006, consider and advise on: 

• whether the assumptions and data used in the F3 to Sydney Orbital L{nk Study 2004 
were valid and reasonable at tli.e time of the study; 1 

• whether changes since the report's publication affecting land us~ and transport flows 
in Western Sydney would support any significant changes to these projections; and 

• whether any significant changes to those projections would alter the conclusions 
reached in the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study of April 2004" ... 

How To Make Your Submission More Effective 

Here are some points to help make your submission more effective. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Read the Sinclair Knight Merz and Masson Wilson Twiney Reports 
and relevant background and other material found on the Review web 
site 

Be brief, simple and clear . 

Be specific, rather than general in your comments . 

Where possible, address each selection criteria separately . 

Use dot points and headings to help organise your ideas . 

Attach any factual information you may wish to include which 
provides further evidence or information in support of the points being 
made in your submission. Make sure your information or other data is 
accurate. 

Where a Submission may be lengthy, please inciude an Executive 
Summary of the main points. 
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MEDIA RELEASE 
The Hon Jim Lloyd MP 
Minister for Local Government, 
Territories and Roads 

14 September 2007 
L066/2007 

F3 TO M7 REVIEW RELEASED TODAY 

Minister for Local Government, Territories & Roads, Jim Lloyd, today ,reler;Jsed the report on the Review of the F3 
to M7 Corridor Selection, saying that it provided a clear way forward on the project. 

On 19 February 2007, the Australian Government commissioned the Hon Mahla Pearlman AO to conduct an 
independent review to examine the technical underpinnings and robustness of the processes followed in the 
original corridor selection study and to ensure that We previous decisions taken on the F3 to M7 corridor 
selection were soundly based. Ms Pearlman is a former Chief Judge of the NSW Land and Environment Court. 

In undertaking the Review, Ms Pearlman invited submissions and held public meetings with the people and 
organisations that provided submissions. A total of 53 submissions were received, and public hearings were held 
in June. Ms Pearlman submitted her report on 31 August and met with the Minister to brief him on 3 September. 

The Review report has confirmed the original decision by the Government to provide a link between the F3 and 
M2, broadly along the alignment of Pennant Hills Road. It recommended that: 

• the preferred route follow the Purple Option and that this now be progressed to the next stages of 
investigation including: detailed design, economic and financial assessment and environmental impact 
assessment; and 

• a Option C (western) corridor be planned now. 

Mr Lloyd said that the report had identified a small number of issues that would require consideration in the 
preparation of an environmental impact statement and that further public consultation would be a key element in 
taking the project forward and determining the precise route for the link. 

"The Australian Government will work with the NSW Government to deliver this important lirik and I have written 
to Eric Roozendaal, the New South Wales Roads Minister, today to advise him on the outcome of the review", Mr 
Lloyd said. 

"I have also asked Mr Roozendaal for an update on planning of the Option C corridor, which the NSW Government 
committed to undertake m 1ts Sydney Metropolitan Strategy released 1n 2005." 

Mr Lloyd thanked Ms Pearlman for her efforts in conducting the Review. He also thanked the people and 
organisations who made submissions to the Review and participated in the public hearings. 

Media Contacts 

James Larsson ( Mr Lloyd's Office ) 02 6277 7060 1 0434 305 130 

The report can be downloaded by visiting: www.dotars.gov.au/roads/F3toM7Review/index.aspx 

URL: http://www .ministers.dotars.gov .au/jl/releases/2007 /September/L066_2007. htm 
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FURTHER TO THE HISTORY LEADING TO THE UNSOLICITED PROPOSAL ATTACHED 
IS a copy of my 27 -page submission to the Pearlman review of the S KM report that lists 205 
letters, reports or submissions up to 11 April 2007. I have also compiled a correlated table 
that includes reference to items not included in the Pearlman table as being Item number 
followed by A, B, C etc so that it is in chronicle order. As necessary I have included 
supporting documents or made more detailed explanations with the benefit of hindsight. 

ITEM DATE DOCUMENT RELATIONSHIP 
3A 1968 Sydney Region -1970- Shows NW sector as Blacktown/Parramatta to Windsor. 

2000 Outline Plan 

3B 1971 The new Expressways Castlereagh - Great Western Hway - Lane Cove Valley 

3C 1992 16 Hornsby Advocate "Take the Easy Way . . . get on the Metroad and follow 
Sept the NUMBERS!! 

12A 1994 Preferred route As described by DMR John Brewer and Maunsel PL. 

13 A 1995 Western Orbital As shown on original list 
' 

13 B 1995 Austroads Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development 

14 1997 Australia at the Pages 62 - 64 'It is important to build the "right" 
Crossroads projects rather than "bad" projects" Reforming 

institutions, A national; commitment is needed, A 
national vision ... is essential. When will that 
happen? 

16A 1997 Strategy for Traffic Austroads Research and Development paper. 
Management 

16 B 2000 Roads 2000 DMR Sydney Region 

16 c Undated Bridges/Construction Two Parsons Brinkerhoff PR leaflets. 

17 Jan 2001 DOT ARS - RT A Western 1993 proposal confirmed. Seeks Expression of Interest 
Proposed WSO 

17 A 2002 F 3 Sydney Orbital Link "Investigations between Kariong and Sydney Orbital from 
April Study News letter 1 Dean Park to the M2 Motorway at Macquarie Park 

17 B 2002 Concerned Citizens 5 page letter questioning SKM about how the Study they 
22 July Group (Liberal Party) are preparing is progressing and examples major accidents 

in the Mont Blanc and St. Gothard tunnels as being two 
recent examples in the event of fire. 

17 c 2002 Concerned Citizens Committee chair forwards my five-page submission to SKM. 
8Aug Group (Liberal Party) P1 of my letter to committee omitted. Map of options 

included. 

20 2002 World Highways French booklet about problems with tunnels including fire. 
Sept 

17 D 2003 F 3 Sydney Orbital Link "Investigations between Kariong and Sydney Orbital from 
July Study News letter 2 Dean Park to the M2 Motorway at Macquarie Park 
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17 E 2003 F 3 Sydney Orbital Link Map shows Options C B A This is the first change to what 
C July Study News letter 3 the Terms of Reference and items 1 & 2 above. 

"The study findings indicate that corridor Type A 
options are preferred, as they would best meet the 
project objectives by: .... " 

17 F 2003 SKM Dural Meeting Notes P2 Questions: JB (John Brewer ref 12 A) re EIS. pp 
28Aug beyond 2021 brief. What is planned for 2030? 

Waite one page assessment of meeting 

17 G 2003 Concerned Citizens 3 page letter to SKM about consultative process. 
30Aug Group 

17 H 2003 Waite letter to Ruddock Waite 2 page letter and 6 page observations set out serious 
8 Sep re CCC group concerns before SKM's report was completed. 

I believe there are several items in these papers that 
should be carefully considered by the DoP when 
assessing my submission why the tunnel should be 
scrapped. 

17 I 2003 Liberal Party concerns Request from Pennant Hills Liberal Party for MP Judy 
29 Sep about ToR for SKM Hopwood to obtain information. 

17 J 2003 Sep SKM workshop No 2 17/18 Sep. P1/A2, 2-day workshop attended by 32 people 
record from SKM22/23 and government agencies. P 21/22 

Canberra bureaucrat felt longer-term options to be in other 
forums. 

32 2004 17 Senator Campbell to MP Re Pennant Hills Liberal Party concerns about delays with 
Feb Tink the SKM report what the findings will be. Reply: 'Type A 

corridors were preferred to Type 8 and C corridors . ... " 

37 2004 Austlink White Paper This should be considered in relation to all the White 
Paper to ensure they are not misrepresented. 

Refer to initial paper then attached P3 1999-2000 Domestic 
freight: Road 72% Rail 26%, tonnes-kilometres Road 37% 
Rail35% 

P5 Total non freight Growth 1970-2020 Road 

P7 Urban passenger 1970-2020 Kilometres 

Non-urban passenger task by mode 1970-2020 B T K 

P 11 Table 2 Costs of Urban road traffic delays This 
shows how Sydney had the highest in 1995 at $6 billion and 
only increased to 8.8 in 2015, whilst the other states 
increased by 16.9 billion. The reasons are not explained. 

P 15 Auslink-a new approach to planning and decision 
making infers a national approach is the best solution. The 
question is when will politicians make decisions in the 
nations best interests instead of their best interests? 

47 A 2004 Aug Minister Lloyd Letter to Waite re Ruddock meeting noted in original paper 
6 on 26 August 2004 before Ruddock's Federal electoral 

conference of about 50 members. L  
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48A Aug 15 Email to Lloyd/reply This confirms meeting with Ruddock and doubts about a Mr 
Frame attending. 

49A Aug 27 Waite to Lloyd re meeting This letter clearly sets out the problems with the SKM 2004 
report and problems when the F3 is closed by accidents as 
there are no practical alternative routes. 

55 A 2004 16 Liberal Jones to Ruddock This letter and agreed accuracy of the notes sums up the 
Nov concerns of many Pennant Hills residents apart from Liberal 

Party members. The RTA's John Brewer was present. He 
is referred to in items 11 and 17 D. 

55 B 2004 6 Waite to Ruddock. Why has no one explained why Option C was rejected? 
December 

55 c 2005 Waite to DOT ARS Cory 11 page letter explaining Pennant Hills Thornleigh 
Liberal Party is the 'Concerned Citizens Group'. 

67 2005 Auditor General Report Page 35 refers to cost blowouts because of the Premier's 
April Air quality intervention. 

75 2005 NOT 20 as listed. Email Meeting with Ruddock on 22 May, will be in Canberra on 
12 May to Corry at DOT ARS 24. Corry agreed to meet. 2 hour meeting achieved little 

except that Austlink White Paper and several other 
documents were provided in an attempt to prove nothing 
was wrong. 

86A 2005 4/5 Email re meeting next day This snap meeting gave only an afternoon and evening to 
July arrange for 3 Pennant Hills residents to attend. 

DOTARS Ashok prepared the Summary Notes. By four 
votes to the Pennant Hills 3 votes we did not agree with 
item 2 relating to Option C. 

Peter Prince and Hari Kisham had little alternative than to 
agree. 

95A 2005 11 Email exchanges with Corey was trying desperately to protect the credibility of 
July Corey re 5 July meeting SKM's conclusions and requested I amend my 22 August 

re my 2 August meeting 2005 draft paper. 

99A 2005 2 4 page A4 ad in Monthly  
August Chronical.  

 
   

Ten years later little if anything has changed. There are 
even more reasons now why the NorthConnex tunnel is a 
"bad project". 

125A 2006 16 Libs in conflict over tunnel Hornsby MP Judy Hopwood" the tunnel, connecting the M2 
Feb link Hills News Motorway with the F3 Freeway should be re-thought and a 

possible second crossing of the Hawkesbury River 
considered to lessen the load on Pennant Hills Road. 

Liberal Hills MP Richardson (and Mayor Berman) supported 
the idea but rejected it as being too costly.  

 
 

This article raises the issue "an alternative route when the 
Hornsby Advocate 16 Feb R3 was closed on New Year's day." 2006 NB 2006 
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150 A 2006 12 Second Pennant Hills My 4 page A3 advertisement in the Monthly Chronicle called 
March Public meeting re tunnel for a "RE-EVALUATION OF 'OPTION C' An above 

.ground alternative north-south route ... " -
NB: "RE-EVALUATION" 

152 2006 16 Hornsby Advocate MPs O'Farrell, Hopwood and Tink support Option C and 
March seek tunnel Inquiry after they attended the 12 March 

meeting where there was a unanimous decision for 
Option C after they had seen the proof SKM was 
directed to recommend Option A. 

159 2006 18 Waite to Minister Lloyd "REVALIDATE entire M2 to F3 Link Study or hold an 
April immediate Public Inquiry" 

175A 2006 13 The H .. I .T. Group 'PUBLIC INQUIRY DEMANDED" My three page paper set 
August (Waite) Media Release out flaws in the SKM Study and have Option C commenced 

in 2007. 

188A 2007 22 MP Judy Hopwood Media ·"A COMPELLING CASE FOR A SECOND CROSSING OF 
January Release. Refer to 125 A !THE HAWKESBURY RIVER" "From 5pm 21 January the 

16 January 2006 Main Northern Railway Line, the F3 and Pacific Highway 
have been in various stages of closure . .... I have 
longed called for a second crossing. , , , It would also 
provide a security solution if the current routes north 
but of Sydney were cut for any reason." 
i 

Berowra and sections from Mt Ku-ring-gai to Cowan 
were isolated for three days. Resident action stopped 
much of this area from being burnt out. I helped my 
son put out embers falling on his and nearby property 
that backs onto Ku-ring-gai Chase. 

Many people have very short memories  
 

.. 
201 A 2007 14 Discussions with Hornsby  

March Council's executive  
manager works  

 
 

 
 
 

 

202 B 2007 19 Urgent disclosures to fTurther to 201 A, my disclosure explained that the HIT 
March Pearlman Inquiry Group is not a group of people but Honesty Integrity and 

"Transparency that I registered. It is no more of a legal 
entity than 'North Connex' many incorrectly believe is a 

i 

legal entity that is now subject to my GIPA (FOI) application 
to the Minister to establish fact. 

i 

201 c 2007 27 FOI to RTA for decisions This FOI application was on my H. I. T. Group letterhead. I 
March to change the 2001 later found out the RTA correctly determined it did not hold 

Terms of Reference. any information and that the decision to have the Pearlman 
Review conducted was made in Canberra, not the RTA as I 
~nd many others had incorrectly believed for years. 

201 D 2007 16 RT A FOI decision The RTA released documents relating to my application. It 
May d.id not include any DOTAR's instruction to SKM to after the 

-r.erms of Reference. 
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201 E 2007 8 Pearlman Review My detailed 27 page submission included a large coloured 
April submission ,commercial Sydney Region map that I had added details of 

why the recommended option was not the best route and 
SKM's costing's indicated Option C was about the same as 
:the tunnel including the necessary works on the F3 to 
enable the tunnel AND Pennant Hills Road carry the traffic. 

M/s Pearlman chose to have my map used as it was far 
clearer than the two supplied by DOTARS that I was given 
at the end of the three day hearings. I still have them. A 
B/W copy is attached showing comparisons from the SKM 
report. 

At no stage has anyone questioned the accuracy of this 
map and observations I made. 

201 F 2007 18 Pages 52-54 Pearlman I was the sixth speaker. DOT AR's M/s Riggs then spoke for 
June transcript some time. M/s Pearlman then gave DOT ARs M/s Riggs 5 

p1inutes longer (P5 line 20) 
i 
Line 24/25 "I fear I have talked to much." 
! 

Lines 30 to 46 refer to M/s Riggs denying the Terms of 
Reference had been altered. It was then noted M/s 
Pearlman, another person and I had asked for a copy of the 
Terms of Reference for the Inquiry. 
I 
! 

~Is Riggs lines 30 - 35 are correct.  
 

P53 M/s Riggs "I would hate for this inquiry to think that the 
Federal Government was not in any way not looking to the 
~uture in respect of Sydney's growth . ... The art of putting 
fpnd transport infrastructure into place is not a science. . .. 
So we are quite happy, very happy indeed, to see that the 
Sydney Metropolitan Strategy has in it a reference to he 
NSW Government's further investigation of the need for a 
future option C-type route". 

DOCUMENTS AFTER THE PEARLMAN INQUI
1

RY CONTINUE ON NEXT PAGE 
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DOCUMENTS AFTER PEARLMAN INQUIRY 

202 2007 28 MP Richardson Media "Libs challenge lemma Govt to fast-track new road 
June Release. north. . .. regardless of what decision Pearlman reaches . . 

.. MP Ray Williams, said that the preferred option for the 
North/ink was for a westerly connection between the M7 
and Kariong . ... MP Hartcher .. said the case for 
JNorthfink is well made out . ... torrential downpour that 
1washed part of the Pacific Highway at Somersby on 9 June 
\and took the live of 5 people reinforced the need . ... " 
\ 

203 2007 12 ADT appliications07321 Waite V RTA. Re FOI for 2001 ToR documents Planning 
July 1,meeting 27 August 

I 
14 Aug RTA re Internal review ~auld contact DOT ARs to establish if they had ToR 

amended 

13 Sep 
I 

DOT ARs does not hold )Nithdrawn after speaking to RTA's representative in ADT 
documents before hearing. 

I 
204 2007 Cover page NW subregion Draft Strategy sets out proposals to release 

In ore land and was one of the reasons for the NW railway. 
I 

205 2012 21 SMH Weekend Business j'The road from smart bombs to to/lways" is about 
July Transurban's new chief executive Scott Charlton having left 

his role as the chief operating officer at property developer 
Lend Lease. 
I 
I 

lend Lease is the successful tenderer to build the 
~orthConnex tunnel. Lend Lease is also still preparing 
dlesign plans referred to in the EIS that have not yet been 
I 

completed. 
I 

I 
206 2014 12 SMH electronic edition Whilst there may be nothing untoward with the above 

August and 13 August 2014 hard I 
qrrangements, a current court case over the alleged $144 

copy pages I and 4 is an rpillion legal battle over the Lane Cove Tunnel cannot be 
a more detailed report ignored. 

I 
 

 
 

 

I 
~he important issue with the NorthConnex project is to 
1nsure that if the tunnel is approved and constructed, on 
1:)

1
ehalf of the taxpayers, the State will not accept any 

responsibility for any loss, liability or permit increases in tolls 
I 

t0 enable Transurban etc to recoup losses. 
I 

6/6 



Mrs Jo Moss 
Community Liaison Manager, 
F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study, 
PO Box 164, 
St Leonards NSW 1590 

8th August 2002 

Dear Mrs Moss, 

F3/Sydney Orbital Link, 
Concerned Citizens Group, 
c/- 11 Lutanda Close, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 

Tel.(02) 9484 4304 

Further to our 22nct July letter attached are some thoughts on the Community Consultative 

meetings. Thanks are due to Mr Peter Waite, a member of our group, who is responsible for 

compiling much of the information contained in this submission. 

Please let me know if you or one of the team requires more detail. 

Due to his extensive local knowledge Mr Waite, 9484 3471, would probably be best able to 

answer questions on technical detail. 

Yours faithfully, 

D.R. Jones 

For and on behalf of F3/ydney Orbital Link 'Concerned Citizens Group'. 
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Mrs Jo Moss, 
Community Liaison Manager, 
F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study, 
P.O. Box 164, 
St.Leonards. NSW 1590 

22nd July 2002 

Dear Mrs. Moss, 

F3/Sydney Orbital Link, 
Concerned Citizens Group, 
c/o 11 Lutanda Close, 
Pennant Hills. NSW 2120 

Tel.[02] 9484.4304 

F3 TO SYDNEY ORBITAL LINK STUDY 

This submission is made on behalf of a group of long established residents located in suburbs 
directly adjacent or near to the Pennant Hills Road/M2/0rbital. 

The group have wide ranging contacts throughout the area, and are deeply interested in the 
future welfare and practical development of Sydney N.W. Region and of the nation as a 
whole. 

It is hoped that you will regard the submission in the way it is intended. Namely as an 
impartial and considered routing of the link, bearing in mind vital longer term national traffic 
requirements, whilst maintaining realistic environmental and ecological standards. 

What is now under study, is a vitally important part of a major - if not the major national 
trunk highway in Australia. A route which links the North and the South of the Continent, 
and along which both commercial and private traffic must be able to move quickly and 
efficiently No country, especially a continental one - can continue to develop if it lacks an 
adequate transportation infrastructure - e.g. U.S.A. Railroads and highways, Europe fast 
Motorways and Railways crossing the EU. Currently much of Australia's transport 
infrastructure is either second rate or bad. 

The cry in the past has nearly always been lack of money, either Federal or State or both. But 
at the beginning of the 21st Century, bearing in mind the rise of highly competitive, hitherto 
underdeveloped countries, can we afford NOT to spend money on urgently needed 
infrastructure, such as Road and Rail which will serve the country well into this century 

Now is not the time to penny pinch and adopt second rate and inadequate compromises which 
will not truly serve the purpose and will satisfy no-one. 

Now is the time to think big and act positively. 

To turn to specifics;-

OPTIMUM SOLUTION 

It is submitted that by far the best solution would be for the link to run roughly NNE from the 
Orbital/M2 junction, and to join the F3 at a point well to the North of Hornsby. 
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This solution envisages a second crossing of the Hawkesbury probably around 
Courangra/Spencer with the link then joining the F3 at Mt. White or Calga/Kariong. 
Obviously detailed surveys would need to be carried out, but it does seem possible that the 
Old Northern Road and Canoelands Road could both be utilised. 

Looking to the future, a second crossing of the Hawkesbury is highly desirable, in fact, 
essential. 

It is not acceptable, either strategically or commercially that all N-S Road communication and 
much of the accompanying infrastructure should be carried on one bridge. In the event of a 
catastrophic failure caused by say earthquake [Newcastle], fire or even terrorist activity, the 
value and need of an alternative route becomes unarguable. 

In the mid 1990's the Pacific Highway, F3 and Railway were closed for 3 days due to 
bushfires. Fortunately this was during Christmas holidays, otherwise the disruption would 
have been infinitely more serious as there is no other practical N-S route. 

Further, it seems extraordinary to say the least that over the Blue Mountains there have been 
for many years 2 routes - the Great Western Highway and the Bells Line of Road. These 
routes to the West are certainly important but not to be compared to the importance of the 
main N-S trunk highway [ 
The current State Transport Minister Mr. Scully, has recently stated "The Western Sydney 
Orbital is ..... the most significant freight road in the country.] 

How many times have one or the other - and sometimes both routes to the West been cut, but 
nearly always one has remained open. It is also interesting to note that no organisation has 
complained that the Bells Line of Road has in any way degraded or devastated the 
environment. In fact, it can be said to have opened up without damage the beauty of the 
National Park areas to thousands of people which otherwise would have been and are virtually 
inaccessible. 

Again, if not left too long, a route could be built from the Orbital North via the Old Northern 
Road, Canoelands Road and Spencer through to Cessnock and Singleton via Wollambi. This 
would allow interstate traffic from the Illawarra, Southern and Western Sydney access both to 
the New England and Pacific Highways. It is understood however, that this possibility may 
be outside the terms of the present study, 

ADVANTAGES 

Adoption of the solution proposed means that through traffic would have a clear unobstructed 
run away from heavily populated areas, and that the choke points/bottlenecks that presently 
exist would be eliminated. 

Traffic coming from the South destined for Carlingford, Castle Hill, Pennant Hills, 
Thornleigh, Normanhurst and Hornsby, on leaving the Orbital would continue along the M2 
and enter Pennant Hills Road at the existing junction. In the opposite direction, traffic 
destined for Sydney and for the above locations would continue as now i.e. F.3. Pacific 
Highway or Pennant Hills Road. 
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Newcastle, Sydney and Wollongong are already merging into a conurbation. The solution 
gives industrial/commercial traffic and commuters the possibility of using the conventional 
route through Sydney and up/down the Pacific Highway or alternatively using an 
unobstructed and much faster route to reach their business destinations - many of which these 
days are not located in Central Sydney. 

The link route should ideally be above ground. Tunnels - other than short ones - are to be 
avoided. They are expensive to build and maintain. There is always a high pollution content 
within them which has to be extracted. In the event of a major accident or fire, victims are 
extremely difficult to reach, and if the fire damage is severe, the road can be blocked for a 
considerable period of time. e.g. Mont Blanc and St. Gothard are two recent examples. 

It is accepted that some of the terrain over which the projected link would be run is difficult. 
However, modern highway engineering, using high or low level viaducts, possibly linked by 
short tunnels where necessary, would overcome much of this. 

None of the technology is new and has been long proven in many parts of the world. 

Furthermore, construction over "greenfield" sites is far cheaper and quicker than other 
alternatives. It avoids long delays and horrendous and unproductive costs associated with the 
re-siting of dense infrastructure, widening of roads [bottlenecks, increased accidents] and 
resumption of property. 

PENNANT HILLS ROAD 

Although no formal survey has been undertaken, nevertheless the overwhelming consensus of 
opinion, not only amongst those living directly in the area, but also amongst those very 
familiar with the road, is that the Pennant Hills Road is already traffic saturated. Between the 
intersection of the M2/PHR.oad and the entry to the F3 just short of Pearce's Comer - a 
distance of just under 8 Kms - there are 21 sets of traffic lights. 

As the main National artery running N/S, the traffic load of heavy commercial vehicles is 
extremely high and becoming higher every year. 

The constant stop/start plus build up of these vehicles at the lights causes a heavy pollution 
level of unburned diesel fuel in densely populated residential areas, not to mention the long 
traffic tail backs, both North & South, especially during the morning and evening. 

If it was decided to widen the PHR this would be an extremely expensive and time consuming 
exercise as the road is fronted almost everywhere by either new or relatively recently 
constructed property with considerable above and below ground infrastructure. 

The problem does in fact appear to be recognised by the statement on P .1 of your newsletter 
No. I - April 2002. The danger lies in that in any so-called ecological or short term cost 
saving compromise, the problem could be shelved or ignored to the detriment of a truly viable 
and forward looking national trunk route, not to mention the health, wellbeing and peace of 
mind of those people already badly affected by the PHR situation as it now is. 
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A Mr. Simon Leake of Thornleigh - not in any way connected to this Group - puts forward a 
well reasoned argument in a letter to the Hornsby & Upper North Shore Advocate for 
Thursday July 11, P.IO. A copy of this is attached. 

TUNNEL M2 WAHROONGA- F3 

Other than the drawbacks already mentioned, a tunnel could be helpful. However, by 
comparison there is substantially less heavy industrial traffic out of Sydney that uses the 
Pacific Highway or the M2 to connect with the F3. 

The overwhelming amount of heavy traffic [semi trailer] is either coming up from the South 
wishing to by pass Sydney by using the F7, or alternatively emanating from the industrialised 
area of Western or Southern Sydney also using the F7 or James Ruse Drive and joining the 
P .H.Road at the existing intersection. 

As stated in your newsletter, this traffic load can only be expected to increase substantially. 
Such traffic will not willingly continue along the M2 until it meets the tunnel. It might be 
forced to do this by direction, but more realistically this traffic will use the P.H. Road 
between Pearce's Corner [F3] and the P.H.Road/M2 intersection. 

In this case in a very short time something like gridlock will ensue. 

ECOLOGICAUENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

It is not realistic or practical to expect that a major world city can expect to confine itself 
forever within large areas of untouched wilderness close at hand. 

Sydney will expand - is expanding - it must or it will die. All cities either expand or contract. 
They cannot stand still. 

However today cities and the road and rail infrastructure surrounding and entering into them, 
can be managed in such a way as to minimise or even eliminate any suggestion of devastation 
or massive degradation of the environment. 

Modern highway engineering including bridges can be, and more usually is, both elegant and 
visually satisfying. This applies to motorway/railway bridges or viaducts spanning deep 
valleys, flood plains, rivers or harbour waterways e.g. Anzac Bridge. 

Viaducts are common in some of the most beautiful locations in Europe, such as South Germany, 
Austria, Italy and Switzerland. Think ofthe magnificent railway viaducts in the U.K. which are 
regarded as features ofthe landscape. Modern engineering enables high volumes of traffic, both 
road and rail to move quickly and effectively with minimal pollution, as engines are operating at 
efficient fuel burning speeds. 

Flora is not in any way affected and Fauna is barely affected and moves quite freely through 
under road water conduits or specially constructed animal runs e.g. Alaska highway/pipeline, 
Russian pipeline etc. 

4. 

Note that ON/OFF ramps are kept to minimum as they are now on the Sydney-Canberra 
Freeway. On the other hand the solution suggested would have the added benefit of opening 



up new areas of National Park and the Hawkesbury for controlled tourism and recreation 
without in any way damaging the environment or ecology. 

Looking to the future, the adoption now of second rate solutions will constrict and cripple 
orderly, vital, economically responsible development. It will also impact adversely on the 
current urban and suburban environment, and provide little relief if any, for several hundred 
thousand people. Now is the time to look to the future, plan realistically but with sensitivity, 
and do the job properly first time. 

Hopefully this submission will be of some interest. We would be pleased to discuss the 
matter further with you should you so desire. 

Yoursfai~ 

_)> '(J_, ~~ 

D.RJones 
for and on behalf ofF3/Sydney Orbital Link. Concerned Citizens Group. 
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Build the link road 
or choke to death 
THERE is a lot of ill-informed . 
nonsense being ta1kep. about. road 
versus rail in the M2-F3 link road 
debate. 

The problem with Pennant Hills 
Rd is not commuters, as they could 
perhaps be put back onto rail, it is 
freight. Rail is the method of choice 
for movilp.g a million tonnes of coal 
to a port but for general goods 
rubber-wheeled trains are the more 
efficient method. 

Trucks on Penna..1t Hills Rd are 
carrying general goods for which 
they have an unassailable competi­
tive advantage. 

I Instead of providing for these 
1 rubber-wheeled trains we force 
l them to stop at l9 traffic lights and 
1 pump carcinogenic fumes into our 

dormitory :motUl'e~s. 
cated roadway, 
movers can hau1"· 
safelyata ·· 
wear and tear; and pollution. 
Why is it so difficult to recognise 

fundamental· tecbnoiogiciil. shifts? 
Don't call them freeways, the self­
appointed environmentalists.gett~o 
eruptional, call them ~pj.c;;\t~d 

. roli~~ays. · · " · 

·•· :.r·ti{ge the-autho,rities t~O:li:te @,'e 
coii:Vl.ction and stteffgfu f0{1gnore 
unrealistic opposition and build this 

. roadway before . the 
of Hornsby shiie choke to· 

: . ,Y,()u have left it too late and 
. ;;pat~al sll{gery is requited. 
. . Simon Leake, Thornleigh 
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F3- SYDNEY ORBITAL LINK. 81
h August 2002 

Option C assessment by "Concerned Citizens Group". 

This is based on provisional information given by Sinclair Knight Mertz to consultative 

meetings at Pennant Hills and Dural on 30th and 31st July. It is an expansion of the submission 

made on 22nd July 2002. 

For the purposes of comparison with Optiou A, the two routes have been split into sections in 

this 'table'. Option B is not realistic or practical and should be abandoned. 

The table should be viewed in conjunction with the accompanying map. Shown on the map is 

the demographic centre of Sydney, on a North South axis, which is approximately at the 

Silverwater Bridge. (source Coopers Lybrand, Melbourne) 

The significant advantages of Option C can be fully seen in relation to Option A. The 

greatest advantage is that the only interference to the F3 would be at the northern end in 

comparison with connections being made to the middle and western end of the M2, and at the 

southern end of the F3. This would then provide an alternative route when the F3 and M2 were 

being widened in the future. 

Sector Option A cost approximately equals Option C cost 

1 M2link to F3 Calga or Mt White to south side of Hawkesbury 

2 F3 widening Wahroonga to Hawkesbury S side of Hawkesbury toN end Boundary Rd 

3 From Dean Park to west end of M2 N end Boundary Rd Maraylya to Dean Park 

4 Existing M2 widening to Macquarie n/a 

The major change suggested is to delay the Orbital connection to west end of M2. Traffic 

counts may show that it would only need to be a four lane road and the M2 not widened. 

Statistics given at the consultative meetings appeared to indicate Option C should reduce 

through traffic on Pennant Hills Road to a greater extent than if Option A were adopted 

whereas other figures given indicated the opposite. This need to be clarified. 

Critical figures needed are origin/destination/traffic counts for vehicles on the F3. The volume 

of local traffic will not materially alter regardless of the option chosen. Also needed are counts 

for every major intersection from the Commenara Parkway, to James Ruse Drive. 
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At Dural mention was made of the success of the Express bus service from The Hills district to 

the City via the M2. This has been confirmed by Station Master Andrew Laarhoven at Pennant 

Hills who reports a substantial drop in ticket sales. It has also been observed that traffic delays 

on Boundary Road Pennant Hills have dropped around the same time. 

Over the last three years it has been observed on Saturday mornings heavy traffic has increased 

on Pennant Hills Road to the extent that by 6.30 am traffic light phasing has changed from 'on 

demand' to 'peak demand'. At the same time traffic on the Pennant Hills Bellamy- Stevens 

Street bypass has significantly increased at 6.30am on week days with a noticeable increase 

since County Drive was opened onto Castle Hill Road late last year. 

The practicality of banning heavy vehicles in peak periods as was suggested at the Dural 

meeting is questioned. EO Three concrete plants operate at Thomleigh. None have sufficient 

storage capacity for 'big pours'. This necessitates bringing in regular supplies during the day to 

maintain deliveries. Some jobs take all day. It is simply not practical to build bigger storage 

facilities or stop delivery of concrete in peak hours. If it were done at night there would then be 

complaints from residents. 

Deliveries are already made to supermarkets from Sam or earlier. The question must be asked 

would the community accept two and three waste pickups throughout the night; and should the 

community expect people to do shift work to save them having to pay more taxes to provide a 

better transport system? There are many social justice questions to be answered. 

The location of the M2-F3 connection would depend on the location of toll plazas to serve both 

routes. This would need to be carefully thought out and is not a consideration in Option C. 

Equally so the contract with the M2 owners must be made public as there may be some form of 

compensation provided. All the cards must be put on the table. Before the M2 was opened it 

was claimed that would solve the Pennant Hills Road problems. This confirms traffic 

projections have been woefully inadequate. Worst case scenarios should be used. 

Apart from apparent cost savings the most significant attraction of Option C is that it is mostly 

a greenfield route that will not disrupt major traffic flows during construction and would also 

cost substantially less because there would be far fewer services to be relocated. 

It is guesstimated Option C would be about 20ks less than Option A for the average 

journey. In terms of time, money and reduced accidents the long term advantages would be 

immeasurable, especially if the projected fuel crisis eventuates. The benefits for many from the 

NW sector would be far greater. EO Bathurst to the Central Coast and Newcastle. 

3 as at 08/08/02 



If a cost benefit analysis was done using 'marginal rates of substitution' for alternative options 

to users it is doubtful if Option A could be justified especially if the traffic delays resulting 

from lane closures during widening of the M2/F3 were taken into account. For either option 

the public will pay for the delays in time, fuel, taxes and toll. During the construction phase 

and in both the short and long term Option C should be a substantially superior option. 

Tunnels are far more costly to build and maintain. Whilst the excavated rock is in high demand 

it will have to be removed at either Wahroonga, and or near the M2 whereas in a greenfield site 

civil engineers design and construct roads to lose excavated material thereby removing the need 

for road transport to other sites. 

Pollution generated by vehicles is dispersed into the atmosphere. Concentrating it into exhaust 

stacks is fraught with problems. Internal combustion engines require oxygen mixed with fuel 

to generate power. If the oxygen is polluted engines cannot operate efficiently thereby 

generating more pollution. The use of tunnels needs far more research before they are allowed 

to be used as band aid solutions to overcome traffic problems. 

In the event of accidents in a tunnel the potential for major delays and injury to rescuers is far 

greater in a tunnel. Helicopter or many other evacuation procedures are precluded. 

An important issue to be raised in the report is the environmental affects on the flora, fauna and 

ecology of any route as against the social and environmental affects on the personal lives and 

well being to each member of the community. How will this be evaluated? 

Politicians at the behest of some members of the community have locked up land for National 

Parks and other purposes such as land right claims. Would those decisions reflect the majority 

opinion of the community if they were asked were they prepared to sacrifice some protected 

land for the long term benefit of the health of large sections of the community? 

Pollution is described as the unwise use of natural resources, whilst conservation is described 

as the wise use of natural resources. Is Option A a wise or unwise use of natural resources? 

For bus and transport operators it means increased productivity and reduced costs. In some 

instances it would make a major difference to drivers on log-book rest periods. 

Politically Option C should be welcomed by members of both major political parties. It will 

shorten links from the south, W ollongong, southern, western and north western Sydney and 

the Hunter to the north. A win win situation for the great majority. 
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The report is paid for by the community. It must be represent community opinion and be made 

available to the public. This matter is far too important to allow bureaucrats and politicians to 

selectively comment on for political purposes. It is of both State and National significance. 

The most important factor that cannot be ignored and must be given the highest possible rating 

in the evaluation process is Option C. It provides an efficient high capacity alternative route in 

the event of a disaster blocking the F3, Pacific Highway and main northern rail line as 

happened when all of these routes were blocked by bushfires for several days in the mid 

1990's. 

The Stephen Bathgate submission 

On page 3 Stephen estimates Option A would require a 6.8 k tunnel and notes that the 1.7k 

Eastern Distributor tunnel cost $700 million. 

At the Dural meeting the estimate for Option A was given at $1 billion. ($1,000 million.) 

Stephen's estimate for Option A is a 6.8 k tunnel. This is 4 times the quoted length of the 

Eastern Distributor. This would then put Option A at a theoretical cost of $2.8 billion. 

Assuming economies of scale prevailed and less intersections are involved it is doubtful if the 

cost could be reduced to below $2 billion which was the cost estimate given for Option C. 

Other major factors to be considered would be pro-rata inflationary costs and the reduced cost 

of financing Option C. The sector from the F3 to Windsor Road could be opened probably 

two or three years earlier before the works required to make Option A fully functional were 

completed. Whilst it will not provide the fmal solution in itself this is a major incentive to 

overcome the ever increasing problems at the southern end of the F3/Pacific Highway/Pennant 

Hills Road as quickly as possible. 

Costs estimates need to be clarified and documented to allow more informed comment. 

5 as at 08/08/02 



SKM Orbital Consultative Meeting at Dural. 28th August 2003. Comment by P Waite 

There were about 14 members of the public at the meeting and five associated with the study. 

Computer slides and overheads were used to explain the findings and how the study would 
proceed. Requests to provide copies of the slide and verbal statistics were not answered. 

It was acknowledged our submission had been received last year and we would be advised 
why the questions raised had not been responded to. 

I challenged claims that by 2021 Pennant Hills Road would only increase to 100,000 vehicles 
per day when p5 ofthe study reported that over the past 10 years traffic had increased 5% pa 
which would mean that by 2021 the theoretical volume would be about 140,000. It was 
explained that the opening of the M2 had caused an aberration and the figure quoted were 
correct and that 'peak periods' would extend over a longer time to carry the extra traffic! 

' 

Figures on one slide appeared to indicate traffic origin- destinations were 30% NW, 20% 
S/SW and 10% W. This indicates 60% could use option C and could also take traffic from 
the east to the west on the M2 to use option C. This would then take much ofthe F3 traffic 
off Pennant Hills Road and to some extent from the Pacific Highway. 

As option C cuts about 20k off the trip to Kariong this route would attract traffic from 
suburbs such as North Ryde, Epping, Carlingford and Parramatta to option C. It would then 
give the M2 operators additional toll from vehicles travelling against the peak traffic flows. 

Others present also found the figures hard to correlate. Several people expected that Option 
C would have been included in the study even if only to provide figures to justify why it was 
not an option at the present. It was in part explained that the Federal and State Ministers had 
instructed no options were to go through National Parks or sensitive areas. 

If true, two Ministers have imposed their views not1 to allow the consultant and community to 
make informed and open comment. National Parks are created at the request of the 
community. National Parks and Ministers can be changed by community opinion. 1

corrected 
1/712004 

It is inconceivable a route is to be selected and then an EIS prepared to justify the route. One 
is interdependent on the other and cannot be separated. 

There was general agreement that a 20 year forward plan needed to be developed for the 
future. I then outlined the Concerned Citizens Groups concerns pointing out that it has been 
known for over 20 years the widening of Pennant Hills Road and the opening of the F3 would 
not solve the increasing traffic problems and that the Bellamy Street route was identified as 
becoming a 4 lane clearway back onto the Pacific Highway at Hornsby and then north 
through Asquith, Mt Ku-ring-gai, Berowra and beyond yet no notice was taken. 

I indicated I spoke to some MPs and firmly believe that agreement on the project would not 
be reached by the Federal and State governments and that the project would not proceed, and 
if it did it would not be completed by 20 11. 

This meeting proved beyond reasonable doubt that the process is not transparent. Apart from 
addressing the above concerns the community should unite, demand explanations and call for 
an urgent report on the long term advantages of option C and immediate establishment of a 
road reservation to enable orderly and cost effective planning. 
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MsJ Moss, 
Community Liaison Manager, 
F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study, 
Reply Paid 164, St Leonards NSW 1590 

Dear Sirs,, 

D.R. Jones, 
Concerned Citizens Group, · 
11 Lutanda Close, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 

30th August 2003 

F3 TO SYDNEY ORBITAL LINK STUDY­
BACKGROUND REPORT 

Having now had an opportunity to consider and discuss the Background Report, our members are 
seriously concerned at the lack of detail supporting conclusions reached and statistics quoted. We are also 
concerned that no displays were mounted at Shopping Centres in or at least one of three areas vitally 
interested in the matter namely Pennant Hills/Thomleigh/Nonnanhurst, thus limiting the ability of local 
residents to update themselves on where the situation now stands. 

~t is not acceptable to say that brief details appeared in local newspapers and that displays were mounted 
at Carlingford and Hornsby. Even now it is possible for you to mount displays in the shopping centres at 
Pennant Hills and Beecroft 

In regard to the Report itself, we would wish to submit the following questions and comments for your 
review and reply:-

1 What are the full terms of reference given to SKM for this study and by whom? 
Does para 1 p.l of the Background Report constitute the entire terms of 
reference or is there more? 

2 Is it understood and accept~d that this link forms a vital part of Australia's 
most important National Highway running from the bottom of the Continent 
to the top 

3 Bearing in mind the huge expansion/population explosion taking place now in 
theN. W. of Sydney e.g .. Castle Hill/Kellyville/Rouse Hill etc, why is no 
provision being made now for the large number of people/vehicles who will wish to travel 
regularly to the Central and Northern coasts and beyond. The only outlet for them is P.H.'s 
road and the F3. Discarded Option C needs far more detailed and serious consideration than is 
given in the report. A new bridge over the Hawkesbury and alternative routing of the main 
trunk highway could even now be considered imperative for economic, strategic and social 
reasons. How many times has the F3 been severed or blocked? What would happen is a 
te:rrorist attack succeeded in severing or destroying the existing bridge? 

4 The Orbital is scheduled for completion in 2006. Only then- in 2007 -
providing all funding/clearances/agreements/resumptions etc [see p.23 
penultimate paragraph) are in place, does the construction of the link'commence- in itself a 4 
year project. It is accepted that P.R.'s road is already fully loaded and has a high accident rate. 
How will this road cope with the projected traffic increases over the next 8 - 9 years. 

Note New car sales from January 1st to June 30th were up over 21%. It must be 
recognised both by Governments and Consultants that more people want to use more 
cars and they do expect adequate roads to be provided in a timely fashion. Rail can 

1 



/ 

I 
( 

help but it cannot provide anything like a full answer, as is already acknowledged . 

. 5 Will SKM please disclose to what extent the proposed options will improve, if at all, 
the current situation on P.H.'s road and the Pacific Highway when the works are 
completed. 

6 What variations to vehicle numbers might be expected if a toll is imposed. 

7 What will be the effects on air quality with toxic gases being expelled in 
concentration and in volume from tunnel vents. 

8 Has the fact that the Purple Option could be built over a tip containing toxic 
waste been taken into account. 

9 Much more detailed information is required about projected population 
increases in each specific area affected by the study, including also the N.W. 

10 Will Skm identifY the origin/destination of traffic using the F3 that would use 
alternative routes to the Options presented. 

11 At what stage will SKM acknowledge that tunnels - in this case long tunnels -
Are high cost, high maintenance and dangerous options. A serious event resulting in 
fire or explosion [terrorist or otherwise] or even a simple accident, could close the 
tunnel for long periods of time, even months. There are a number of precedents to 
prove this. 

12 Will SKM accept and make clear that over 20% of GDP is attributed to road transport 

13 Will SKM accept and explain that for every 1.5% increase in GDP traffic increases 
by nearly 10%. 

14 Explain that 74% of truck trips are less than 92K and rail in most instances is not a 
viable alternative. 

·~ 15 Please advise if there is any intention to widen the M2 tunnels at Epping to 
accommodate the increased traffic load if either the Red or Yell ow Options were 
adopted. 

16 Will you provide any detail from the Stage 1 "Familiarisation" as quoted on P2 of the 
report 

17 Will SKM undertake now to provide further and sufficient information to enable all 
interested parties to make properly informed comment. 

18 SKM'sattention is drawn to the publication "Australia at the Crossroads", P.62 

Quote : "At a minimum, it is widely agreed that it is important that road and traffic 
authorities ensure that major road proposals in urban areas are considered, 
and seen to be considered as part of a broad whole of government approach 
where all reasonable alternatives are properly examined and decisions can be 
seen to be free of sole providers. Hand in hand with this, the road and traffic 
authorities need to ensure their cultures and skills become businesslike and 
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'\_ ___ o_u_t~_fu_c_us_ed_.'_' _ ___----------------------~· ----~~ 
. The Concerned Citizens Group would be grateful to receive your acknowledgement 
of receipt of this letter, and we look forward to your detailed reply in due course. 

Yours faithfully, 

'~ 
,j 

?"''~· 

D.R. Jones 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills 2120 
8th September 2003 

The Hon P Ruddock MP 
Member for Berowra 
POBox 1866 
Hornsby Northgate 1635 

Dear Philip 

Thank you for replying to the matters I informally raised with you about the SKM Sydney 
Orbital Study Link. 

Whilst this letter is written on my own behalf I know that many members of the 'Concerned 
Citizens Group' are very unhappy with the consultative processes. 

To me, your letter and media release are not 100% accurate. My concerns are that there was 
NO provision for 'study team members' to meet and speak directly with the public in Pennant 
Hills which is the suburb, your suburb, that is most directly affected by the study. 

Why have a meeting at Dural that is not affected in any way by the recommended proposals. 
The 'study team member' at Dural obviously did not know what was in the brochure or that 
Pennant Hills had a shopping centre and suitable locations to meet 'study team members'. 

This has not imbued many people with confidence in the integrity of the study. Whilst 
willing to be corrected in my opinion the process ·is an absolute sham and an insult to the 
community. 

3 
My assessment of the 'Consultative meeting at the Dural Country Club on 28~/03', further 
comment on the paper Derek Jones and myself prepared for the 'Concerned Citizens Group' 
and Derek's submission on behalf of the 'Concerned Citizens Group' are attached. 

Knowing you grew up in Bellamy Street Pennant Hills I a:in sure you would be well aware of 
the significance the ever increasing role it is again playing in relieving the pressures on 
Pennant Hills Road. Even though it is not fully open the widening of the Duffy Avenue 
bridge has caused an increase in traffic using the Stevens, Bellamy -County Drive route. 

The Duffy Avenue bridge is now being used to bypass Pennant Hills to the F3. It wont be 
long before motorists revert to using the back route to Hornsby, onto the Pacific Highway to 
Berowra and beyond. Traffic counts are not needed to substantiate the visually obvious. 

It is a disgrace that this problem was identified nearly 22 years ago yet nothing has been 
done. Part of Y arrara Road is already a de facto 24 hour 'clearway'. Tunnel or not, urgent 
planning with proper public consultation is needed for an alternative route such as option 'C'. 

The Bellamy Street problem was again raised in the July 1998 'Study of Parking and Traffic 
in Pennant Hills' submitted to Hornsby Council. For five years Hornsby Councillors have 
gone to extraordinary lengths to avoid dealing with this study. 

'Everyone's Accountable -All of the time' New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani in his book 'Leadership' 



The Councillors responsible for this delay should be publicly called to account and explain 
the reasons why they have done nothing. They cannot blame the staff. I have documents 
showing the staff have done everything possible to have the study properly dealt with. 

Today State Transport Minister Michael Costa admitted buses will have to replace trains on 
many routes. How much more proof is needed that the community is being misled? 

Unless the economy collapses by 2011, the projected completion date for the tunnel, it will be 
too late then to address the already totally unsatisfactory and unacceptable traffic problems. 
On a population basis I believe the 'National Highway' should have two routes through 
Sydney. 

The time to deal with the Australian transport system and in particular the northern gateway 
to Sydney is now. 

Before it is too late will you directly intervene in this most serious matter that directly affects 
your electorate and approach the Prime Minister and also seek the support of your State 
colleagues whose electorates are also affected. 

With kind regards to Heather and yourself, 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

Copy 

Attachments: 

Mrs J Hopwood MP for Hornsby 
Mr B O'Farrell MP for Ku-ring-gai 
Mr A Tink MP for Epping 
Mr D Jones, Concerned Citizens Group 
Cr J Muirhead, Mayor Hornsby Shire Council 
Pennant Hills District Civic Trust 
Sinclair Knight Merz 
Media 

Further personal comment by P Waite 8/9/03 
Concerned Citizens Group- presentation to Group members 25/8/03 
Personal comments by P Waite on Dural Consultative meeting 28/8/03 
Media release by D Jones and P Waite 28/8/03 
Extract from 1981 Traffic and Parking Study for Pennant Hills--­
The Hon P Ruddock MP media release 1/9/03. 
Concerned Citizens Group submission to the Study consultants 
Extract from the July 1998 Pennant Hills Study of Traffic and Parking 

'Everyone's Accountable- All of the time' New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani in his book 'Leadership' 



FURTHER COMMENT ON F3 TO SYDNEY ORBITAL LINK STUDY. 8 Sept 2003 

As no meaningful response has been received to the detailed submission lodged by the 
'Concerned Citizens Group' on 8th August 2002 I register my deep concerns at the lack of 
data provided at any stage on which to make informed comment. 

'THE BACKGROUND REPORT' 
Page 3 refers to 'stakeholders'. The public are the stakeholders. This report is about the 
allocation of public resources for the benefit of the community. It is not about politicians, 
bureaucrats or those seeking personal gain. The public are entitled to know the FACTS. 

P5. It is deplorable that the study admits the purple option will do nothing to reduce the high 
accident rate on the Pacific Highway identified in the table at the top of column 2. 

P6. 'Improve local amenity for people living and working along Pennant Hills Road'. The 
study states "If no new link is provided, traffic along Pennant Hills Road is predicted to 
increase to between 95,000 and 100,000 vehicles per day by 2021, causing traffic congestion 
to extend to most times of the business day". It is known most 'peak hour' traffic problems 
are caused by people travelling to and from work or school. It beggars belief to infer that 
these people will have to vary their business or school times. 

P5-6. Estimates that if nothing is done vehicles on Pennant Hills Road will increase by 
20,000 per day by 2021 and that 8,000 of these will be trucks. This means the projected car 
increase is only 12,000, or 18% increase as against a 100% increase for trucks from 8,000 to 
16,000. Noting that the population is anticipated to increase by 20% in the same period I find 
it very difficult to accept these figures as even being 'ball park'. 

Having reviewed the available information several times I am even more convinced that 
option 'C' is the best solution. It will also provide a practical and realistic alternative route in 
the AM peak from Sydney via the M2 westward and then to the north and in the PM peak in 
the opposite direction. 

AUSTROADS statement must be repeated: 
SUMMING UP AUSTRAliA AT THE CROSSROADS. P62: 

"It is important to build the "right" projects rather than "bad" projects. Road and traffic 
authorities should make decisions using improved, more rigorous analysis techniques in their 
attempts to meet community goals in the most economically efficient and businesslike 
manner".· · 

-- "At a minimum, it is widely agreed that it is important that road and traffic authorities 
ensure that major road proposals in urban areas are considered, and seen to be 
considered. as part of a broad "whole of government" approach where all reasonable 
alternatives are properly examined and decisions can be seen to be free of bias of sole 
providers. Hand in hand with this, the road and traffic authorities need to ensure their 
cultures and skills become more businesslike ands outcomes focussed" (as in State Rail). 

"are properly examined" I rest my case. Peter Waite 

'Everyone's Accountable- All of the time' New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani in his book 'Leadership' 



'CONCERNED CITIZENS GROUP'- Pennant Hills -Thornleigh. 

Comment and concern about the F3 to Sydney Orbital - National Highway Link Study. 

25th August 2003. 

Following are two assessments by members of the 'Group'. 

1. As admitted in the report there is no provision for the very large expansion of industry I 
population in the NW sector which is already taking place. 

2. Sydney Orbital is scheduled for completion in 2006. Only then - in 2007 - providing all 
clearances/agreements/resumptions etc. are in place does the construction of the link 
commence - in itself a four year project. Pennant Hills Road will bear the full brunt of 
the inevitable traffic increases from 2003- 2010/11. This is a road which the reports 
admits in 2003 is already fully loaded, in fact overloaded. 

3. There is no point in widening the F3 to three lanes between the Hawkesbury Bridge and 
Calga interchange, and not at the same time widening the two lanes into three between the 
bridge and Sydney. The potential for gridlock and accidents is obvious. 

4. Constructing two lane tunnels - a possibility suggested in the study - cannot be regarded 
as a serious contribution to constructing Australia's major economic and social trunk 
route with a view to the inevitable longer term development. 

5. See p23- penultimate paragraph. It contains many assumptions and provisos etc. (escape 
clauses). This link is vital. It must be constructed now and the necessary funding 
provided. 

6. The report shows restricted and outmoded thinking. It has not kept pace with what is 
required to day. ·Question: What are the terms of reference? For Australia's major 
national highway from the north to south of the continent old style party politics and/or 
State versus Federal jockeying becomes irrelevant and dangerous. It is not in the national 
interests to adopt second rate and budget conscious decisions. The money to do the job 
properly can be found if the will is there. If a railway can be built between Alice Springs 
and Darwin then surely a long term SC?lution plus funding can be found for such a vital 
requirement. 
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An alternative view: "Points to consider". The study does NOT: 

1. Explain the study area is by far the most important road/rail link in Australia's 
economic, strategic, defence and social interests. 

2. Show why Option C was not, or should not be included for public comment. (Page 
11 rules out option C without providing any statistics or justification.) 

3. The Terms of Reference for the Study. (refer to 6 on previous page) 

4. Disclose to what extent the proposals will improve, if any, the current situation on 
Pennant Hills Road and the Pacific Highway will be when the works are 
completed. 

5. Disclose possible variations to vehicle numbers if a toll is proposed. 

6. Explain how the Purple Option could be built over a tip containing toxic waste. 

7. Adequately explain the affects on air quality. 

8. Take into account the NW sector land releases. (refer to 1 on previous page) 

9. Adequately detail projected population increases. 

10. Indicate if, and how the tunnels at Epping are to be widened to accommodate extra 
traffic if the Red or Yellow options were adopted. 

11. Identify the origin/destination of traffic using the F3 that would use alternative 
routes. (Unless it is known where vehicles are coming from or going to 
meaningful projections cannot be made. This is normal procedure.) 

12. Acknowledge tunnels are high cost, high maintenance and dangerous options. 

13. Acknowledge more vehicle trips are made for shopping than for transport to and 
from work. 

14. Acknowledge over 20% of GDP is attributed to road transport. 

15. Explain for every 1.5% increase in GDP traffic increases nearly 10%. 

16. Explain 7 4% of truck trips are less than 92k and rail in most instances is not a 
viable alternative. 

17. Disclose any of the above detail from the Stage 1 "Familiarisation" of the Study 
process (page 2). (Does it exist, and if so where is it, and when will it be made 
available?) 

18. Provide sufficient information to make informed comment. 

19. Acknowledge new car sales for January 1 to June 30 2003 were up over 21%. (All 
involved in the consultative process must recognise more people want to use more 
cars and expect more roads to be provided; not excuses.) 



Brief assessment of the F3 to Sydney Orbital · National Highway Link Study on behalf 
of the "Concerned Citizens Group". 

P3 "Study area". F31 Kariong, Deane Park to Macquarie Park- 340,000 people". This 
study is of national significance and strategic importance to Australia that both directly and 
indirectly affects every Australian and visitor to Australia. 

The F3 combined with the main northern rail line is the most critical link in the movement of 
people and goods in Australia. The route has been blocked three times in recent years by 
bushfires. Should locations such as Mt Kuring-gai where the F3, Pacific Highway and rail 
line adjoin be closed by a natural disaster or terrorist attack for a week or more the personal 
and financial cost would be horrendous. 

It would be even worse if a road and or rail bridge over the Hawkesbury was damaged or 
dc4royed. It could take up to a year to replace. The recent loss of power in New York and 
Auckland a few years ago are examples as was the disastrous explosion in Y allorn. 

"Study team members will be available to answer questions and listen to suggestions- ". 
Three people visited Dural on August 14 and asked a 'team member' why there was no 
consultation and display in Pennant Hills; which is the worst affected location. 

He commented there was more concern raised in the Dural area AND that as he did not know 
the area was unaware if there was a shopping centre or suitable location in Pennant Hills for a 
display. He also said he had no statistics and advised Sinclair Knight could not reveal them. 

P4 "About road design". Serious concerns are held about the capacity of the M2 especially 
at Epping and the intersection with Pennant Hills, Windsor and Old Windsor Roads. 
Comments are also made in the annexure about fire and safety in tunnels. 

"Issues most commonly raised". There is no indication as to numbers and if comments were 
backed up with a submission. 

PS The study acknowledges the crash rates on Pennant Hills Road and Pacific Highway were 
significantly higher than the average across the Sydney Road Network in 1999 and 2001 and 
that indicates road safety is below average. 

About 1998 Police A/C Lola Scott was challenged about the closure of Pennant Hills Police 
Station at the Pennant Hills Bowling Club when she was challenged about her statement that 
the M2 would solve the accident and traffic problems on Pennant Hills Roads. Despite her 
promise, she never responded to the matters raised at that meeting and her projections have 
been proven wrong. 

PS/6 These pages list "serious and fatal crash rates and local amenity of people living and 
working along Pennant Hills Road". No statistical information is given as to deaths and 
serious illness caused by the noise and air pollution caused from the operation of, and exhaust 
emissions from vehicles and diesel powered locomotives. More information is needed. 

P7 'Non-car transport needs' is referred to in annexure. 

PS 'Predicted population growth over next 20 years'. 'Effects of growth on transport 
demand,. 'Need for major improvements,. Referred to in annexure. 

3 



Pl3/14 Suggesting option A could be interpreted as now being four different options, purple, 
blue, yellow and red (the original) stretches the imagination beyond belief. Purple, blue and 
yellow are three distinctly different options and should be described as Options D, E and F. 

PIS Purple option. It was apparently assumed because the brickpit is shown as green on a 
map this could be used as an 'open cut' for 500 metres. This is a tip site that contains toxic 
waste. This suggestion beggars belief. 

Blue option. Noting the problems in obtaining adequate land and then building the existing 
interchange it is not seen how this could be achieved unless flyovers and a semi clover leaf 
design was constructed. It is doubted the required land would be made available. 

P16 Yellow option. The M2 has major AM and PM problems. Additional tunnels would be 
needed to alleviate the existing constraints at Epping. 

Red option. As with the yellow option, additional tunnels at Epping would be required. 

Pl7/18 Unless the projected figures for Pennant Hills Road and Pacific Highway are quoted 
the total vehicles per day figures are meaningless and informed comment cannot be made. 
No where is it shown the current counts, projected counts or any comment if in fact any of the 
proposals will reduce traffic on Pennant Hills Road or Pacific Highway. 

Equally so figures also need to be provided inclusive of a toll. 

Also required would be the projected number of trucks with dangerous goods and over size 
vehicles that would be prohibited in the tunnels and continue to use Pennant Hills Road. 

The potential to provide some relief on local roads is questioned. There is already adequate 
visual evidence signalised intersections from Duffy A venue Thomleigh to Boundary Road 
Pennant Hills regularly become gridlocked in the AM and or PM peak. On some Saturday 
mornings there is well documented evidence that when some sporting events at Pennant Hills 
Park are conducted one lane in Pennant Hills Road becomes a 'parking lot' for up to three 
hours because of right turning vehicles into The Crescent. It often takes over an hour to exit 
from The Crescent. Altering traffic light phasing to overcome this problem would further 
reduce the capacity of Pennant Hills Road. 

P19/20 Environmental and social effects. The 'Effects on air quality' must be 
PUBLICLY addressed BEFORE any tunnel option is further considered. 

Collectively these statements address the NIMBY objections and those who are not 
immediately affected. They do not address the flow on effects on the local community that 
have been and will continue to be adversely affected by decades of inadequate planning or 
political decisions. 

P21/22/23 Key issues being investigated in the study. 'Air quality and tunnel ventilation'. 
"Road tunnels generally improve air quality by taking cars and trucks off congested surface 
streets". This means nothing, it is a motherhood statement. Option C without tunnels would 
do the same. Further comment is made in annexures. 

P24 Privacy Statement. MPs Ruddock and Tink should FOI a copy of the 'brief, traffic 
counts and results of the assessment of our submission and any other relevant infonnation 
that may be identified in the consultative process. 
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REFERENCES: 
AUSTRALIA AT THE CROSS ROADS. Roads in the Community- A Summary. 1997. 
Published by AUSTROADS. (RTA NSW, VICROADS, DOT Q, WA Main Roads, DOT 
SA, DOT T, DOT NT, RUS ACT, Commonwealth DOT, AUS LGA, Transit NZ) 

P12 Main method of Travel, Victoria, 1994. Percentages 

Mode 
Walking 
Bus, Tram, Taxi 
Car 

Work 
4 
3 
85 

Education 
20 
6 
52 

Shopping 
8.7 
3 
87 

P 15. Freight Movement in Australia in 1969. 74% of total road freight travels less than 
92km. Rail is not a viable or cost effective option. 

P 16 The Freight Transport Sectors Compared. 20% of GDP comprises road transport costs. 

Weight transported by road. 74% Rai123%. Sea 3%. 

Distance by weight 

Value 

33%. 

73%. 

Rail32%. 

Rail19%, 

Growth in vehicles numbers compared to the Australian economy. 

Sea 35% 

Sea 6%. Air2% 

Cars, Commercial GDP. Each of these are within a few % points from 1930 to 1990. 
1930 10%, 1945 15%, 1960 40%, 1975 60%, 1990 100% 
(Last year household debt increased over 14%. ABC news reported on August 20 that for the 
six months to June 30 new car sales were up over 21%. People are voting for cars.) 

P18 Increase in Average Traffic Levels on Australian Roads. 1981- 1994 

Nat Hwy. 93%, Rural Art. 38%, Rural Local- 42%, Urban Art. -18% Urban Loca1140%. 

P19 Road freight increase 3 to 4 times GDP economic growth rate between 1976 to 1985. 

B doubles, larger trucks and increased distances travelled have nearly halved road freight 
rates in real terms since 1971. 

I 86% of increase in car commuters between 1976 and 1991 was attributed to women. 

(This paper was prepared to assist the level of understanding of road-related issues within 
road authorities, the community and decision makers. Have they read and understand it?) 

STRATEGY for TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT Research and Development 

AUSTROADS 1997 

P vi. Changes in road length, vehicle ownership and usage for Australia. 1976 Index 100 

1976 to 1994. Trucks (tonne/k) 300. GNP 150. Cars (v/k) 145. Road length 110. 

WORLD HIGHWAYS September 2002.International Magazine. UK, England, Europe. 

P27. Paris tunnel. 10k US1.5 billion .. "there have been fears over safety after the Mont 
Blanc tunnel disaster. - -- A fire in a construction hauling locomotive - - - lost nearly three 
months in construction time". Similarly a fire in a ski train caused major loss of life recently. 
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COMMENT 
Detailed advice was obtained from a.Jftired and highly experienced DMR enginevr who is. 
totall o posed to tunnels on safety, environmental hi h o eratin and ever increasing 
maintenance costs, an environmental grounds. 

The Group is also very concerned about the security risks posed by what in some places is a 
single route. 

Because of it's versatility for domestic, commercial and industrial convenience road transport 
has become an integral part of the economic growth of Australia that rail cannot compete with 
on short hauls. 

'Rate of stock turnover' and JIT Gust in time) inventories mean that component 
manufacturers supply assembly lines according to need to the extent that no stocks are held. 
This drives down costs and provides the finished article to the consumer at the lowest 
possible competitive price. The motor vehicle industry is a prime example. 

DEMOGRAPHICS 
ERNST & YOUNG (from memory) in 1998 estimated the demographic centre of Sydney 
near Silverwater Bridge and moving to the NW. Since then the NW sector has been rapidly 
developing and new immigrants to Sydney are arriving at 50,000 per year. This in itself will 
increase Sydney's population by 1,000,000 within 20 years. Apart from this, country towns 
are dying as more people move to the eastern seaboard. 

The proposed release of another 20 to 40,000 housing lots in the NW sector will increase 
traffic movements to the central coast and beyond. 

Now that people are living longer and more migrants are arriving the growth of vehicle usage 
will be far in excess of the capacity of existing roads. The quoted figures appear rubbery. 

Noting it is suggested the Red and Yellow options would only remove 5,000 vehicles from 
the Pacific Highway and Purple and Blue none what is proposed to be done to solve the 
identified high accident rate and congestion on the Pacific Highway? 

SUMMING UP A USTRAUA AT THE CROSSROADS. P62 A few words from the experts: 

"It is important to build the "right" projects rather than "bad" projects. Road and traffic 
authorities should make decisions using improved, more rigorous analysis techniques in their 
attempts to meet community goals in the most economically efficient and businesslike 
manner". 

- - "At a minimum, it is widely agreed that it is important that road and traffic authorities 
ensure that major road proposals in urban areas are considered, and seen to be 
considered. as part of a broad "whole of government" approach where all reasonable 
alternatives are properly examined and decisions can be seen to be free of bias of sole 
providers. Hand in hand with this, the road and traffic authorities need to ensure their 
cultures and skills become more businesslike ands outcomes focussed" (as in State Rail). 

COMMENT Without proper statistics and disclosures meaningful comment is impossible. 

The questions are "Can, and will our politicians insist this be done"? 
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Cr Nick Berman 
Mayor 
Hornsby Shire Council 
296 Pacific Hwy 
Hornsby NSW 2077 
nbennan@hornsbv.nsw.gm·.au 

cc: Robert J. Ball 
General Manager 

Friday 8 July 2011 

Dear Nick 

doc/s •2/3 

Thank you for contacting us to discuss the proposed M2/F3 Inter-Connector. We are pleased to be able to offer our services to 

work with you to develop a summary of the benefits of this link road drawing on existing anal\sis. 

The proposed link is a motorway connection about 8 kilometres in length, mostly tunnel, from the southern end of the F3 at 
. I 

Wahroonga to the M2 Motorway at Carlingford. It would complete a motorway standard National Highway link on the north-
south route between Melbourne and Brisba~e bypassing Sydney via the Sydney Orbital netwJrk. The project ·would improve 

access to Sydney from the Hunter, Central Coast and the high growth Sydney-Brisbane corridor and would relieve congestion 
along arterial roads in Sydney's northern suburbs as well as facilitate changes to Pennant Hiuk Road that improve local access. 

Over the 10 year history of proposals for this initiative, a number of supporting documents ha~e been developed inciuding 
analysis of the costs and benefits of the link, a business case and a submission to Infrastructure Australia. The Commonwealth 
Government had also earmarked $150 million for a planning study for the link but has now d~ferred this commitment which has , 

created some uncertainty about the priority ofthe project at both State and National levels. l 
We understand you are seeking a short document that draws on this existing work to clearly a iculate the high level benefits of 

. I 
the road link and which can be used to communicate the importance of the project. Benefits of this project accrue at a range of 

scales. As well as the national and regional benefits, the document should highlight the local i~pacts of congestion on Pennant 
I 

Hills Road and the importance of the link to address these. The document is likely to be publid~y released and provided to 

organisations including Infrastructure Australia and Infrastructure NSW. I 

Our proposal for preparing the document involves completing the following steps: 

• Step 1 - Project inception: we will meet 'Aith you to confirm our project plan and ol::ltain from you copies of any 
relevant documents. In \iew of the tight timeframes we also propose to use this opportJnity to discuss your perspectives 
of the issues affecting local residents and businesses. If it avoids delay in commencemeJt of the project, this meeting could 
be held using teleconference facilities. \ 

. I 
• Step 2- Re"dew and analysis: we will review the available documentation to identify the key themes and high level 

benefits of constructing the inter-connector and the scale at which they occur including regional, district and local benefits 
and summarise key elements of the evidence base. Based on our discussions with you in step 1, we also propose to contact 

I 
~ l 
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Disclainter 

This Report has been prepared for the Northern'Sydney Regional 
Organisation of Councils (NSROC) and Gosford City Council under the 
terms of our Engagement Contract with NSROC:but does not necessarily 
reflect the views of NSROC. 

In preparing this Report we have only considered the circumstances of 
NSROC. Our Report is not appropriate for use by persons other than 
NSROC, and we do not accept or assume responsibility to anyone other 
than NSROC in respect of our Report. 

The information, statements, statistics and com:ip.entary (together the 
'Information') contained in this report have been prepared by PwC from 
material provided by NSROC, and from other industry data sources 
external to NSROC. PwC may at its absolute discretion, but without being 
under any obligation to do so, update, amend or supplement this 
document. · 

PwC does not express an opinion as to the accurl:!-CY or completeness of the 
information provided, the assumptions made by the parties that provided 
the information. PwC disclaims any and all liability arising from actions 
taken in response to this Report. 

This report does not constitute legal advice. The Information contained in 
this Report has not been subjected to an Audit or otherwise verified. The 
information must not be copied, reproduced, distributed, or used, in whole 
or in part, for any purpose other than detailed in:our Engagement Contract 
without the written permission of NSROC and PwC. 

Prioritising the F3-M2 connector 
PwC 
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WILL THE MISSING LINK 
KEEP MISSING OUT? 

The Federal Gove~nment's 2012-13 Budget had one 
piece of good news for the Hornsby Shire and Sydney's 
north with the re-commitment of $150 million for F3- . 
M2 design work. 

I raised local residents' criticism of the decision to cut 
these funds in the 2011-12 Budget directly with p·[ime 
Minister Gillard at the 2011 Australian Local 

Government Association conference. This was 

followed up with a sustained campaign by Hornsby 

Council and other councils in the region. 

The Howard Government's Pearlman Report (2007) 
established the most viable option for the F3-M2 link 
to be the 8 kilometre tunnel between Wahroonga and 
West Pennant Hills. 

is important to keep the pressure on all levels of 
government to see that this project is delivered and 
does not suffer further delays. 

Feedback from local residents to elected 
representatives and the media will go a long way to 
ensure that the "Missing link" is not forgotten yet 
again. 

Yours sincerely 

Nick Berman 
Mayor, Hornsby Council 

sident, Northern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils 

Po Box 2137 Normanhurst 2076 
SMS/Phone 0411 216 332 
email: nickberman@bigpond.com 
Web: www.nickberman.com.au 

On twi\:l:er » 
and ldlj 

I 

SURVEY 
-1. Would you like the State and Federal 

·· Governments to work together in building 
the F3-M2 rv1otorway Connector (found to 

be the most yiable option by the Howard 

Government1s Pearlman Report)? 

YesQ NoQ 

2.-Would you fik~ yet another inquiry to be held 

to establish a suitable route for the missing 

F3-M21ink? 
\ 

Yes o! No 0 
I 

3. Would you like to see the missing link 
completed as: soon as possible 

YesQ[ NoQ 
' i 

4. Should additiorilalldnger term suggestions be 

considered, with options including the Dean 

Park- Kariong ~oad and the Windsor­

Singleton Roadi (Route 69}? 
• I 

Yes Qi No O 
t 

"After completing survey please return to PO 
Box 2137, Normanhurst 2076 

or 

nickberr1j'lan@bigpond.com". 
Written & authorized by Nick Berman 

Printe~ by Performance Printing 
10 Higgins PI Westleigh 2120 www.steveevans.com.au 

Delivered by NorthvieY( Communications (northcomm@live.com) 
{not ~rinted at public expense) 



Nick Berman - Hornsby Mayor. http://www.nickbel'tnan.eom.au/index.php?article=conten't/news/ 
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Transurban Sponsorship of Beecroft Bush Generation 
Hornsby Mayor Nick Berman and Transurban's General Manager of 
NSW Assets, Mr Darren May, assist with bush regeneration in Beecroft 
where the Hills M2 Motorway will be provided much needed 
sponsorship to support the work of local volunteers. 

Please do not hesitate 
to contact me vla the 

FEEDBACK. 
function if there are 
any issues you wi~;h 
to raise with Nick of if 
you believe he can ba 

of assistance. 

You are also welcome 
to subscribe to 
Nick Berman's 

regular e-newsletter. 

Hornsby Shire 
Council 

Keep up to date with our 

NEWSLETTER 
Subscribe Here! 

First Name 

•••. 1 ..... 

Last Name 

Email , .. _. 

i 
! .. . .. 
( Subscribe ) 

I 
i. 
! 

PO Box 2137 Normanhurst NSW 2076 1 Phone/Fax: (02) 9484 9412 1 info@nickberman.com.au I www.nickberman.com.au 

Website Maintenance: Polished Creative Services About Nick 1 Volunteers 1 Feedback 1 Dontations I© 2011 Nick Berman 

24/07/12 3:45PM 



4D City of Ryde + 
HORNSBY 

Ufestyle and opportunity@ your doorstep ~sHuu; cOUNCIL 

WlUDUCHSY 
CITY COUNCIL 

NSROC 
Northern Sydney 
Regional Organisation 
of Councils 



+ 
4 News Weekend Edition September 8-9, 2012 smh.com.au 

Public left to pick up bill 
··for mayor's failed venture 

Kelty Burke 
URBAN·AFFAIRS 

A· FAit'BD business venture by 
the long-standing · mayor of 
Hornsby, Nick Berman, l;las cost 
taxpay;.ers more than;~t .million 
apd)eft unpaid debts of nearly 
•$5 fillion as well as huh'dreds of 

· th9usands of dollars owing to h~s 
,f' fQr·m~r employees. · 
'1 ~t'rhe former staffer in the 
\.···!lloward government became 
I //Hornsby's first popularly elec­
:1 1/ted mayor in 2004, and was 

, returned to office in 2008. 
· Since 2009 he has been the 
.. president of the Northern 

Regional Organisation of Coun­
' , cils and this weekend he is 
. seeking a· third four-year term 

as mayor. . 
But Mr Berman has left a 

string of creditors and unpaid 
employees in the wake of his 
private business dealings, and 
questions have been raised over 
his fitness to hold public office. 

The. Australian School of 
Business and Technology was 
plac{ld into liquiQ.ation · in 
September 2008. The school 
was owned by Atozed)nterna~ 
tiona!, and Mr ·Berman was the 
sole director at the time. 

Yetwh~;:n the Herald put ques­
tions to Mr Berman on Thursday, 
he insisted others were to blame 
fcir the multimillion "dollar col-· 
lapse. "Everyone ultimately has 

to sh'are some responsibility' ... 
I'm not the big villain in all this," 
he said .• 

At the time of the company's 
·collapse, the school had more 
than ·300 foreign students 
enrolled who had paid their fees . 
in advance. However,when the 
liquidators moved in, there was 
just $1637 in the company's 
bank accounts. 

The liquidator's report to 
creditors the folloWing March 
said that it appeared that share · 
investments owned by Atozed 
had been sold for $75,000 just 
before Atozed went under, 
although the liquidator could 
not !dentify what happened to 
the proceeds. 

In addition, the liquidator. 
found that about $150,000 had 
been made in loans to the com- .· 
pany's former director Avinash 
Nichkawade who was Mr Ber­
man's business .partner in ano­
ther venture, Power Education. 

,7;;'.\;t::.F:,'l't;;,·.:xr .. -r ... "t:~r,:..\..;;~;;:M:ptti:::~.:"Jf:g.:;~rr~;;,,;;p,t;K.;;.~:.i~ 

'Everyone ultimately 
has to share some 
responsibility ... I'm not 
the big villain in all this.' 
Nick Berman, Hornsby mayor 

Mr Berman said he was unable 
to· comment on these transac­
tions because he did not have 
the informatfon immediately at. 
hand and could not recollect 
fully what had taken place four 
years earlier. 

He also pointed out the com- ·· 
pany he inherited was already in 
administration and ,it was his 
aim for the company to trade 
itself out of difficulty. 

"I was there trying to run a busi~ 
ness I knew had serious debts," he 
said. "The owner did not tell nie 
everything I needed .to know." 

The fallout from the collapse 
meant the federal government 
was ·forced to pay more than 
$1 million to students who 'had 
paid their fees to Mr ·Berman, 
while the. Australian Taxation 
Office became one of the 
school's major unsecured credit7 
ors, which were owed $4.9 mil­
lion in total. Afurther $500,000 is 
still owed to the teaching staff .. 

One of the forllJ.er employees 
told the Herald the school still 
owed her tens of thousands of 
dollars in wages after staff were· 
only partially paid or not paid at 
all throughout the last six 
months of the company's life; 

"It cost nie my marriage, it cost 
me my health," she said. "We 
were told the director would take 
out loans and sell property to pay 
us, but that never happened." 

Anotherformeremployeesaid 
she was surprised to learn that 
Mr Berman had become a suc­
cessful figure in ,local govern­
ment. "How ca:n this man be a 
mayor, when he owes so many 
people a lot of money?" she 
asked. Both women asked to 
remain anonymous because 
they still work in the private col-
lege sector. . 

OnMay31,2010,Deloitte con­
cluded it was unabJe to pursu·e 
Mr Berman through the courts 
because there was no money left 
to pay the liquidator. Moreover, 
the time had lapsed to take legal 

three months earlier, 
ooerating as the sole dir~ 

company until Octo-
2010. ' 

A Deed of Variation signed by 
Mr Berman in December 2007 
shows from that time forth he 
took sole responsibility for 
Atozed, including its debts. 

"I'm surprised to hear that," 
said Mr Bermah, who insists he 
inherited · the financial mess 
from his former business part­
ner. He said he did not believe 
his past business dealings had 
any relevance to his compet­
ency as a councillor or the 

·mayor of Hornsby. 

Bl!'rina~ ;: . the mayor of Hornsby Si!)id he Inherited a fl~anclal mess 

:action, with suggestions in· the 
,liquidator's report Mi Berman 
had failed to respond in a timely 
manner to the liquidator's quer­
'ies about.certain transactions. 
· i. This Mr Berman disputes, say­
fig he gave "full co-operation" 
to all authorities. i "Someone else may have been 

dragging their heels but not i:ne 
.. . why don't you have a chat to 
the owner," he said, referring to 

. Atozed's previous director, Mr 
Nichkawade. 

ASIC records show Mr Nich­
kawade resigned as a director in 
September 2007, with Mr Ber­
man having become a co-
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;,:,- t'l~mJ<m's addresses -Lansdowne Street, Parramatta, left, ladbury Avenue, Penrith, and Palm Grove, Normanhurst, right. Photos: Brendan Esposito and Ben Rushton 
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addresS inbving issue of her sta 

Qw~sthl!l Time yesterday. Photo: Mike Bowers 

Paola Totaro 

For nearly three years, Mr 
Nicholas Berman appeared in 
the Sydney White Pages under 
the same address, a quiet avenue 
in suburban Parramatta. 

But the electoral rolls tell a dif­
ferent story, revealing that Mr 
Berman moved house no fewer 
than four times, each new ad­
dress coinciding with his politi­
cal ambition and candidature in 
political polls. 

Mr J3erman's intriguing resi­
dential path - which began with 
him enrolling in the same ad­
dress as his old boss, the Federal 
Minister for Sport, Ms Kelly- has 
claimed the attention of Federal 
Parliament as a beleaguered ALP 
tries to stem . the damage from 
the Queensl~md electoral . rorts 
issue and :tar the . Government 
with the-same brush. -

"Wili·-_yo:U _immediately refer 
these miti:ters to the Australian 
Federal _· . to investigate 

has .been 
' -

and 
councillor on Hornsby 

Council - enrolled as a resident 
of 2 Caley Crescent, Lapstone. 

Already listed on the roll in 
this three-bedroom house were 
Ms Jackie Kelly; Mr Gary Clark 
(then Ms Kelly's partner and now 
her husband) and a 39-year-old 
man, Mr Martin McKowen. 

Less than a year later, in May 
1998 and several months before 

the Federal election, Mr Berman 
declared his electoral enrolment 
as· 6 Ladbury Avenue, Penrlth, 
where Ms Kelly now lived. Mean­
while, Mr Berman's wife, Ms 
Kirsten Bruce, remained en­
rolled at ro/24 Lansdowne 
Street, Parrainatta, the same ad­
dress under which Mr Berman 
appeared in the Sydney White 
Pages and the address he trans­
ferred to after the eleCtion in 
October. 

In March 1999, Mr Berman 
stood for Liberal preselection for 
the State seat of Parramatta. 

His failure to win the seat 
sparked another move, this time 
with his wife, to 2A Palm Grove 

ing that period was not in 
Penrith at all, but at ro/24 
Lansdowne Street, Parramatta? 
Minister, were you aware of your 
staff member's false enrolment?" 

Ms Kelly told the Honse that 
the qu_estion simply reflected the 
ALP's desire to "fling it around 
and see if it will stick elsewhere". 

"It hinges fairly and squarely 
on the Labor Party and their ac .. 
tivities in Queensland. If they 
have a serious allegation to 
make, then they should go out­
side the privilege of this Parlia-
ment and make it." · 

Yesterday; the Herald left five 
messages with Mr Berman. He 
did not return any calls. 

Mr Berman, left, moved house no 
.fewer than fou_r times, each new - . 

·'address coinciding with his political 
ambition and candidature in 

.. ~ political polls_. 

in Normai1ntirst .::. just in time to 
contest the local council elec­
tions in September. This time Mr 
Berman was successful, wihning 
a positi61'1 ort_Hornsby Council 
where he remains. 

In Federal Parliament yester­
day; the shadow treasurer, Mr 
Simon Crean, asked Ms Kelly if 
she could confirm that Mr 
Berman had enrolled himself at 
her address on two separate oc­
casions, and if she was aware 

·'Of her staff member's "false 
enrolments". 

"Isn't it true that Mr Berman's 
actual residence before and dur-

In a statement last night Ms 
Kelly confirmed that l'vlr Bennan 
had been a member of her staff, 
and when he first began working 
-tor herin I996 he lived in West 
Lindfield, too far away to com­
mute all the way to her office in 
Penrith. 

She said that Mr Berman re­
mained on the roll at her address 
until 1998, but until today they 
had never discussed his electoral 
listing. 

She added that a former Air 
Force colleague had also shared 
her house at the same time as Mr 
Berman. 
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20 July 2014 doc/s:S 
Waite 19 July 2013 Submission Item *5 PEARLMAN INQUIRY 
The community understood the Pearlman report was to determine if the terms of 
reference for the SKM report had been complied with. 

It wasn't publicly known that the then owner of Hills Motorway had requested a review of the 
proposed tunnel intersection with the M2. 

Second day of the Inquiry transcript, 18 June 2006, page 52 from 30 to 46: 

"MS Riggs; I did hear Mr Waite in his remarks ... the terms of reference were changed 
half way through the study, I refute that . .. They were not changed in any way. 
(My comment (page 18 par 1) acknowledges I made a mistake and should have said SKM was 
directed not to comply with the terms of reference. Next four pages is the evidence) 

We have, as a result of a request from Ms Armitage during the course of last week (before 
the hearing commenced), provided you with a copy of those terms of reference. 

MS PEARLMAN: Yes. I knew that we had asked for it, I haven't yet seen those terms of 
reference, but that is important, because that submission raised by Mr Waite and at least 
one other person, so it is important that I have a look at that." 

After three days of public hearings there were another three days listed to consider what 
were technical details in private. I assume it was for Hills Motorway to justify its desire to 
increase its toll profits. 

Until the findings of the Pearlman inquiry were received that included the Terms of Reference 
and transcript the public did not know that the whole process was a bureaucratic farce. 

In my opinion any reference to the Pearlman inquiry findings, apart from my request planning 
be made for the F3- M7 link, have little if any credibility. 

Peter Waite·· 
. . . . . . •t::"fl•• 

-30 
MS RIGGS: l~did hear Mr Waite say in his remarks to you , 

31 that the termSFot rete~ce for the SKM study were changed 
32 halfway through the study and I simgly have to refute tha~ I 
33 
34 

The terms. or reference for the~~b study were embodied as 1 

a~ appendiX to the contract:between the RTA and SKM at the 
35 t' me that S~M took on that work. They .• were not in any way 
36 ) tl. ?.7 

changed dur1ng the course of the study. · 

38 . We have, as a result of a requ~st from Ms Armitage ~ 
39 

_40 ~rlnQ the co~rse of last we~k, provided you with a copy of 
ose terms o refefence=:"' " ..-l ...... 41 - -

42 MS PEARLMAN: -
Yes. I knew that we had asked for it I 43 ~ haven't Yet seen those terms or rererence, but that is } 44 'mpor~ant, o"ec.tu~ Loa I. ~uon11 ss 1 on ~as ~e!iin ra~sed by,. 45 

Mr ~i;l ~ ana at least one other person I so it is important 46 
I 47 

~na. I ave a look at that. __ l - - ~ .- • -- -
. 16/6/07 52 



Nick Berman 

1 of2 

http://www.nickberman.eom.au/index.php?article=content/volu ... 

Record 

A number of projects that Nick Berman supported when Mayor of Hornsby Shire Council will be delivered 
in 2013. The most significant of these is the new Hornsby Aquatic Centre 

Nick is proud to serve on a Council that has won dozens of environmental awards over the past decade. 
In 2006 he was recently elected as an Oceania representative to the International Council for Local 
Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) Executive Committee, 2006-2009. He saw this election as a reflection of 
Hornsby's reputation internationally as a leader in sustainability - something which residents, councillors 
and council officers deserve praise for. 

In preparing the Hornsby Shire Residential Housing Strategy, Nick Berman ensured local residents were 
given the opportunity to contribute to the preparation of this strategy, while being prepared to make the 
tough decisions where necessary. 

Through the Local Government Association, to which Nick has been an active conference delegate, 
Hornsby Council has worked on a number of important issues such as the Hornsby Quarry and the need 
for an F3 to Orbital link, as an alternative to Pennant Hills Road. 

As President of the Northern Sydney Regional Organisation of Council (NSROC) between 2009 and 2012, 
Nick Berman worked to highlight the shortfall of funding for infrastructure in Northern Sydney from state 
and federal governments. The Missing F3 to M2 Link, Hornsby Hospital and commuter parking are just 
three examples of this. 

As a B-Ward Councillor, Nick strongly supported Council's efforts to widen the Duffy Avenue Bridge and 
served on the Dartford Road Working Party which planned the funding and construction of the Thornleigh 
Indoor Sports Centre. While this centre has been well-received since opening in late 2003, Council has not 
rested on its laurels, with the Cherrybrook Aquatic Centre opening in October 2005 and the Berowra Skate 
Park opening soon after in December. Planning continues to develop further sporting and recreational 
facilities over the next 10 to 15 years. 

A Youth Forum was held at the Hornsby Shire Council Chambers in 2003. This was something that Nick 
had lobbied for, from the time he first became a Councillor and was part of a consultation program that 
Council's Youth Services team held across the Shire. Feedback from residents of all ages has proven 
valuable in ensuring Council's services are directed effectively. 

Please do not hesitate 
to contact me via the 

FES.DaACK 
function if there are 
any issues you wish 

to raise or if you 
believe I can be of 

assistance. 

You are also welcome 
to subscribe to my 

regular a-newsletter. 

Hornsby Shire 
News 

Keap up 1o date with our 

NEWSLETTER 
Subscribe Here! 

First Name 

10/07/14 1:27PM 



WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI6136 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
21st March 2005 

MrECory 
Section Head NSW/ACT 
DOTARS 
PO Box 594 
Canberra ACT 2600 

F3 - Sydney Orbital Connection 

Attn Jennie Breen 

Dear Ed 

As agreed at the meeting attached is the discussion paper I have prepared. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Please let me know what the Ministers would like to do to proceed with the resolution of this matter. 

I will be back by lih April and would like to clear this important issue up by the end of April. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite OAM JP 

Copy: The Hon P Ruddock MP 
Mr A TinkMP 
Mr D Jones, Concerned Citizens Group 
Mr P Swalwell, Pennant Hills District Civic Trust 

Waite EMAIL ADDRESS DELETED 9484-3471 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI6136 

F3- Sydney Orbital Link. (Prepared by Peter Waite for discussion purposes) 21 March 2005 

Comment in this discussion paper does not necessarily reflect the views of the 'Concerned Citizens Group' 

(Pennant Hills Liberal Party) or the Pennant Hills District Civic Trust. 

Discussion Paper: For discussion between Ed Cory DOT ARs and Peter Waite (a fonner Hornsby Councillor and local resident for over 70 

years) following a meeting of the Pennant Hills District Civic Trust on 10 March 2005. In attendance were Minister 

Ruddock, Mr Cory, Messrs Jones and Waite, (members of the Concerned Citizens Group and Pennant Hills District Civic Trust) and 12 members of 

the Trust Executive. Chair: Trust President Phil Swa1well. 

Former Hornsby Council Mayor Robert Browne was to also prepare a submission for discussion. 

Purpose: To establish if the selection process for the recommend route, purple Option A was compromised by: 

• 

• 

Inaccurate number counts and projections, and 

Partial influences by NSW Government agencies . 

History: In 2002 Derek Jones and Peter Waite, members of the Pennant Hills Thornleigh Branch ofthe Liberal Party, 

and many members of the consultative groups raised concerns about the consultative processes for this project. They 

raised their concerns at a Branch meeting where it was informally agreed that they be the representatives of the 

'Concerned Citizens Group'. Mr Jones attended the (2003) Pennant Hills meetings whilst Mr Waite attended the (2003) 

Dural meetings so that they could compare notes and prepare balanced submissions and reports. 

After representations to the Hon P Ruddock MP he arranged for Minister Lloyd to meet with Branch President Barwick, 

Jones, Waite and himself. 

When Minister Lloyd stated there would be openings and connections along the tunnel for intermediate access Minister 

Ruddock corrected him advising the government had agreed there would be NO openings. 

Minister Lloyd arranged a meeting for Jones and Waite with SKM, DOTARS and the RTA for 5 November. 

They reported to the 'Group' no evidence was available to prove the best route was chosen. Attached are the 

points raised at 51
h November 1 meeting and detailed comment that was sent to Minister Ruddock on 

16th November 2004 2 with copy to Minister Lloyd requesting answers on behalf of the Group' and 

Waite's letter 3 of the same date. AS YET, THE POINTS RAISED HAVE NOT BEEN ANSWERED. 

Following representations by the Pennant Hills Civic Trust to Minister Ruddock in late 2004 a meeting was arranged for 

10 March 2005 as detailed above. 

Page 7 of this letter: The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study was: 

• To investigate options for a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway 

(F3) and the future Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the 

National Highway route (Newsletter No 1 - April2002) 22
• 

Page2 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

Ministerial Letters 

Recent letters from the Transport Minister and other Federal and State MPs indicated they and or the 

Government had not been correctly advised in regards to the following issues: 

1. Dec 10, 2004 4 "I am advised SKM's study took into account--- as well as the opinions of residents and business 

community before arriving at the recommended Purple Option" The Groups research contradicts this 

statement. Refer 21 Feb 2005 letter 5 to Minister Lloyd, and "The Government expressed its preference 

for a fully tunneled link, but has NOT ruled out the possibility of an opening" This statement is contrary to 

Minister Ruddock's August 2004 advice to Minister Lloyd and about 40 others present,· 

(2004110030 & 2004110014,), and 

2. Dec 10, 2004 6 "Furthermore, a 'C' Option would adversely impact on the national parks and heritage areas in 

the north western area of Sydney"· Such statements as this that are taken from the SKM report are of 

deep concern because they are seen as attempts to justify putting off making a decision on Option 

C. These challenges will have to be eventually addressed. "Building a 'C' Option would not remove 

the need for a major upgrade ofthe Pennant Hills Road" (2004110517). This is an admission that 

the tunnel is simply an upgrade of Pennant Hills Road and not an alternative route for the National 

Highway. refer 13 Jan 20051etter 7 to Minister, no reply, 

3. Dec 23, 2004 8 ''par 3(c) "Preliminary investigations show that a 'C' Option will have parts of the route 

on surface with substantial tunnels and extensive bridge structures around Berowra Waters" January 6, 

2005 Mr Jones again wrote another (unanswered) letter 9 direct to Minister Lloyd. Waite also wrote to 

Minister Ruddock. Option C did NOT impinge on Berowra Waters as the Minister claimed by the Minister 

who formerly worked the Hawkesbury as a Ferry Master 
10

, (refer to attached detailed 6 January 

letter 
11 

to Minister Ruddock refuting much of Minister Lloyd's letter). The SKM report clearly 

indicates and the Minister states "a possible need for a second crossing" thereby passing the 

responsibility to the NSW Government (200411 0635, 23 Dec 2004), and 

12 
4. Jan 28, 2005 "The Type C option would not remove the need for an immediate costly upgrading of Pennant Hills 

Road" and other misleading statements made in previous letters (2005010150). (This proposal relies on up to 

$10 billion of unfunded assumptions that are not necessary for Option C. Furthermore this 

discussion paper shows serious inconsistencies in the reports that have compromised the Study 

to the extent that it cannot be relied on.) 

State MP Michael Richardson railed at Waite's circulating a copy of Richardson's 25 November 

20041etter 
13 

to a resident and Waite's 4 December response 
14 

to Minister Ruddock with copies 

to 12 Liberal MPs. Some of the replies have been very interesting. However, as vet not one MP 

has supplied any information that proves the best route has been selected. 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment 551 6136 

The Liberal Party, Pennant Hills Thornleigh Branch (Concerned Citizens Group), after receiving a 

copy of the 1994 report on 14th February 1994 Final Community Bulletin 3 15 
: Liverpool- Hornsby 

Highway Study' that recommended a western (C type Option) and the 14th February 2005 16 

discussion critique' unanimously passed the attached resolution on 141
h February 17

. It also agreed 

to go public if the Federal Government did not provide 100% proof that the study AND the Coalition 

had not been compromised. 

To prove the point on environmental issues attached is a report on the avoidance of an EIS by the NSW 

government when building a bridge to replace the collapsed Lawrence Hargrave Drive near Wollongong.
18 

Another example is how the NSW government passed legislation after residents successfully challenged 

DIPNRs consent given to Collexfor a waste transfer station at Clyde. This matter is again before the Courts. 

A major factor to be considered by DOTARS in responding to this Discussion Paper is that two residents 

without any legal experience or training have twice successfully defeated a multi national company and the 

State once. 

The implications of this are particularly relevant to item 1 in the letters from the Minister. The Minister 

appears to be indicating that- the "opinions of the residents and business community do not have sufficient 

merit to outweigh the opinions and intellectual capacity of professionals and bureaucrats. 

At no stage has the Minister, SKM, DOTARS, RTA or any other politician provided any meaningful answers 

to the technical questions and documents produced. Many emails and letters have simply been ignored or 

answers supplied that avoided issues raised. 

On 10 June 1999 Ted Mack spoke at Pennant Hills about 'Australia's Sham Democracy'. At one point Ted said 

"Community values are not a matter of expertise- only the community has a right to determine values- not the 

bureaucracy. Not the politicians. Not the lawyers or academics" 19
• 

Discussions revealed that the Sydney Orbital was fully financed by the Commonwealth based on State planning 

decisions. The Commonwealth should change its policies and adopt the "He who pays the piper calls the tune" 

approach when dealing with F3 connection and base the funding on Commonwealth policy. It is absurd that the 

Commonwealth is prepared to allow taxpayers funds to be used for projects that cannot be supported on basis planning 

principles. 

Hornsby Council prepared a comprehensive report 20 supporting the Lane Cove Valley route that would reduce the 

traffic and accident rate on the Pacific Highway together with a submission supporting a C option westerly route. Is it 

to be assumed that Hornsby Council traffic planners and Councillors opinions do not matter? 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

A similar situation applied at Berowra Waters where Planning Minister Refshauge called in for determination 

applications Hornsby Council staff recommended be refused. Residents successfully challenged Refshauge's approvals. 

Two S/Cs and two barristers appeared for the Minister and applicant. A junior barrister represented the appellants. The 

Ministers team claimed the Act provided that the Court did not have the power to overturn his decision. In other words 

the Minister claimed he was above the law. The Court changed Refshauge's decision but not his arrogance and contempt 

for the law and the community. 

Waite's 8 page presentation titled 'Has the community been deceived' (circa June 2004) was based on the April/ May 

2004 Joint Media Release by Ministers Anderson and Campbell. There has been no meaningful response to that and 

many other submissions or the report on the outcome of the 5th November 2004 meeting with SKM, DOTARS and the 

RTA. 

It is attitudes and arrogance like these examples that bring politicians and bureaucrats into disrepute. 

North and South Tunnel Intersections: Figures 11-2, 11-3 21 Historically proposed works such as these will involve 

lengthy delays for many months. This has not been addressed in the study. It is only 10 years since through traffic, 

residents and businesses in the area were subjected to inordinate delays and loss of amenity. 

An argument has been advanced that traffic counts provided have only been for the western side of Pennant Hills 

Road. This is seen as spurious as most of Hornsby Shire residents have to access or cross Pennant Hills Road. 

The exceptions being Epping and Eastwood residents who will use or cross Pennant Hills Road to travel to the 

northwest and the F3. 

North: Two lanes from the F3 widen into 3 lanes at Mt Colah to become a 3k parking lot in AM peak. Vehicles then 

crawl when lights go green at the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road. These 3 lanes become 3 lanes on Pennant 

Hills Road and effectively 2 lanes on Pacific Highway that are already carrying heavy local traffic at capacity. 

No meaningful counts of the F3 and local traffic at these intersection are provided to give an accurate count or %age 

using each route. 

South: The proposed layout will cause confusion for those who do not know the area. The merging of traffic will 

increase the existing serious accident rate and delays. 

M2 - F3 widening: This would not be necessary with Option C. If in the future it was found necessary the impact and 

delays and safety on the F3 in particular would be reduced because traffic could be rerouted onto Option C. 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 
The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study was: 

• To investigate options for a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway (F3) and the future 

Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway route (Newsletter 

No 1 - April2002) 22
• 

The chosen route does not replace Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway. 

In 1994 the RTA 'Liverpool to Hornsby Highway Study Workshop 3' reported "the tunnel under Pennant Hills 

Road offers poor connectivity" 1513 and "overall the participants voiced a preference for the Wallgrove Expressway 

Strategy". It also states "options include the new route via Dural in serving present industrial and future residential 

areas have high economic returns despite their high cost" 1513
• What has changed since then? 

In several places and the concluding paragraphs on page of the 20.2 SKM 'Main Report- April2004' acknowledges the 

tunnel is a short term solution. It also made recommendations to have access to solve local traffic problems. That is not 

the purpose of a National Highway. 

The I 994 report 1513 states "A Preferred Strategy ----- 4: Review and develop a new northern link". After 1 0 years the 

time is long past for short term solutions, it is time to deal with the solution properly. 

Despite several substantive submissions raising serious doubts over the consultative process as well as a meeting with the 

consultants, DIPNR and RTA, and also meetings with Ministers no substantive evidence has been produced to prove the 

best route was chosen. 

The study, Minister Lloyd and many members of the community agree a second crossing of the Hawkesbury will be 

necessary before 2020 and also has a high strategic value. This being the case the environment, cost and other red 

herrings thrown up to justify an inferior solution are irrelevant. Eventually these issues will have to be faced because 

there is no other alternative to Option C. 

The longer an Option C decision is avoided, the harder it will be to find a new corridor. It is a stand alone solution that 

does not rely on billions of dollars ofuncosted assumptions for the selected route. 

The time is past to go through the report to try to identify every individual issue when so many fundamental planning 

principles have been avoided. Explanations must be given as to why all the basic issues that have been previously raised 

have not been proven incorrect by producing the references in the report that proves or disproves the assumptions made. 
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Historical- recent documents and newspaper articles 

June 7, 1971. 23 'The Sun reports on "The shape of things to come on Sydney Highways over the next 30 years". June 

12?, 1971 24 shows the 'M2' and part of the link to the F3. SKM's report 25 details the 'Serious and fatal crash rate (per 

km of route per year) for the Pacific Hwy north ofRyde Road as 23'. The selected route will do nothing to address this 

most serious issue. The Lane Cove route as originally planned and supported by Hornsby Council 20 would 

dramatically reduce the traffic and accidents on the Pacific Highway. This is a State funding matter that has been 

ignored. 

Informed community comment p 19 'Working Paper 1 -Community Consultation' 26 questioned in par 2 problems in the 

NE had not been sufficiently addressed. Under 4.2.3 concern was expressed at the long term needs for option 'C'. 

Apparent inappropriate input to study by NSW Department of Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR). 

SMH 24/8/2004 27
- "Motorway designers must learn from past mistakes". This article promotes widening ofParramatta 

Road footpaths and bus lanes after the proposed Strathfield to Haberfield tunnel is built. Similar comments have been 

made in regards to the M4 East tunnel under William Street. Page 12 of the July 2003 'SKM Background Report' 28 

example Pennant Hills Road as having similar treatment. Also refer to p90 'Working Paper 4- Traffic & Transportation'. 
29 

The SMH 12 March 2005 30 examples how Traffic levels have been grossly underestimated for many years whilst on 14 

March two examples 31
• 

32 are given showing the next 30 year strategy is overdue. Based on the 1971 report it is absurd 

and grossly irresponsible of governments to not have rolling plans that have a continual25 to 50 year lead time. 

Two articles in the 18 March 2005 Herald 33 highlight the 'crises management' of the State Government that is being 

propped up by a Federal Government that does not appear to care about the outcomes. 

Main Report- April 2004- Introduction 

Page 3 Figure 3 34 details existing traffic volumes at strategic locations. Are these accurate? In 1975 the Hornsby 

Police Traffic Sergeant, who still lives in Pennant Hills, advised the Pennant Hills Residents Association (now Civic Trust) Pennant Hills 

Road will never be a 24 hour 'clearway' 35
• Just prior to the M2 opening then A. Police Commissioner Lola Scott (Beecroft 

resident) advised a large meeting at Pennant Hills Bowling Club "when the M2 is opened there will be no more traffic 

problems". Newspaper reports claim vehicle sales in 2004 dramatically increased to nearly 1 million. On a 

population basis it is reasonable to suggest over 250,000 would be in the Sydney region. 

Page 6 36 sets out Transport Network Improvement Assumptions. These assumptions are uncosted and could amount to 

$10 billion. Option Cis a stand alone Option that will be shown to have a far greater reduction on Pennant Hills Road 

traffic than the proposed tunnel. 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI6136 

Working Paper 4- Traffic & Transportation. 

Page 20 37 splits 'Sydney' into 5 regions by Local Government Boundaries. The demographic centre of Sydney is 

located around Silverwater Bridge. This is in the studies 'Western Region'. 

Page 21 
38 

shows the concentration and disparity in size of the various Local Government Areas. 

Page 22 
39 

uses a table and 'star' diagram 'number plate survey' Figure 2.9 to show that 60% of traffic comes from the 

Northwest, North, West and Southwest-South areas of Sydney. (Being about 20km shorter Option C would be the 

preferred route for most of this traffic and a higher %age of trucks. Every attempt should be made to ensure there are no 

tunnels so that dangerous goods and oversize loads can use Option C.) 

Page 40 
40 

uses a 'pie chart' to show truck trips 6am to 6pm. This is misleading in that the NW sector is shown between 

the NE and 'east- city' sector. 

Page 43 
41 

has the 'pie chart' correctly divided but incorrectly oriented. (57% trucks would use Option C) Table 3-4 

indicates the 71,200 vehicles crossing the Hawkesbury is only half of the total vehicles using the Pacific Highway South 

of Telegraph Road and Pennant Hills Road North of Boundary Road. Figure 3.6 indicates 57% of trucks Southern 

origins/destinations are to the western sectors whilst only 51% of origins/destinations are to the western sectors. No 

explanations are offered for this discrepancy. 

Page 73 42 Figure 6.2 refers to zones used in this study and suggest the annual traffic growth would drop to 1.5%pa over 

the next 20 years. This diagram does not include meaningful traffic counts for 10 zones as against the 5 regions 

previously used as a basis for comparison. 

Page 75 
43 

Figure 6.3 also uses the zone system. This has severely compromised the study. No explanation 

for the different methodology is given. 

Page 118 44 Figure 14.1 suggests a convoluted route for 'C Option 10' without any explanation. Such a route would cut 

about 20kms off the trip for the 60% of the traffic that would use the existing route and/or proposed tunnel or Pacific 

Highway. 

Page 122 
45 

suggests that by 2021 only 20% of the total traffic volumes would use the 'C Option 10'. Noting the 12 

March Herald Article regarding traffic projections it is submitted that a 3%pa traffic increase is more realistic than the 

1.5% suggested in the SKM report (figure 6.2). This would increase the traffic volumes by 125,000 or 25% by 2021. 

This is 26,000 over the 99,000 quoted in table 15.1 45
. 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

Page 182. 46 
"

29 The reallocation of road space on the existing Pennant Hills Road would be an essential part of the 

project. These works have not been fully investigated and therefore not cos ted in the estimate of costs given in Working 

Paper 2'. This question was raised at the 5th November meeting. The RT A advised this cost would not be borne by the 

RTA. This is further evidence ofDIPNR's input. 

Page 25 47 diagram 2.13 refers to a number plate survey. Assuming 4% ofthe 54% from the Pacific Highway and F3 

has destinations south of Ryde and Boundary Roads where does the remaining 50% of traffic from the F3 go? It is 

inconceivable that it is all going to Hornsby and the NE Region. 

Page 70 48 Diagram 6.1 uses estimated numbers as against %ages in diagram 2.13. Figures and %ages for the Pacific 

Highway and Ryde Road in these two diagrams appear to conflict with each other. Figure 2.13 shows Ryde Road as 

having 11% against the 20% using the Pacific Highway whilst figure 6.1 shows 84,300 using Ryde Road as against 

56,000 using the Pacific Highway. Both cannot be correct. 

Working Paper 1 - Community Consultation 

Page 20. 49 "there was strong support for further investigation of a Type C option, on the basis a long term solution was 

needed". 

Several other reasons to justify Option C were also listed. 

Page 36: 50 5.1 Key Outcomes Par 2: "Type C options would be further investigated to provide a long term western route 

and potential second crossing of the Hawkesbury. Making provision for such a route through the planning process was 

important to manv members ofthe community and kev stakeholders". 

Value Management Workshop No2 Record- SEPTEMBER 2003 

Page 7 51 reports that approximately 3 vehicles in 5 from the F3 travel down the Pacific Highway whilst the %ages 

quoted indicate only 40% travel to the City and North East. Refer to fig 2.13 47
· Which is right? 

The same page indicates 57% of heavy vehicles have origins/destinations that would use Pennant Hills Road. This 

coincides with the figures given out at the Community Consultative meeting at Galston in August 2003. 
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Page 5. 52 RTA's Dr Kishan reports "there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6-8 km long and certainly none 

in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds there will be a multitude ofteclmical challenges to be addressed, not to 

mention the social challenges that would arise". This statement is cause for deep concern and should 

have been seriously addressed by the Ministers before they agreed to accept the Purple A Option. 

Professional commentators at this workshop raised some serious concerns over the proposed tunnel option. P10 53 

: "By building this new link there would be a redistribution of up to 20% of traffic in the corridor that would provide 

benefits throughout the rest of the northern network". This is misleading because the chosen route will not greatly 

alter the traffic on the Pacific Highway south of the F3. 

Pages 11 and 12 54 also raise issues that have not been answered in the study. In particular the last two on Page 11 55 

"Project justification is essential. Type C needs to be convincingly rejected before any of the type A Options can be 

seriously addressed. In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to type A, the following needs to be addressed: 

-what value is placed on another (strategic) crossing of the Hawkesbury River?". 

Page 12 54 concludes long term planning needs to be made for Option C. 

Page 22 56 refers to DOTARS advice that the Australian Government wanted Option A as a short term solution thereby 

avoiding the need to confront the State Government over its lack of planning. 

Newsletter 2, July 2003 57 

By comparison, Corridor Types Band C would Remove less traffic from Pennant Hills Road (fewer than 10,000 

vehicles per day in 2021 57
). 
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Summation of SKM' s F3 to Sydney Orbital Report 

No reference or provision is made for the diversion of traffic when the tunnel is closed as it will be from time to 

time due to computer and power failures, fire, breakdowns, accidents and maintenance. The only 

reasonable explanation is because there is no alternate route. 

The report indicates two lanes each way will be required ifthere is a toll and three lanes each way without a toll. How 

will this affect the traffic if Pennant Hills Road is narrowed to 2 lanes in each direction as 

suggested? 

Newsletter 2 suggests Option C would only reduce traffic on Pennant Hills Road by up to 1 0,000 vehicles per day by 

2021 (about 10% 57
). Page 10 53 of the VM Workshop suggests a 20% redistribution of traffic by building the tunnel. 

What does this mean? 'Working paper 4' page 122 45 suggests only 19,000 or 20% vehicles per day would use 

option C by 2021. 

As against the above, estimates in the 'Working Papers 4- Traffic & Transportation' on pages 22, 40 and 43 and the 

'Value Management Workshop' page 7 all indicate 57 to 60% of the F3 traffic could use Option C. Even if the 57 to 

60% was reduced to 40% this is a 100% improvement on the Working paper 4 20 percent 

estimates 45 and 200% percent better than Newsletter 2 estimates 57
. 

The selected route DOES NOT meet the: The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study: 

• 

• 

To investigate options for a new National Highway 'ROUTE' ('CONNECTION' in Newsletter 1
22

) between the Newcastle 

Freeway (F3} and the future Sydney Orbital. The new route will replace Pennant Hills Road as the National 

Highway. (Newsletter No 2- July 2003 
58

) 

May 7, 2004 SMH Herald 59 "The aim of the study was to identifY a high standard transport link (not route or 

connection) between the F3 and the Sydney Orbital. The new link (not connection or route) would replace 

Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway". 

Conclusion 
p 5 16 

The only conclusion that can be arrived at from available information is: 

• the Commonwealth Government has allowed the NSW Government to hijack their study to overcome 

local traffic problems without any serious thought for the future, 

PS Comments attributed to Minister Anderson (SMH 21/3/05 Safer Pacific Highway just got closer 60
) 

further detract from the credibility of the SKM report 

Page 11 

July 2014: I believe my comments on page 11 of my letter are sufficient justification to show 
the SKM study lacks credibility and cannot be relied on because SKM was directed not to 
comply with the 2001 Terms of Reference. I do not suggest SKM's study prepared in 
accordance with the 2003 directions, or the 2007 Pearlman findings were wrong. 

Peter Waite 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment 8816136 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
21st March 2005 

Mr ECory 
Section Head NSW/ACT 
DOTARS 
PO Box 594 
Canberra ACT 2600 

F3 - Sydney Orbital Connection 

Attn Jennie Breen 

Dear Ed 

As agreed at the meeting attached is the discussion paper I have prepared. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Please let me know what the Ministers would like to do to proceed with the resolution of this matter. 

I will be back by 12th April and would like to clear this important issue up by the end of April. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite OAM JP 

Copy: The Hon P Ruddock MP 
Mr A TinkMP 
Mr D Jones, Concerned Citizens Group 
Mr P Swalwell, Pennant Hills District Civic Trust 

Waite EMAIL ADDRESS DELETED 9484-3471 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

F3- Sydney Orbital Link. (Prepared by Peter Waite for discussion purposes) 21 March 2005 

Comment in this discussion paper does not necessarily reflect the views of the 'Concerned Citizens Group' 

(Pennant Hills Liberal Party) or the Pennant Hills District Civic Trust. 

Discussion Paper: For discussion between Ed Cory DOTARs and Peter Waite (aformerHomsbyCouncillorandlocalresidentforover70 

years) following a meeting ofthe Pennant Hills District Civic Trust on 10 March 2005. In attendance were Minister 

Ruddock, Mr Cory, Messrs Jones and Waite, (members of the Concerned Citizens Group and Pennant Hills District Civic Trust) and 12 members of 

the Trust Executive. Chair: Trust President Phil Swalwell. 

Former Hornsby Council Mayor Robert Browne was to also prepare a submission for discussion. 

Purpose: To establish if the selection process for the recommend route, purple Option A was compromised by: 

• 

• 

Inaccurate number counts and projections, and 

Partial influences by NSW Government agencies . 

History: In 2002 Derek Jones and Peter Waite, members of the Pennant Hills Thornleigh Branch of the Liberal Party, 

and many members of the consultative groups raised concerns about the consultative processes for this project. They 

raised their concerns at a Branch meeting where it was informally agreed that they be the representatives of the 

'Concerned Citizens Group'. Mr Jones attended the (2003) Pennant Hills meetings whilst Mr Waite attended the (2003) 

Dural meetings so that they could compare notes and prepare balanced submissions and reports. 

After representations to the Hon P Ruddock MP he arranged for Minister Lloyd to meet with Branch President Barwick, 

Jones, Waite and himself. 

When Minister Lloyd stated there would be openings and connections along the tunnel for intermediate access Minister 

Ruddock corrected him advising the government had agreed there would be NO openings. 

Minister Lloyd arranged a meeting for Jones and Waite with SKM, DOTARS and the RTA for 5 November. 

They reported to the 'Group' no evidence was available to prove the best route was chosen. Attached are the 

points raised at 5th November 1 meeting and detailed comment that was sent to Minister Ruddock on 

16th November 2004 2 with copy to Minister Lloyd requesting answers on behalf of the Group' and 

Waite's letter 3 of the same date. AS YET, THE POINTS RAISED HAVE NOT BEEN ANSWERED. 

Following representations by the Pennant Hills Civic Trust to Minister Ruddock in late 2004 a meeting was arranged for 

10 March 2005 as detailed above. 

Page 7 of this letter: The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study was: 

• To investigate options for a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway 

(F3) and the future Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the 

National Highway route (Newsletter No 1 -April 2002) 22
• 

Page 2 

(13 July 2014: SKM never included its terms of reference in any report because of intervention of 
State and Federal bureaucrats probably at the direction on Ministers or senior political advisers.) 
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WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI 6136 

Ministerial Letters 

Recent letters from the Transport Minister and other Federal and State MPs indicated they and or the 

Government had not been correctly advised in regards to the following issues: 

1. Dec 10, 2004 4 "I am advised SKM's study took into account--- as well as the opinions of residents and business 

community before arriving at the recommended Purple Option" The Groups research contradicts this 

statement. Refer 21 Feb 2005 letter 5 to Minister Lloyd, and "The Government expressed its preference 

for a fully tunneled link, but has NOT ruled out the possibility of an opening" This statement is contrary to 

Minister Ruddock's August 2004 advice to Minister Lloyd and about 40 others present,· 

(200411 0030 & 20041100 14,), and 

2. Dec 10, 2004 6 "Furthermore, a 'C' Option would adversely impact 011 the national parks and heritage areas in 

the north western area of Sydney". Such statements as this that are taken from the SKM report are of 

deep concern because they are seen as attempts to justify putting off making a decision on Option 

C. These challenges will have to be eventually addressed. "Building a 'C' Option would not remove 

the need for a major upgrade of the Pennant Hills Road" (2004110517). This is an admission that 

the tunnel is simply an upgrade of Pennant Hills Road and not an alternative route for the National 

Highway. refer 13 Jan 2005 letter 7 to Minister, no reply, 

3. Dec 23, 2004 8 ''par 3(c) "Preliminary investigations show that a 'C' Option will have parts of the route 

on surface with substantial tunnels and extensive bridge structures around Berowra Waters" January 6, 

2005 Mr Jones again wrote another (unanswered) letter 9 direct to Minister Lloyd. Waite also wrote to 

Minister Ruddock. Option C did NOT impinge on Berowra Waters as the Minister claimed by the Minister 

who formerly worked the Hawkesbury as a Ferry Master 
10

, (refer to attached detailed 6 January 

letter 
11 

to Minister Ruddock refuting much of Minister Lloyd's letter). The SKM report clearly 

indicates and the Minister states "a possible need for a second crossing" thereby passing the 

responsibility to the NSW Government (200411 0635, 23 Dec 2004), and 

12 
4. Jan 28, 2005 "The Type C option would not remove the need for an immediate costly upgrading of Pennant Hills 

Road" and other misleading statements made in previous letters (2005010150). (This proposal relies on up to 

$10 billion of unfunded assumptions that are not necessary for Option C. Furthermore this 

discussion paper shows serious inconsistencies in the reports that have compromised the Study 

to the extent that it cannot be relied on.) 

State MP Michael Richardson railed at Waite's circulating a copy of Richardson's 25 November 

20041etter 
13 

to a resident and Waite's 4 December response 
14 

to Minister Ruddock with copies 

to 12 Liberal MPs. Some of the replies have been very interesting. However. as yet not one MP 

has supplied any information that proves the best route has been selected. 

Page 3 

7/26 



WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI6136 

The Liberal Party, Pennant Hills Thorn leigh Branch (Concerned Citizens Group), after receiving a 

copy of the 1994 report on 14th February 1994 Final Community Bulletin 3 15 
: Liverpool- Hornsby 

Highway Study' that recommended a western (C type Option) and the 14th February 2005 
16 

discussion critique' unanimously passed the attached resolution on 14th February 17
• It a/so agreed 

to go public if the Federal Government did not provide 100% proof that the study AND the Coalition 

had not been compromised. 

To prove the point on environmental issues attached is a report on the avoidance of an EIS by the NSW 

government when building a bridge to replace the collapsed Lawrence Hargrave Drive near Wollongong. 18 

Another example is how the NSW government passed legislation after residents successfully challenged 

DIPNRs consent given to Collexfor a waste transfer station at Clyde. This matter is again before the Courts. 

A major factor to be considered by DOTARS in responding to this Discussion Paper is that two residents 

without any legal experience or training have twice successfully defeated a multi national company and the 

State once. 

The implications of this are particularly relevant to item 1 in the letters from the Minister. The Minister 

appears to be indicating that - the "opinions of the residents and business community do not have sufficient 

merit to outweigh the opinions and intellectual capacity of professionals and bureaucrats. 

At no stage has the Minister, SKM, DOTARS, RTA or any other politician provided any meaningful answers 

to the technical questions and documents produced. Many emails and letters have simply been ignored or 

answers supplied that avoided issues raised. 

On 10 June 1999 Ted Mack spoke at Pennant Hills about 'Australia's Sham Democracy'. At one point Ted said 

"Community values are not a matter of expertise - only the community has a right to determine values- not the 

bureaucracy. Not the politicians. Not the lawyers or academics" 19
• 

Discussions revealed that the Sydney Orbital was fully financed by the Commonwealth based on State planning 

decisions. The Commonwealth should change its policies and adopt the "He who pays the piper calls the tune" 

approach when dealing with F3 connection and base the funding on Commonwealth policy. It is absurd that the 

Commonwealth is prepared to allow taxpayers funds to be used for projects that cannot be supported on basis planning 

principles. 

Hornsby Council prepared a comprehensive report 20 supporting the Lane Cove Valley route that would reduce the 

traffic and accident rate on the Pacific Highway together with a submission supporting a C option westerly route. Is it 

to be assumed that Hornsby Council traffic planners and Councillors opinions do not matter? 
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A similar situation applied at Berowra Waters where Planning Minister Refshauge called in for determination 

applications Hornsby Council staff recommended be refused. Residents successfully challenged Refshauge's approvals. 

Two S/Cs and two barristers appeared for the Minister and applicant. A junior barrister represented the appellants. The 

Ministers team claimed the Act provided that the Court did not have the power to overturn his decision. In other words 

the Minister claimed he was above the law. The Court changed Refshauge's decision but not his arrogance and contempt 

for the law and the community. 

Waite's 8 page presentation titled 'Has the community been deceived' (circa June 2004) was based on the April/ May 

2004 Joint Media Release by Ministers Anderson and Campbell. There has been no meaningful response to that and 

many other submissions or the report on the outcome of the 5th November 2004 meeting with SKM, DOTARS and the 

RTA. 

It is attitudes and arrogance like these examples that bring politicians and bureaucrats into disrepute. 

North and South Tunnel Intersections: Figures 11-2, 11-3 21 Historically proposed works such as these will involve 

lengthy delays for many months. This has not been addressed in the study. It is only 10 years since through traffic, 

residents and businesses in the area were subjected to inordinate delays and loss of amenity. 

An argument has been advanced that traffic counts provided have only been for the western side of Pennant Hills 

Road. This is seen as spurious as most of Hornsby Shire residents have to access or cross Pennant Hills Road. 

The exceptions being Epping and Eastwood residents who will use or cross Pennant Hills Road to travel to the 

northwest and the F3. 

North: Two lanes from the F3 widen into 3 lanes at Mt Colah to become a 3k parking lot in AM peak. Vehicles then 

crawl when lights go green at the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road. These 3 lanes become 3 lanes on Pennant 

Hills Road and effectively 2 lanes on Pacific Highway that are already carrying heavy local traffic at capacity. 

No meaningful counts of the F3 and local traffic at these intersection are provided to give an accurate count or %age 

using each route. 

South: The proposed layout will cause confusion for those who do not know the area. The merging of traffic will 

increase the existing serious accident rate and delays. 

M2 - F3 widening: This would not be necessary with Option C. If in the future it was found necessary the impact and 

delays and safety on the F3 in particular would be reduced because traffic could be rerouted onto Option C. 
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The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study was: 

• To investigate options for a new National Highway connection between the Newcastle Freeway (F3) and the future 

Sydney Orbital. The new connection will replace Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway route (Newsletter 

No 1 - April2002) 22
• 

The chosen route does not replace Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway. 

In 1994 the RTA 'Liverpool to Hornsby Highway Study Workshop 3' reported "the tunnel under Pennant Hills 

Road offers poor connectivity" 1513 and "overall the participants voiced a preference for the Wallgrove Expressway 

Strategy". It also states "options include the new route via Dural in serving present industrial and future residential 

areas have high economic returns despite their high cost" 151.~. What has changed since then? 

In several places and the concluding paragraphs on page of the 20.2 SKM 'Main Report- Apri12004' acknowledges the 

tunnel is a short term solution. It also made recommendations to have access to solve local traffic problems. That is not 

the purpose of a National Highway. 

The 1994 report 1513 states "A Preferred Strategy----- 4: Review and develop a new northern link". After 10 years the 

time is long past for short term solutions, it is time to deal with the solution properly. 

Despite several substantive submissions raising serious doubts over the consultative process as well as a meeting with the 

consultants, DIPNR and RTA, and also meetings with Ministers no substantive evidence has been produced to prove the 

best route was chosen. 

The study, Minister Lloyd and many members of the community agree a second crossing of the Hawkesbury will be 

necessary before 2020 and also has a high strategic value. This being the case the environment, cost and other red 

herrings thrown up to justify an inferior solution are irrelevant. Eventually these issues will have to be faced because 

there is no other alternative to Option C. 

The longer an Option C decision is avoided, the harder it will be to find a new corridor. It is a stand alone solution that 

does not rely on billions of dollars of uncosted assumptions for the selected route. 

The time is past to go through the report to try to identify every individual issue when so many fundamental planning 

principles have been avoided. Explanations must be given as to why all the basic issues that have been previously raised 

have not been proven incorrect by producing the references in the report that proves or disproves the assumptions made. 

Page 6 

10/26 



WAITE submission to Planning & Environment SSI6136 

Historical- recent documents and newspaper articles 

June 7, 1971. 23 'The Sun reports on "The shape of things to come on Sydney Highways over the next 30 years". June 

12?, 1971 24 shows the 'M2' and part of the link to the F3. SKM's report 25 details the 'Serious and fatal crash rate (per 

km of route per year) for the Pacific Hwy north ofRyde Road as 23'. The selected route will do nothing to address this 

most serious issue. The Lane Cove route as originally planned and supported by Hornsby Council 20 would 

dramatically reduce the traffic and accidents on the Pacific Highway. This is a State funding matter that has been 

ignored. 

Informed community comment pl9 'Working Paper I- Community Consultation' 26 questioned in par 2 problems in the 

NE had not been sufficiently addressed. Under 4.2.3 concern was expressed at the long term needs for option 'C'. 

Apparent inappropriate input to study by NSW Department of Infrastructure Planning and Natural Resources (DIPNR). 

SMH 24/8/2004 27
- "Motorway designers must learn from past mistakes". This article promotes widening ofParramatta 

Road footpaths and bus lanes after the proposed Strathfield to Haberfield tunnel is built. Similar comments have been 

made in regards to the M4 East tunnel under William Street. Page 12 of the July 2003 'SKM Background Report' 28 

example Pennant Hills Road as having similar treatment. Also refer to p90 'Working Paper 4- Traffic & Transportation'. 
29 

The SMH 12 March 2005 30 examples how Traffic levels have been grossly underestimated for many years whilst on 14 

March two examples 31
' 

32 are given showing the next 30 year strategy is overdue. Based on the 1971 report it is absurd 

and grossly irresponsible of governments to not have rolling plans that have a continual 25 to 50 year lead time. 

Two articles in the 18 March 2005 Herald 33 highlight the 'crises management' of the State Government that is being 

propped up by a Federal Government that does not appear to care about the outcomes. 

Main Report- April 2004- Introduction 

Page 3 Figure 3 34 details existing traffic volumes at strategic locations. Are these accurate? In 1975 the Hornsby 

Police Traffic Sergeant, who still lives in Pennant Hills, advised the Pennant Hills Residents Association (now Civic Trust) Pennant Hills 

Road will never be a 24 hour 'clearway' 35
• Just prior to the M2 opening then A. Police Commissioner Lola Scott (Beecroft 

resident) advised a large meeting at Pennant Hills Bowling Club "when the M2 is opened there will be no more traffic 

problems". Newspaper reports claim vehicle sales in 2004 dramatically increased to nearly 1 million. On a 

population basis it is reasonable to suggest over 250,000 would be in the Sydney region. 

Page 6 36 sets out Transport Network Improvement Assumptions. These assumptions are uncosted and could amount to 

$10 billion. Option C is a stand alone Option that will be shown to have a far greater reduction on Pennant Hills Road 

traffic than the proposed tunnel. 
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Working Paper 4- Traffic & Transportation. 

Page 20 37 splits 'Sydney' into 5 regions by Local Government Boundaries. The demographic centre of Sydney is 

located around Silverwater Bridge. This is in the studies 'Western Region'. 

Page 21 38 shows the concentration and disparity in size of the various Local Government Areas. 

Page 22 
39 

uses a table and 'star' diagram 'number plate survey' Figure 2.9 to show that 60% of traffic comes from the 

Northwest, North, West and Southwest-South areas of Sydney. (Being about 20km shorter Option C would be the 

preferred route for most of this traffic and a higher %age of trucks. Every attempt should be made to ensure there are no 

tunnels so that dangerous goods and oversize loads can use Option C.) 

Page 40 40 uses a 'pie chart' to show truck trips 6am to 6pm. This is misleading in that the NW sector is shown between 

the NE and 'east - city' sector. 

Page 43 
41 

has the 'pie chart' correctly divided but incorrectly oriented. (57% trucks would use Option C) Table 3-4 

indicates the 71,200 vehicles crossing the Hawkesbury is only half of the total vehicles using the Pacific Highway South 

ofTelegraph Road and Pennant Hills Road North of Boundary Road. Figure 3.6 indicates 57% oftrucks Southern 

origins/destinations are to the western sectors whilst only 51% of origins/destinations are to the western sectors. No 

explanations are offered for this discrepancy. 

Page 73 42 Figure 6.2 refers to zones used in this study and suggest the annual traffic growth would drop to 1.5%pa over 

the next 20 years. This diagram does not include meaningful traffic counts for 1 0 zones as against the 5 regions 

previously used as a basis for comparison. 

Page 75 43 Figure 6.3 also uses the zone system. This has severely compromised the study. No explanation 

for the different methodology is given. 

Page 118 44 Figure 14.1 suggests a convoluted route for 'C Option 10' without any explanation. Such a route would cut 

about 20kms off the trip for the 60% of the traffic that would use the existing route and/or proposed tunnel or Pacific 

Highway. 

Page 122 45 suggests that by 2021 only 20% of the total traffic volumes would use the 'C Option 10'. Noting the 12 

March Herald Article regarding traffic projections it is submitted that a 3%pa traffic increase is more realistic than the 

1.5% suggested in the SKM report (figure 6.2). This would increase the traffic volumes by 125,000 or 25% by 2021. 

This is 26,000 over the 99,000 quoted in table 15.1 45
. 
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Page 182. 46 
"

29 The reallocation of road space on the existing Pennant Hills Road would be an essential part ofthe 

project. These works have not been fully investigated and therefore not cos ted in the estimate of costs given in Working 

Paper 2'. This question was raised at the 51
h November meeting. The RTA advised this cost would not be borne by the 

RTA. This is further evidence ofDIPNR's input. 

Page 25 
47 

diagram 2.13 refers to a number plate survey. Assuming 4% of the 54% from the Pacific Highway and F3 

has destinations south ofRyde and Boundary Roads where does the remaining 50% of traffic from the F3 go? It is 

inconceivable that it is all going to Hornsby and the NE Region. 

Page 70 
48 

Diagram 6.1 uses estimated numbers as against %ages in diagram 2.13. Figures and %ages for the Pacific 

Highway and Ryde Road in these two diagrams appear to conflict with each other. Figure 2.13 shows Ryde Road as 

having 11% against the 20% using the Pacific Highway whilst figure 6.1 shows 84,300 using Ryde Road as against 

56,000 using the Pacific Highway. Both cannot be correct. 

Working Paper 1 - Community Consultation 

Page 20. 49 "there was strong support for further investigation of a Type C option, on the basis a long term solution was 

needed". 

Several other reasons to justify Option C were also listed. 

Page 36: 50 5.1 Key Outcomes Par 2: "Type C options would be further investigated to provide a long term western route 

and potential second crossing of the Hawkesbury. Making provision for such a route through the planning process was 

important to manv members ofthe community and kev stakeholders". 

Value Management Workshop No2 Record- SEPTEMBER 2003 

Page 7 51 reports that approximately 3 vehicles in 5 from the F3 travel down the Pacific Highway whilst the %ages 

quoted indicate only 40% travel to the City and North East. Refer to fig 2.13 47
· Which is right? 

The same page indicates 57% of heavy vehicles have origins/destinations that would use Pennant Hills Road. This 

coincides with the figures given out at the Community Consultative meeting at Galston in August 2003. 
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Page 5. 52 RTA's Dr Kishan reports "there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6-8 km long and certainly none 

in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds there will be a multitude of technical challenges to be addressed, not to 

mention the social challenges that would arise". This statement is cause for deep concern and should 

have been seriously addressed by the Ministers before they agreed to accept the Purple A Option. 

Professional commentators at this workshop raised some serious concerns over the proposed tunnel option. P10 53 

: "By building this new link there would be a redistribution of up to 20% of traffic in the corridor that would provide 

benefits throughout the rest of the northern network". This is misleading because the chosen route will not greatly 

alter the traffic on the Pacific Highway south of the F3. 

Pages II and I2 54 also raise issues that have not been answered in the study. In particular the last two on Page II 55 

"Project justification is essential. Type C needs to be convincingly rejected before any ofthe type A Options can be 

seriously addressed. In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to type A, the following needs to be addressed: 

- what value is placed on another (strategic) crossing of the Hawkesbury River?". 

Page I2 54 concludes long term planning needs to be made for Option C. 

Page 22 56 refers to DOTARS advice that the Australian Government wanted Option A as a short term solution thereby 

avoiding the need to confront the State Government over its lack of planning. 

Newsletter 2, July 2003 57 

By comparison, Corridor Types Band C would Remove less traffic from Pennant Hills Road (fewer than 10,000 

vehicles per day in 2021 57
). 
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Summation of SKM's F3 to Sydney Orbital Report 

No reference or provision is made for the diversion of traffic when the tunnel is closed as it will be from time to 

time due to computer and power failures, fire, breakdowns, accidents and maintenance. The only 

reasonable explanation is because there is no alternate route. 

The report indicates two lanes each way will be required ifthere is a toll and three lanes each way without a toll. How 

will this affect the traffic if Pennant Hills Road is narrowed to 2 lanes in each direction as 

suggested? 

Newsletter 2 suggests Option C would only reduce traffic on Pennant Hills Road by up to 10,000 vehicles per day by 

2021 (about 10% 57
). Page 10 53 of the VM Workshop suggests a 20% redistribution of traffic by building the tunnel. 

What does this mean? 'Working paper 4' page 122 45 suggests only 19,000 or 20% vehicles per day would use 

option C by 2021. 

As against the above, estimates in the 'Working Papers 4- Traffic & Transportation' on pages 22, 40 and 43 and the 

'Value Management Workshop' page 7 all indicate 57 to 60% of the F3 traffic could use Option C. Even if the 57 to 

60% was reduced to 40% this is a 1 00% improvement on the Working paper 4 20 percent 

estimates 45 and 200% percent better than Newsletter 2 estimates 57
. 

The selected route DOES NOT meet the: The PURPOSE of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study: 

• 

• 

To investigate options for a new National Highway 'ROUTE' ('CONNECTION' in Newsletter 1
22

) between the Newcastle 

Freeway (F3) and the future Sydney Orbital. The new route will replace Pennant Hills Road as the National 

Highway. (Newsletter No 2- July 2003 
58

) 

May 7, 2004 SMH Herald 59 "The aim of the study was to identifY a high standard transport link (not route or 

connection) between the F3 and the Sydney Orbital. The new link (.not connection or route) would replace 

Pennant Hills Road as the National Highway"· 

Conclusion 
p 5 16 

The only conclusion that can be arrived at from available information is: 

• the Commonwealth Government has allowed the NSW Govemment to hijack their study to overcome 

local traffic problems without any serious thought for the future, 

PS Comments attributed to Minister Anderson (SMH 21/3/05 Safer Pacific Highway just got closer 60
) 

further detract from the credibility of the SKM report 

Page 11 

July 2014: I believe my comments on page 11 of my letter are sufficient justification to show 
the SKM study lacks credibility and cannot be relied on because SKM was directed not to 
comply with the 2001 Terms of Reference. I do not suggest SKM's study prepared in 
accordance with the 2003 directions, or the 2007 Pearlman findings were wrong. 

Peter Waite 
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28 Warne Street, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
3 March 2012 

The Premier 
The Han Barry O'Farrell MP 
GPO Box 5341 
SYDNEY, NSW 2001 

Bob Carr's appointment as a Senator and Minister for Foreign Affairs 

Dear Barry, 

From memory Carr resigned in March - April 2005 shortly before Bob Sendt's Auditor 

General report became public. P31; Cross City Tunnel costs blew out due to: 

• "A revision of the scope by the Premier" 

  

 

NSW Joint Select Committee on the Cross City Tunnel First report February 2006. 

Greg Pearce was one of the opposition's representatives. 

xvii: former and current Premiers etc failed to attend. 

P43, 3.50 Carr 'We made a key policy decision that, unlike the M2, there would be no 

public money going into this. " 

P115; Is there public control of the road network? 7.1; lemma has publicly stated: 

• "Never again will we surrender control of our road network." 

P 120: "Fetters on the discretion of the RTA." The contract was biased. 

P 137: 8.37 "concealment is a fertile ground for suspicion and loss of confidence. 
This is a major element of public interest in the present case. And it demands 

the total lifting of all the existing constraints on disclosures." 

This should be used to discredit the Gillard government and Robertson's State 

opposition. Barry/Philip, please let me know if you can use this ASAP,  

 

With kind regards 

Copy: Philip Ruddock 

Matt Kean 

REFERENCE: BobCarrCrossCityTunne/Politica/File3March2012 



27 March 2012 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Thank you for your letter of 3 March 2012. 

I have read your letter with interest and share your concerns regarding the 
mismanagement of the Carr Government in relation to the Cross City Tunnel. 

After 16 years of Labor Government in NSW, the NSW Liberals & Nationals 
Government is working hard to deliver the infrastructure to rebuild NSW. 

In September 2012, Infrastructure NSW will deliver a 20-year State Infrastructure 
Strategy (SIS) to the NSW Government. It will, for the first time in NSW's history, 
provide a long-term and holistic view of the infrastructure needed in the state. The 
NSW Government is committed to improving infrastructure and addressing the 
challenges and opportunities ahead. 

Thank you again for taking the time to write to me. 

Yours sincerely 

Barry O'Farrell MP 
Premier 

cc. Matt Kean MP, State Memberfor Hornsby 
Han Philip Ruddock MP, Federal Member for Berowra 

GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001 111 P: (02) 9228 5239 111 F: (02) 9228 3935 • www.premier.nsw.gov.au 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
17 May 2013 

The Han Duncan Gay MLC- Minister for Roads and Ports, 
Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

NSROC & Gosford Council's support for the F3 to M2 tunnel 

Dear Duncan, 

Today received from Hunters Hill Council's General Manager Barry Smith 

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) Terms of Engagement (ToE) to prepare a study supporting 

the proposed F3 to M2 Tunnel. As you are aware I have tried for nearly two years to acquire 

the technical documents to support what became NSROC's submission. None exist. 

The ToE and PwC's disclaimer of any responsibility render its study valueless.  

 Page 3 notes PwC are Hornsby Council's auditors. On several 

occasions I  have questioned over the accuracy of 

Hornsby Council's Annual Reports.  

My concerns are that former Mayor Berman cannot be trusted. I have grounds to suspect 

that as Chair of NSROC he made this approach to PwC at the request of Transurban to 

support their offer to build the F3 - M2 Tunnel. 

 

  

 

I suggest before any commitment is made on this matter it be deferred until I have completed 

and sent my submission to Premier O'Farrell in early June. I will copy you at the same time. 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

CC Premier O'Farrell 
Hornsby MP Matt Kean 
Hornsby Mayor Steve Russell 
Hunters Hill GM and GM's of the seven other Council's involved 

Ref: Hon Duncan Gay NSROC File 17 May 2013 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
17 May 2013 

Mr Barry Smith 
General Manager 
Hunters Hill Council 

Re NSROC's & Gosford Council's support for the F3 to M2 tunnel 

Dear Mr Smith, 

Thank you for sending me the PwC Terms of Engagement NSROC entered into with PwC. 

This booklet sets out my concerns about the credibility of the study. 

I am copying this booklet to all other Council's General Managers for their and their Council's 

information. 

In my opinion NSROC's Constitution should be amended so that it operates under the Local 

Government Act, or be immediately disbanded because at the moment it cannot be held to 

account. That is not the fault of its Executive Officer. 

The front page of my booklet sets out my concerns for the Minister. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

Ref: Hon Duncan Gay NSROC File 17 May 2013 
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28 Warne St, Pennant Hills NSW 2120 

Formal GIPA application to Hornsby Council under the GIPA Act for NSROC records: 

(Informal application was em ailed to the President and executive officer on 11 June 2012) 

Noting reasons in my Code of Conduct complaints as set out in item 3: 

1. All communications to and from PwC, 

2. All communications to and from councils, mayors or other staff, or the names of 
those who made the arrangements 

3. All communications to and from John Hanna- Thornleigh resident, Allan 
Ferguson -Omega Plumbing Thornleigh, Kylie Loades - NRMA director, Hon 
Phillip Ruddock MP, Brendon Lyon -Infrastructure Partnerships Australia, Clr 
Alison McLaren, WSROC President, (non member) Gosford Council 

or the names of those who made the arrangements. 

This information to include documents supplied to these people to prove the M2 to 
F3 connection is the best and cheapest solution. 

4. Total cost of the PwC report, NSROC report and its administrative costs in this 
matter 

5. Names and technical qualifications of those who took an active part in the 
compilation of these reports, 

6. Copies of minutes relating to the above reports. 

7. Constitution of NSROC and any government authority to operate. 

8. Cost for each Council's membership of NSROC. 

As NSROC does not appear to be an agency and the issues raised are in the public 
interest, there should be no cost for Hornsby Council to process this application 
apart from the $30 application fee. 

Please contact me if you require any further information 

Peter Andrew Waite 17 June 2012 

Mode/CodeOfConductEtcCounci/Fi/e 16June2012 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
25 June 2012 

The Hon P Ruddock MP 
PO Box 743 
Pennant Hills NSW 1715 

Your Community Survey- 'Have your say . .. ' 

Dear Philip 

Thank you for seeking comment on 4 of 13 issues quoted. Because of my concerns about 
Nick Berman I limit my comments to point 4: 'Improving local roads and infrastructure'. 
• July 7, 1982: Northern Standard. 'Cr Waite refers to 1960 proposal to widen Pennant 

Hills Road is long overdue - Berowra to Hornsby expressway would not be needed. 
Since then I have learnt much, seen many broken promises and delays by governments. 

• Nick Berman survey seeking comment on 'The missing link' with my reply. 
I am waiting for Berman's reply to see if he will organise a Council Workshop to establish 
the best option or options, before the council elections. 

NSROC's paper 'The missing link and missing out' 
• Your photo is on page 1 0 of this 16 page booklet with your quotation assume is 

correct. 
On page 2 is mention of the 2007 Pearlman report. We both know the Pearlman report was 
to 'revalidate' recommendations in the SKM report and were not to establish the best option. 
The NSROC booklet also refers to a meaningless 60 page A4 report by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers. Page i is PricewaterhouseCoopers disclaimer that passes 
responsibility for the content back to NSROC. No one wants to accept responsibility. 

• FROGS 8 Oct 2008 paper (1 0,000 Friends Of Greater Sydney (at Sydney Uni)) about 
'The Sydney Orbital to F3 Freeway Link". Par 2 refers to the Pearlman report. 

The then 2005 -2021 time frame quoted next to figure 1 assumes the tunnel will be 
operating and the M7 to F3 link will be completed by 2021. When read in its entirety the 
Pearlman report found there were no basic statistics to back up many of the 
assumptions/recommendations. No one from Hornsby Council attended the hearing! 

I have applied under the NSW GIPA Act (FOI) for all the NSROC papers  
 

 

If you share my concerns I am sure the community would like to know if you would prefer to 
have a tolled M7 to F3 connection that the majority of large trucks would use, in preference 
to a tunnel and years of delays whilst the F3 is widened to eight lanes, possibly with tolling 
as well as Pennant Hills Road to six lanes from the M2 to James Ruse Drive. 

Please let me know if you require further information or would like to meet with me to clarify 
any of the matters I have raised or omitted. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 



I 

28 Warne Street, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
28 June 2013 

Reference: Political File New LG Act 

The Hon Don Page MP 
Minister for Local Government 
Level 33, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place, SYDNEY NSW 2000 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT TASKFORCE 

Dear Minister Page, 

Enclosed with this letter are some observations I would like the Taskforce to consider. 

I have done this because there does not appear to have been any provision for community 

input. 

It would be appreciated if they were forwarded to the Chair Mr John Turner for the 

Taskforces consideration. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 



I 
SUBMISSION TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT TASKFORCE 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28 Warne Street, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
14 July 2012 

The Hon P Ruddock MP 
PO Box 743 
Pennant Hills NSW 1715 

Review NSROC decision to endorse the F3 M2 tunnel 

Dear Philip 

Thank you for your 3 July 2012 reply to my comments about NSROC's decision to 

support the F3-M2 tunnel proposal and your offer to discuss these issues with me. 

These papers support the M7-F3 options, and due to delay, why there is no benefit in 

building the tunnel as it was always recognised as a short term solution until 2021. 

This is particularly important now that the State announced it is proposing to make the 

NW sector a major area for Sydney's urban development over the next 20 years. It 

should be noted that most of the sand and blue metal required will come via the F3-M2 

until the second crossing is built. Toll and safety wise the M7-F3 is a better option. 

Because this matter affects the wider community I asked the Pennant Hills District 

Trust if they would like to have a representative attend the meeting. Yesterday 

President Marcia Horvai advised the Trust supported the opportunity for you to visit the 

issues again and nominated Mr Andrew Kowalski to attend. I understand you have 

already met Mr Kowalski. The Trust and I hope you will agree. 

Andrew has advised he can be available any days apart from Tuesdays. I can be 

available most times except PM on 1 August or any Thursday before 1 Oam. 

Please arrange for someone to contact me to arrange a meeting with you. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite - 9484 3471 or waitepeter@big pond .com 

Copy: Mr Kowalski 

REFERENCE: RuddockTunne/Meeting14July2012 



PAPERS supporting an M7-F3 link instead of M2-F3 

2003 Refer 16 Jan Hopwood seeks second crossing in March 2006 election campaign 
2006 paper 

2005 20 May 

2005 2 Aug 

2006 16 Jan 

2006 12 Mar 

2006 14 Mar 

2006 29 Nov 

2006 16 Dec 

2007 22 Jan 

2007 15 Mar 

2007 25 June 

2007 12 Nov 

2007 Dec 

2010 June 

2010 Sept 

2010 Undated 

Civic Trust to DO TARS listing issues raised at 1 0 March meeting 
with Ruddock and DOTARS. P2 Option C is a stand-alone route 
that will be shown in time to have a far greater reduction on PH Rd 
traffic than the proposed tunnel. 

HIT public meeting at Pennant Hills. Paper logically sets out why 
Option C is the best short and long term option. 

Hopwood supports Option C because bushfires can cut off all 
access to and from the north. (Note 16 Jan 2003 comment) 

Well attended PH public meeting unanimously supports Option C 

Hills News reports O'Farrell, Hopwood, Richardson and Tink all 
support C. Berman 'tunnel proposal should be rethought'.  

. 

HIT Epping Club meeting. The vast majority supported C when 
they had the reasons explained. This included Mr Greg Smith 
before his election as Epping MP. 

Bruce Mills B ward candidate supports option C. 

Hopwood compelling case for second crossing. Ref 6 January 06. 

Because I questioned council's support for tunnel; the Mayor 
asked for details to support option C.  

 

Richardson (&Williams) call for option C. 

Ruddock notes Pearlman suggested a future crossing is needed. 

Richardson again calls for option C. 

Smith's letter to Epping electorate supports F3 - M7 link. 

Smith's newsletter asks where is money Howard set aside for link. 

Ruddock reports M2- F3 link not expected until 2026. TOO LATE! 

REFERENCE: RuddockTunne/Meeting14July2012 



19 July 2012 

( 

The Hon Duncan Gay MLC} 
Minister for Roads and Ports 

Deputy Leader of the Government 
Legislative Council 

MEDIA RELEASE 

NSW GOVERNMENT STUDIES UNSOLICITED PROPOSAL 
FOR F3 TO M2 LINK 

NSW Roads Minister Duncan Gay today announced the NSW Government had received an 
unsolicited proposal from private motorway operator Transurban for a possible F3 to M2 
Motorway Tunnel link underneath Pennant Hills Road. 

"Let me make it clear this proposal is in its very early stages," Mr Gay said. 

"But it is encouraging that the private sector is interested in investing in Sydney's motorways 
and has come to Government with a proposal," he said. 

"As part of the normal process for unsolicited private sector proposals, we have set up a 
cross-agency assessment committee to investigate its merits. 

"The committee includes representatives of Department of Premier and Cabinet, NSW 
Treasury, Transport for NSW, Infrastructure NSW and Roads and Maritime Services. 

''There are potentially three stages to the assessment, which include strategic assessment of 
the initial submission, development of a detailed proposal and negotiation of a final binding 
offer. 

"Following the initial consideration of the proposal, it has been decided to progress to Stage 2. 

"In the next six months the committee will work with Trans urban to complete Stage 2 of the 
assessment. This requires the proponent and Government to work cooperatively in the 
development and assessment of a detailed proposal, from which it can be determined whether 
the parties want to proceed to negotiate a final binding offer. 

"It is important to note that we are still in the initial stages of the assessment process, so while 
we are looking into the proposal, there is no guarantee or commitment from either 
Government or Transurban that it will lead to delivery of a project. 

"We need to be assured any proposal like this offers not only value for money for NSW 
taxpayers but that it also meets the NSW government's long term transport objectives." 

Information and the status of the assessment of this proposal can be found on the NSW 
Government's Unsolicited Proposals webpage- www.nsw.gov.au/unsolicitedproposals 

Media: Lance Northey 0467 743 192 



asx release 

19 July 2012 

NSW Government in discussions with Transurban 
for the potential delivery of F3/M2 connector 

Transurban today welcomed the NSW Government's announcement (attached) to conduct an 
exclusive assessment of the merits of a proposal for the delivery of a freeway grade connection of the 
F3 Freeway to the M2 Motorway (F3/M2) with Transurban. 

While the NSW Government's announcement does not commit the parties to a project, Transurban 
welcomes the opportunity to work with NSW to develop a detailed proposal and potentially deliver a 
project that would add significant value to Sydney's northern corridor and the city more generally. 

Transurban will provide significant expertise to Stage 2 of the NSW Government's process with 
engineering, traffic forecasting and financing specialists. 

Transurban CEO, Scott Charlton, said: "We are encouraged by the NSW Government's 
announcement and the potential opportunity to enhance the Sydney road network. The design, 
construction and financing of major city infrastructure remains a huge challenge for Governments and I 
consider Transurban to be ideally positioned to assist the NSW Government in achieving the best 
outcome for motorists and the community." 

"The Board and I are conscious of the outstanding NSW asset base Transurban currently has in place 
and the role it plays in the community. It is important to understand today's announcement in context; 
it gives us the opportunity, but does not mandate Transurban, to assist the NSW Government in 
achieving one of the three key "missing links" in the Sydney road network." 

"We now look forward to progressing the transport agenda in Sydney by working diligently through 
Stage 2 of the process". 

Amanda Street 

Company Secretary 

Investor and media enquiries 

Wesley Ballantine +61 3 8656 8904 
General Manager Investor Relations, Media and Government 

Transurban Group 
Transurban International Limited 
ABN 90 121 746 825 

Transurban Holdings limited 
ABN 86 098 143 429 

Transurban Holding Trust 
ABN 30 169 362 255 

ARSN 098 807 419 

email@transurban.com.au 
www.transurban.com.au 

Leve13 
505 Little Collins Street 
Melbourne VIC 3000 
Australia 
Telephone +613 9612 6999 
Facsimile +613 9649 7380 

Level5 
50 Pitt Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 
Australia 
Telephone +612 9254 4900 
Facsimile +612 9254 4990 
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Privat~'Pifctiic:o '' 
build ~issing link 
between freeways 
.Josephine Tovey 
sTATE.POLITICS 

THE state goyerru;nent is con­
sidering a private-sector pro­
posal to build a multibillion­
dollar tunnel to link the M2 and 
F3, regarded as one of the key 
"missing links" of the Sydney 
road network. · · 

· Transurban, whiCh built the 
Lane Cove Tunnel, has lodged 
an uasolicited proposal with 
the government for the motor­
way tunnel link, which would 
likely be tolled and' would con­
nect the F3 with. the greater 
Sydney . motorwa:y · network, 

· . keeping m,any-;:t:rti'cks off sub­
urban link roads. 

The , government has not 
:committed·· <t<L ·the . project, 
which has passed through only 
the first stage of a three-stage 
process, including an initial 
appraisal - by Infrastructure 
NSW and the Department of 
Premier and Cabinet. But the 
Roads Minister, Duncan Gay, · 
said the. government was 
pleased with the proposal and 
it would require a "minimum 
of government money". 

"Whilst, as you: could ima­
gine, rm as keen as hell to be 

. able to deliver one of these 
missing links we are not build­
ing up hopes that this is defin­
itely going to happen," he said. 

Neither the government nor 
Transurban could provide an 
estimate of the total cost. But 
an indicative cost assessment 

Speeq cameras spark accusations 
The opposition has accused tbe. 
government of manipulating a 
road safety report to boost sup· 
port for its inc·rease in mobile 
speed cameras. A government 
report released earlier this week 
cited a 19 per cent drop in road 
fatalities as evidence for the 
effectiveness of mobile speed 
cameras in the program's first 12 
months of operation. The 
Opposition Leader; John Robert· 
son, said the figures did not take 
into account a wide range of fac­
tors that could be contributing 

to the 19 per cent drop and did· 
not examine trash data for 
mobile speed camera locations, 
but rather the whole state. A 
spokeswoman for the Roads 
Minister; Duncan Gay, said 
Labor~s criticism was hypocritic· 
al. "This criticism is coming from 
the same Labor party that was 
planning to roll out mobile speed 
camera enforcement to more 
than 12,000 hours, or 40 per 
cent more than our program," 
she said. 

by an earlier indepel)de!).t to the tliifd stag~ of assessment.. 
review, found it. w6u:1u't:eqtiir~r: · '.~1'he,.s~g~3~~·,~rocess d~-¢n · 
about $400 million a kilometre. mines value for money by test~ 
Though no specific route has ing it against the public sector . 
been released, it's understood comparator," he said. 

· it would be about eight kilo- The Hornsby MP Matt Kean. 
metres long, bringing the pro- welcomed the proposal, saying 
ject cost to about $3.2 billion. it would .alleviate congestion 

The Opposition Leader, John on Pennant Hills Road and 
Robertson, said he was con- remove large volumes oftrucl<s 
cerned the project could go from a residential area. 
ahead· without ever going to But he said it was important 
tender, which is not required commuters weren't funnelled 
under the government guide- into any' toll road or' that air 

-lines for unsolicited proposals. quality was not compromised. 
"If the O'Farrell government "I would be very concerned 

is serious about ensuring the about unfiltered stacks in sub­
best value for taxpayer money, urbia," he said. 

. they will putthis project out to The Tourism and Transport 
tender," he said. Forum siiid a tunnel would be a 

A spokesman for Mr Gay said "vital freight and passenger con­
ifthe proposal didn't offer value nectiori betWeen the central 
for money it wouldn't proceed coast, the Hunter and Sydney". 

i 
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Matt O'Sullivan. 

tcofu~s as asurpriset'o .. 
learrithefirstjob of Scott 
Charlton; an.t.massuming 
.texanwhoithis•iveekbegan••.· 
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the i:imesofoost ~finan · · · 

most 
populousstate, doesnthavemuch 6f · · 
ariAtnericapaccent; given the length· 
ofhis st;iyiriAusttalia. · · · · · 

Charltoninighthave been sitting ill · 
the chief executive's chair at Trans~ 
urban smce onlyMondaybutheisno 
strangerto the world oftoll-roadsan:d · 
other pieces ofinfrastructure. · 
'~tone time or another, in one of 
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28 Warne Street, 
Pennant Hills, NSW 2120 
23 July 2012 

Mr Lance Northey 
c/- The Hon Duncan Gay MLC 
Parliament House 
Macquarie Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 

Re: Unsolicited Proposal for F3 to M2 link 

Dear Mr Northey 

As promised this afternoon attached are some papers that indicate Transurban's offer is a 
poison chalice. 

1. July 7, 1982 Northern Standard article about my concerns. 

2. August 2002 extract from SKM's F3 to M2 'hidden' papers. DOTARS cans other options 

3. B O'F's 27 March 2012 letter to me about this September's Infrastructure proposals 

4. Hornsby Council's 21 May Media release; contact NSROC President Nic Berman 

5. My 8 June reply to Berman's council election campaign 

6. survey re Missing Link 

7. Hornsby Council's acknowledgement of my GIPA application re F3 M7 link details 

8. Philip Ruddock's secretary 17 July email re NSROC's decision. Meeting 6 August 

9. Duncan Gay's 19 July media release with Transurban's offer 

10. SMH 20 July article 

11. Hornsby Council's 20 July website: NSROC supports unsolicited F3 M2 tunnel 

12. Waite 20 July cautioning Gay, Berejiklian and Kean to be careful 

13. Waite to Alex Hawke Federal MP seeking his support for the F3 to M7 option 

If Alex Hawke replies I will send a copy to you. I will be providing a copy of this letter to 

Philip Ruddock at our 6 August meeting. 

As suggested in my the last par of my email to local newspapers copied to Alex Hawke, it 

would be interesting to ask Transurban if it would build the Western option at no cost instead. 

Apart from exercising caution, at this stage I do not see it necessary to take any further 

action. However, please let me know if you require further information. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite -9484 3471 or waitepeter@bigpond.com 

Copy: Barry O'Farrell without attachments 
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PAPERS supporting an M7-F3 link instead of M2-F3 (Refer Waite map) 

2003 Hopwood seeks second crossing 

2005 20 May Civic Trust to DO TARS listing issues raised at 1 0 March 

meeting with Ruddock and DOTARS. P2 Option C is a stand­

alone route that will be shown in time to have a far greater 

reduction on PH Rd traffic than the proposed tunnel. 

2005 2 Aug HIT public meeting at Pennant Hills. Paper logically sets out 

why Option Cis the best short and long term option. 

2006 16 Jan Hopwood supports Option C because bushfires can cut off all 

access to and from the north. (Note 16 Jan 2003 comment) 

2006 12 Mar Well attended PH public meeting unanimously supports 

Option C 

2006 14 Mar Hills News reports O'Farrell, Hopwood, Richardson and Tink 

all support C. Berman 'tunnel proposal should be rethought'. 

 

 

2006 29 Nov HIT Epping Club meeting. The vast majority supported C 

when they had the reasons explained. This included Mr Greg 

Smith before his election as Epping MP. 

2006 16 Dec Bruce Mills B ward Labor candidate supports option C. 

2007 22 Jan Hopwood compelling case for second crossing. Ref 6 

January 06. 

2007 15 Mar I questioned council's support for tunnel. Berman asked 

for details to support option C.  

 

2 REFERENCE: Kean4Ju/y2012 



2007 25 June Richardson (&Williams) call for option C. 

2007 12 Nov Ruddock notes Pearlman suggested a future crossing is 

needed. 

2007 Dec 

2010 June 

2010 Sept 

Richardson again calls for option C. 

Smith's letter to Epping electorate supports F3 - M7 link. 

Smith's newsletter asks where is money Howard set aside for 

link. 

2010 Undated Ruddock reports M2 - F3 link not expected until 2026. 

THIS WILL BE 10 YEARS TOO LATE! 

2012 April PWC 'The F3-M2 connector: Supporting research for NSROC 

2012 12 April Ruddock supports NSROC's proposal 

2012 19 July Transurban and Gay announce no cost proposed link 

   

 

3 REFERENCE: Kean4July2012 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
8 August 2012 

Mr Ballantyne 
Transurban 
Level3 
505 Little Collins Street 
Melbourne, VIC 3000 

• M2 - F3 tunnel proposal construction and disruption problems 

Dear Mr Ballantyne 

On 6 August I met with my federal MP The Han Phillip Ruddock about Transurban's 
unsolicited proposal to part fund the construction of a tunnel to link the M2 and F3. 

Having lived near Pennant Hills Road for over 55 years and Epping over 25 years, being a 
Hornsby councillor from 1980 to 1987 and a builder, developer and investor I have seen 
traffic increase at a far greater rate than successive government and consultant projections. 

In 1980 Lyle Marshal & Associates conducted a survey for Hornsby Council. The draft 
recommended Pennant Hills Road be eight lanes and Boundary Road six lanes. The then 
DMR instructed Council to have the report amended to reduce Pennant Hills Road to six 
lanes with no alteration to Boundary Road. History has shown Lyle Marshal was correct. 

After SKM completed its comprehensive report in April 2004  
 

 

After I went to Canberra in a futile attempt to obtain support papers for some information in 
SKM's report Mr Ruddock organised a meeting with SKM, DOTARS, RTA and three 
members of the Concerned Citizens Group.  

 

A new factor probably not taken into account is that there are no large sand and blue metal 
sources left in the Sydney basin and are no longer shipped to Glebe for city construction. As 
a regular traveller on the F3 there has been a dramatic increase of 10 wheel trucks with bogy 
trailers from Kulnura onto the M2 or Pacific Highway to the North Shore and Palm Beach. 

Another factor is over the last two or three years street commuter parking at Pennant Hills 
has nearly doubled as there are inadequate bus services for young people in the expanding 
Hills district. Even if there was I doubt they would be used as they have bought or given cars 
to travel at night and weekends as there are no practical safe alternatives. 

Page 16 of SMK's Summary Report Table 3; 'Summary of Environmental Impacts as low for 
the tunnel and improve most with 'Effect On Air Quality'. RTA's "expert' advised SKM the 
tunnel may not have filtration systems on exhaust vents. This infers nearby residents will be 
subjected to more pollution. 

SKM's 'Indicative cost estimates of the preliminary options average' for the recommended F3 
- M2 9K link was $1.7-2.0 billion whilst the Type C 51 Klink was $2.7-3.0 billion. However, 
as a stand alone link Option C is the total cost whereas the F3-M2 link also required the 
widening of the F3 to 8 lanes with additional climbing lanes at an estimated cost of $1 billion. 

REF: Tunnel File 8 August 2012 
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This requires a second bridge over the Hawkesbury River and necessitates a reduction in 
speed limits meaning the F3 did not comply with National Highway policy. Greenfield sites 
are usually more cost effective and quicker to complete. Necessary works at tunnel ends 
require congested lanes to be closed. That will increase both traffic delays and accidents. 

Political implications. For several years there were large meetings of concerned residents 
from Berowra to Epping. They identified many reasons why an M7-F3 link should be 
constructed. Some of the reasons are set out in former Hornsby State MP Judy Hopwood's 
22 January 2007 attached Media Release. 

Judy's concerns were based on concerns for over 2,000 residents who could not be · 
evacuated. Apart from the fire fighters already in Berowra there was no way to save Berowra 
and many residents except for a wind change that came. As a former chairman of the 
Sydney Region Bushfire committee whose members were all of the Councils from Broken 
Bay to the Blue Mountains and Wollondilly Shire Bushfire Brigades I shared Judy's concerns. 

The attached 'Disclaimer' page from PriceWaterhouseCoopers 32 page 2012 'Report for the 
Northern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils and Gosford City Council' accepts no 
responsibility for the content of the report and does not allow it to be used for any purpose. 
Without support evidence the report is meaningless political gobbledygook. 

That is an example of a waste of public money to support the F3-M2 link without taking into 
account the facts. When in opposition the now Premier O'Farrell and several other MPs at·a 
packed Pennant Hills meeting all supported the F3-M7 link for many reasons explained to the 
meeting by Ken Dobinson who was a former Deputy Director of the RTA. Ken lives in the 
area and was the DMR's Divisional Engineer for widening Pennant Hills Road to six lanes. 

State and Federal governments waste time, money and resources seeking ways to avoid 
funding works or services unless they will help being re-elected. This is exacerbated by 
governments creating an environment where they have privatised many services where both 
the government and community are 'ripped off' by opportunists to make a quick profit as 
politicians no longer have impartial advisers with practical experience in relevant disciplines. 

Option C is now the only practical long term alternative. It is too late to build a tunnel. The 
SKM and Pearlman reports and experts who contributed to those reports all generally agreed 
Option C should be in operation about 2021. In reality it should be in operation before 2015. 

I realise Transurban is not a construction company and relies on contractors for its projects. I 
am suggesting Transurban seeks a transparent joint venture with the State and Federal 
Governments for a tolled F3-M7 connection with competitive tenders. 

If further information is required please let me know. 

Yours faithfully 

Peter Waite OAM JP 02 9484 3471 

CC The Premer, The Han Barry O'Farrell MP 
The Han Philip Ruddock MP 
The Han Greg Smith SC MP for Epping 
Mr Matt Kean MP of Hornsby 
Media 

waitepeter@bigpond.com 

REF: Tunnel File 8 August 2012 
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TRANS URBAN'S OFFER TO BUILD F3 - M2 TUNNEL A ... 
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Subject: TRANS URBAN'S OFFER TO BUILD F3 - M2 TUNNEL AT NO COST TO STATE 
From: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 
Date: Mon, 24 Sep 2012 09:08:01 +1 000 
To: Barry O'Farrell <barry@barryofarrell.com>, Duncan Gay <duncan.gay@parliament.nsw.gov.au>, Matthew Kean 
<hornsby@parliament.nsw.gov.au>, Steve Russell <srussell@hornsby.nsw.gov.au> 
BCC: Bill Aitken <news@monthlychronicle.com> 

Dear Barry, Duncan, Matt and Steve 

Transurban's offer is a poisoned chalice. 

I have an application before the Aministrative Decisions Tribunal to have NSROC's support for the tunnel 
overturned. 

I have the documents to show SKM was directed by the State and Federal government NOT to recommend the 
link from the F3 to the M7 at about Riverstone. 

I am posting an extract from the SKM report that advises the F3 will have to be widened at great cost from 
Wahroongah to Kariong. 

If the Hawkesbury Bridge cannot be widened to 8 lanes another bridge will be required. 

Speed limits will have to be reduced and more accidents will occur and cause increased delays. 

The proposal does not comply with the guidelines for a National Highway. 

Please do not make a commitment until you have impartial expert advice. 

Regards 

Peter Waite 

24/09112 9: 10 AM 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills 2120 
24 September 2012 

The Hon Barry O'Farrell MP 
27 Redleaf Ave 
Wahroonga NSW 2076 

Transurban's offer to build F3- M2 link is a poison chalice 

Dear Barry 

As promised in today's email enclosed is page 1 of my application to the 
Administrative Decisions Tribunal to have the Northern Sydney Region Of Councils 
(then President Nick Berman's) 'decision' to support the F3-M2 tunnel overturned. 

The extract from the SKM report sets out re9sons why the F3 from Wahroonga to 
Kariong section will need to be made eight lanes with speed limits reduced as it will 
not meet the national guidelines. I made this clear at the three public meetings held 
in 2006. As you know at that time several politicians supported the F3-M7 link. 

" 

That is why I documented how the Kulnur9 M7 link could be built at a similar cost 
using SKM's estimates, and completed with little traffic disruption. 

Documents show SKM was directed not to :recommend the Kulnura M7 link as it 
went through a National Park. However ~II reports indicate a second route is 
necessary going through or under a National Park and be in operation by 2025. The 
development of western Sydney indicates this~ link will now be required by 2020. 

Assuming a tunnel is built on the M7 route a;ll dangerous goods trucks will have to 
continue to use Pennant Hills Road that doesn't comply with the guidelines. If SKM 
can afford to borrow the funds surely the State and Australian governments could. 

Why waste billions on a flawed proposal? please do not allow the government t() 
make a decision until there has been open and transparent community consultatiori 
and reporting this time. 

,. 

I am copying this to other MPs and Hornsby Mayor Russell to also seek their support 
or reasons Transurban's tunnel proposal should be approved. 

;;;r~~~: 

/ 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

Copy: The Hon Duncan Gay MLC 
The Hon Phillip Ruddock MP 
Mr Matt Kean MP '· 
Hornsby Council Mayor Steve :Russell 
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S41 APPLICATION FOR ACCESS UNDER THE 

GOVERNMENT INFORMATION (PUBLIC ACCESS) ACT 2009 NO 52 

Applicant 
Surname 
Given Names 

(a) AGENCY 

(d) Postal Address 

Phone Number 

WAITE 
PETER ANDREW 

The Hon Duncan Gay MLC 
Minister for Roads and Ports 
Parliament House 
Macquarie Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Mr 

28 WARNE ST PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

9484 3471 

Details of Application: I request access to documents concerning 

Evidence Transurban's offer to build F3- M2 tunnel at no cost is best option 

To assist in making a decision attached is: 

• A brief summary of why I and others believe the F3 - M7 is the best option 
is currently before the Administrative Decisions Tribunal ADT 123265. 

• My 24 September 2012 letter to Premier O'Farrell; CC Minister Gay etc 

NB: An ADT Planning Meeting is set down for 18 October. I will be seeking 
subpoena for Minister Gay or delegate to appear on the basis that this 
application is not determined or rejected without compelling supporting 
evidence proving my assessment is flawed. 

(c) FEES AND CHARGES $30 No discount requested $30 Cheque attached 

Applicant's signature Date: 11 October 2012 

Agency Use Only 

Received on ........ / ........ / ...... .. Acknowledgement sent on ........ / ........ / ........ 

GIPAappn 

I 



SECTION 42, additional information: 
Attached is the Sydney Morning Herald 20 July 2010 article by the then Director Sam 
Haddad explaining the processes undertaken by the Department of Planning after 
"John Mant's . . . ill in rmed discussion on these pages last week." 

Without entering into that 'debate' Mr Haddad made it clear the process must be "The 
department continues to strengthen its checks and balances to ensure probitv 
and transparency in process and outcomes." Column 2 par 3. 

 
 

 

I made another GIPA application. A meaningless 59 page list of 523 documents was 
sent. My $30 application fee and $370 payment for work involved was returned. I 
applied to the ADT 133265 to have the documents released. I withdrew it because of 
technical errors I made in my application. Regardless, the issues raised are still valid. 
The Minister's determination should "ensure, probity, transparency in outcomes." 

SECTION 42, Public Interest consideration (Council 1976 map attached) 
Based on the existing bridges at Edgeworth David Avenue, North Shore rail and 
Pacific Highway over the F1 I raised concerns with an officer at the Pennant Hills Golf 
Club community information meeting and was assured "there were no problems". 

Pennant Hills office staff provided the "Fact sheet- Northern Ventilation Outlet 
July 2014". This "Artists impression" sheet shows at 1, "a maintenance bay" next 
to the eastern lane then crossing to the Pacific Highway lane. Is it part of the EIS? 

I raised concerns at the Information Centre on 31 July 2014 because the EIS does not 
show tunnel entrance and exit "lane designs". On 2 August I returned for other "Fact 
sheets". Staff volunteered and read out to me an email from RTA's chief project 
engineer to them that indicated: "squeeze problem are still to be overcome". 

At the Hornsby 'Air quality' meeting I raised the issue of what happens with exhaust 
fumes in this area when there is gridlock and was advised "it has been examined 
and will not be a problem". How could that be, when the "squeeze problem" had 
not been identified in the EIS and is still to be overcome"? 

Driving north on Sunday at 6.45 am and back again on Monday at 2.20 pm in very 
light traffic each way I noted the supports for each of the 3 bridges have three 
substantial concrete walls protected by substantial crash barriers including one 
between each of the N IS 3 lanes. It appears crash barriers may be needed for all of 
this section because there is no room for a centre nature strip or breakdown strip. 

Whilst I can only guess, I suspect these bridges pose a significant, if not an impossible 
problem to overcome, especially as there will also have to be provision made for the 
third north bound lane from the tunnel when the need arises circa 2025. 

Three lanes also means if those lanes are at 100% capacity, the 40% from PH Road 
and Pacific Highway will be able to join the M1 three lanes. Hornsby Shire 1976 Town 
Planning map I have had since 1980 indicate where the Edgeworth David Ave bridge 
to rail bridge BOOm, then 480m to Pacific Highway bridge as the 'squeeze' will be. 

Peter Waite 



GOVERNMENT 

The Hon. Duncan Gay MLC 
Deputy Leader of Government in the Legislative Council 
Minister for Roads and Ports 

Mr Peter Waite 

28 Warne Street 

Pennant Hills 

NSW 2120 

7 November 2012 

Invalid government information access application 

Dear Mr Waite, 

We received your application under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 
(GIPA Act) on 31 October 2012 

Your application is invalid because you have not provided enough detail about the 
information you are seeking. 

In your access application, you seek access to "Evidence (that) Transurban's offer to build 
F3-M2 tunnel at no cost is the best option". 

I cannot identify any documents you seek based on the brief description you have provided. 

The Government has not come to any conclusions about the proposal from Transurban, as it 
is still being assessed. 

I apologise not having informed you in 5 working days of receiving your application. 

Not having responded within the five working days, I have arranged for your $30 application 
fee to be refunded. 

Your refund is being processed and will be forwarded to you in coming days. 

Rights of review 

If you do not agree that your application is invalid, you may seek a review of this decision. 
Your review rights are summarised in the enclosed leaflet. You have 20 working days from 
the date of this letter to apply for an internal review, or 40 working days to apply for an 
external review. 

If you do not wish to seek a review or amend your application, you are entitled to a refund of 
the application fee. 

If you have any questions I can be contacted on 9228 5271 or you could call and I could 
assist you in making your application valid. 

Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 
Phone: (61 2) 9228 5271 Fax: (61 2) 9228 5499 Email: office@gay.minister.nsw.gov.au 





GOVERNMENT 

The Hon. Duncan Gay MLC 
Deputy Leader of Government in the Legislative Council 
Minister for Roads and Ports 

14 November 2012 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills 
NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite, 

Thank you for your letter received by this office 14 November 2012. 

Under section 82 (2) of the GIPA Act, an internal review is not available if the 
decision is made by an agency, being the Minister. 

I note you also have lodged a review under section 89 of the GIPA Act with the 
Information Commissioner. 

The refund of your $30 application fee still is being processed and will be mailed to 
you in coming days. 

Yours sincerely 

Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 
Phone: (61 2) 9228 5271 Fax: (61 2) 9228 5499 Email: office@gay.minister.nsw.gov.au 



The Hon. Duncan Gay MLC 

NSW 
Deputy Leader of Government in the Legislative Council 
Minister for Roads and Ports 

GOVERNMENT 

22 November 2012 

Mr Peter Waite 

28 Warne Street 

Pennant Hills 

NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite, 

Thank you for your letter received by this office on 20-11-12 in relation to your GIPA 
application. 

You ask that your application process restart as you believe the Act had not been complied 
with, as you should have been directed under S 52 Agency to assist with invalid applications. 

In my 7 November letter to you, I suggested you could call and I could assist you to make 
your application valid. 

I note you have lodged a review of the original decision with the Information Commissioner. 

The refund of your $30 application fee is enclosed. 

Yours sincerely 

Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 
Phone: (61 2) 9228 5271 Fax: (61 2) 9228 5499 Email: office@gay.minister.nsw.gov.au 



GIPA application 

1 ofl 

Subject: GIPA application 
From: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 
Date: Fri, 30 Nov 2Q12 17:04:33 +1100 

  

 

 

TIThank you for your 22 November 2012 letter and refund cheque received on 27 November. 
For some reason our mail delivery in recent weeks has been very erratic. 

I will be working at Laguna next Sunday and Monday. 

On Tuesday I have an appointment at the request of the Projects Manager Dave Coker in 
charge of the proposed Freight Rail Line project for goods trains from Cheltenham to 
Pennant Hills. I understand he wants me to elaborate on my suggestions to overcome some 
technical problems that may assist in reducing community opposition and also the cost. 

I should be able to ring you as suggested on Wednesday next week. 

Regards 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

20/11/13 9:19AM 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
6 December 2012 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

• Transurban's offer to build the F3-M2 tunnel at discounted cost to the 
State in return for a $10 toll 

Dear  

Thank you for agreeing to meet with me at the Governor Macquarie Tower on 

Thursday 13 December at 1 Oam. I will bring DO TARS two meaningless maps 

intended to be used at the Pearlman 2007 review of the SKM report and a copy of 

mine that was used instead.  

Transurban wanted the M2 connection shifted to increase its toll revenue to the 

detriment of the National Highway objectives and wider community interest. 

Enclosed is my updated paper with support papers for your advanced information 

about my concerns. I have hi-lighted the critical points of community concerns. 

Included is a copy of my 6 December letter to Mr John Anderson member for 

Bennelong as a result of our brief discussion yesterday. 

If you require further information for our meeting please let me know. 

Regards 

Peter 9484 3471 waitepeter@bigpond.com 

Copy: Mr J Alexander member for Bennelong 

f,-bt:.c 
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I I 



Trans urban's offer to build the F3-M2 tunnel at discounted cost to 

the State in return for a $10 toll 

INTRODUCTION: What would Sydney be like if governments hadn't supported Bradfield's 

Harbor Bridge and rail network proposals? This project should have continued to be 

progressively expanded after WW2 to make way for future development instead of costly 

retrofits like the proposed tunnel under Pennant Hills Road for a short term solution. 

The Terms of Reference' and Sinclair Knight Mertz's (SKM) July 2003 'Background Report' 

sought 'A new National Highway'. SKM made it clear they were directed not to comply with 

the Terms of Reference'. Also, the tunnels and widened F3 would not meet National 

Highway guidelines. 

The determining issue is why build expensive tunnels to link the M2 and F3 that will 

become gridlocked because the F3 must be reduced to two lanes at work sites to build the 

required fourth lane from Wahroonga to Kariong as set out in the SKM report? 

SUMMARY: The State is committed to the North West rail (NW rail) link to overcome 

decades of neglect to provide services to the NW Sector. The Terms of Reference for what 

became SKM's 2004 report did not take into account the NW rail link. It may reduce 

pressure on the M2 and Pennant Hills Road but will have little affect on the F3. 

During the consultative process it was admitted the RTA traffic statistics were out of date and 

did not address the NW sector growth demands. Living near Pennant Hills Road daily visual 

observance of traffic volumes already exceed SKM's projected annual increases. 

It doesn't make sense to build the tunnel and widen the F3 to 8 plus lanes when a new four 

and preferably six lane route F3-M7 should be operating within seven to 10 years. 

Based on SKM's 2004 estimates the second Hawkesbury crossing would cut about 20ks off 

a trip from the M7 to Kulnura. As the route is more direct and level it would also save fuel 

and nearly an hour for a return trip. The incalculable strategic importance of having a second 

route in the case of bushfires or accidents that cause delays on the F3 must be considered. 

CONCLUSION: Unless it can be shown that a subsequent study has been carried out that 

proves the SKM report and this submission are both flawed, Transurban's offer should be 

immediately rejected in favor of the F3-M7 option 'C'. 

1 Submission: RejectF3_M2Tunnel\ 6Dec2012Politica/File 



SUBMISSION: 'Terms of Reference': This is now a $7 billion project. SKM's papers prove 

its 2004 report was compromised when it was directed not the recommend the western 

option by the State and Australian Governments. 1 

SKM's 17 route options were prepared in accordance with the Terms of Reference. They 

were then classified into 3 groups A, B, and C. The west option C had 1 0 alternatives. 3 

SKM's July 2003 'Background Report, The need for 'A new National Highway route linking 

the F3 to the Sydney Orbital would serve ... northern New South Wales as well as 

destinations to the south.' - Alleviate poor travelling conditions on the interim 

National Highway and surrounding network.' Option A does not comply with the Terms of 

Reference or conform to the stated objectives. 4 

SKM's 28 August 2003 Dural Community Consultative meeting notes on pages 1, 2 and 3 

show how SKM was directed not to comply with the Terms of Reference. I suspected this 

had happened and discussed this with SKM's manager days before the meeting. 5 

Community consultation: Page i refers to Focus Group meetings in July 2002: 'Four 

feasible Type A route options were placed on display for 10 weeks from July to October 

2003. Page ii and iii sets out discussion points. Page i then states 'In April 2002, SKM was 

commissioned by the RTA on behalf of OOTARS to undertake a feasibility study for a 

National Highway link between the Newcastle Freeway F3 to the Sydney Orbital. The new 

route would replace the interim National Highway link that utilizes Pennant Hills Rd between 

the M2 and F3. The route would link the F3 with the Sydney Orbital, to form a 

continuous motorwav standard National Highway though Sydney. - . . . The program was 

designed and managed to afford the broader community the opportunity to make a 

demonstratable input to the process, and to ensure that the requirements of the community 

were adequately and appropriately managed and addressed.' Whilst SKM tried to do this 

one or more persons prevented it. Pages 1 0 & 11 also details concerns 6 

Page 2 of the Dural Consultative meeting notes 'Need for change in attitude by government': 

'- JB commented that this is a transport study and the RTA!OoTARS cannot dictate policy 

to OIPNR. If the projects proceeds to the EIS stage it will need approval from OIPNR. 

OIPNR would be involved at the beginning in establishing requirements for an EIS, and 

towards the end of the determination phase . . . ' Page 3: SKM placed on record the 

meeting's frustration that SKM had been instructed to only recommend Option A. Whilst not 

recorded it was made very clear that the direction had come from the Premier's office. 5 

2 Submission: RejectF3_M2Tunnei~Dec2012Politica/File 



December 2003: SKM's Traffic & Transportation report WP No 4: 15.4 Type C corridor 

examines issues such as rail changes that may affect commuters and freight if implemented 

within 10 years from now. That is by 2013 7 

SKM's s extracts explain why the F3 from Wahroonga to Kariong would need to be widened 

to 8 lanes plus climbing lanes. These would cause more accidents, and speed limits to be 

reduced if the tunnel was built. It would include widening the Hawkesbury and Mooney 

Mooney bridges if possible, or two new bridges. 8 

At the Pearlman hearing on 18 June 2007 AustRoads M/s Riggs correctly repudiated my 

claims the Terms of Reference were altered. Lastattachmentpage What I should have said to M/s 

Pearlman was SKM was directed not to comply with the Terms of Reference. 1 0 

The Hon Mahla Pearlman AO's 2007 findings 'revalidated' SKM's tunnel recommendation. I 

attended the three day hearing. Her report recommended at 3. b. 'a Type C corridor be 

planned now'. As far as I know nothing has been done 1 0 

Knowing Hornsby council did not attend the 2007 Pearlman hearing to revalidate SKM's 

June 2004 final report I submitted a GIPA application to NSROC and Hornsby Council for the 

papers. NSROC's executive officer and Chair Cr Berman did not reply. 

Hornsby Council released everything NSROC sent the Council. Also NSROC does not 

appear to be a legal entity to make decisions for member councils. Based on SKM's advice 

'It may be necessary to read sections from other reports, records and working papers listed 

below to gain a more complete understanding of the information being reported in this main 

report' I doubt few have read or understand SKM's detailed 5,000 page report. How then 

can politicians, councilors, lawyers and advisers make informed decisions? 9 

Circa June 2012 The Northern Sydney Regions of Council's president Hornsby Mayor 

Berman released a glossy 16 page A4 booklet promoting the F3-M2 tunnel. There was a 30 

page report prepared by PriceWaterhouse Coopers dated April 2012 supporting the 

proposal. This paper has a 'Disclaimer' denying any responsibility for the reports content 

advising NSROC be contacted for details. 11 

Transurban has not replied to my 8 August 2012 letter about my concerns. 12 

3 Submission: RejectF3_M2Tunnel'teDec2012Politica/File 



My September 2012 papers for the ADT and 18 October 2012 paper were not considered. 

They reiterate how the Terms of Reference for the SKM report were circumvented at 'VM 

Workshop No 2 record' p 22 and 23: 'Following lengthy discussion, the instruction from 

DOTARS was that the Australian Government felt' (who made that decision?) 'that the 

examination of longer term options was outside the scope of the Study and the issue should 

be addressed in another forum . . . '. Not mentioned is the necessity to widening the F3 to 

eight lanes from Wahroonga to Somersby. 2 

Some RTA traffic counts used by SKM, were estimates and assumptions that were 

inaccurate and out of date. Also well documented in other reports such as the Auditor 

General are traffic projections for the Cross City Tunnel were exaggerated to encourage 

builders to submit attractive proposals that would give them a substantial return on their 

investments. Both operators failed as did the Brisbane tunnel highly promoted 'cash cow' 

where many lost their retirement funds and homes because they could not repay their loans. 

SKM suggested the second crossing would be needed by 2025. Even if the tunnel could be 

quickly built and in operation by 2016 the second crossing is now needed before 2020. 

'Experts' at two workshops conducted by SKM raised these issues. 2 

Also relevant is the third freight train line I believe will soon be built from Epping to 

Thornleigh. This is to hold freight trains to allow passenger trains to run on time and 

increase the number of freight trains. The State and Federal Governments should also take 

into account the impact of Hunter coal trains going to the Port Kembla loader and return. 

When the intermodal freight yard/s are built near Holdsworthy, there will be more freight 

trains on this line. Assumptions about this are a given and should not be overturned unless 

there are logical and compelling reasons. Page AS of SKM's Appendix A F3 Widening 

document sets out assumptions for rail works to be completed as the basis for their 

calculations. They are also in WP4 p126 7 

On 14 September 2012 Minister Lloyd's Media Release concludes 'I have also asked (NSW 

Roads Minister) Roozendaal for an update on planning of the Option C corridor, which the 

NSW committed to undertake in its Sydney Metropolitan Strategy released in 2005.' 11 

6 December 2012 Peter Waite 9484 3471 waitepeter@bigpond.com 
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SUPPORT DOCUMENT LIST OF EXTRACTS SUPPLIED 

1. 2001 TERMS OF REFERENCE - Route for National Highway through 

4 Jan northern Sydney 3 pages 

2. 2002 Value Management Workshop No 2 Record 8 pages 

Sept 

3. 2002 SKM Options development estimates for A, B and C routes 1 page 

October 

4. 2003 SKM BACKGROUND REPORT 3 pages 

July 

5. 2003 Dural Focus Meeting Notes 3 pages 

28Aug 

6. 2003 Working Paper 1 Community Consultation 7 pages 

December 

7. 2003 Working Paper No 4 Traffic and Transportation estimates 1 page 

December 

8. 2004 Working paper Engineering and Design pages A-1 & A-15 sets out many 

March options including the F3-M7 2 pages 

9. 2004 Main Report listing all SKM papers 1 page 

April 

10. 2007 Review of F3 M7 Corridor Selection Submission Guidelines and The Hon 

13 April Marla Pearlman's findings 10 pages 

11. 2012 PriceWaterhouse Cooper Disclaimer for responsibility for its report 1 page 

April 

12. 2007 Hon Jim Lloyd MP's media release 1 page 

14 Sept 

13. 2012 Waite letter to Transurban explaining problems. No reply 2 pages 

8Aug 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
2 April2013 

The Hon Duncan Gay MLC 
Minister for Roads and Ports 
Level32 Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

• Northern Sydney Region Of Council's (NSROC) support for F3-M2 tunnel 
and Transurban's unsolicited offer to build the tunnel 

Dear Minister 

On 11 October 2012 I submitted a GIPA application for 'Evidence Transurban's offer 

to build F3 - M2 tunnel at no cost is best option'. 

I then met with your  on 13 December 2012 and provided evidence that 

showed NSROC's support for the tunnel offer is based on flawed assumptions. 

I was impressed when  advised he would arrange for Transurban to 

review my submission and advise the independent committee why the proposed 

tunnel is the best option when all factors are taken into account. 

The Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) April 2004 study. Page 1 of SKM's Main Report 

Foreword states 'This is a summary report on a study to identify a preferred option for 

a new National Highway link through northern Sydney between the F3 Sydney to 

Newcastle Freeway and the Sydney Orbital'. The last page 20.3 Capacity Issues 

". . . . There will be a need to increase the capacity of the F3 over some sections 

south of the Hawkesbury River crossing by 2012 (Completed). Further capacity 

enhancements and/or traffic demand management measures impacting on the F3 

Freeway are likely to be required beyond the timeframe of this study (2012)'. 

My earlier submissions included evidence that SKM was advised by the Federal 

Government's opinion was that the Terms of Reference did not include the western 

option. Who made this decision? It should also be established who made the State 

decision that the western option should not be recommended partway through the 

process? 
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Enclosed is evidence I believe proves beyond reasonable doubt that the support by 

eight councils and several State and Federal politicians for the tunnel is based on a 

flawed proposal submitted to NSROC by its then president Hornsby Mayor Nick 

Berman. I believe this was for political purposes. 

Under informal and formal GIPA applications, NSROC, Hornsby, Gosford, Ku-ring­

gai, Lane Cove and Ryde have determined they do not hold any technical evidence 

to support NSROC's proposal. This leaves Hunters Hill, North Sydney and 

Willoughby to respond. 

At 16 in my comments about the PWC report I concluded: 'In my opinion the final par 

indicates that Transurban had discussions with Hornsby Mayor Nick Berman in late 

2010 or early 2011 to recommend to NSROC and adjoining councils and MPs to 

prepare a study to promote building the M2 - F3 tunnel. The April 2012 NSROC 

publication released in May 2012 was followed by The Hon Duncan Gay's and 

Transurban's media releases about Transurban's 'unsolicited proposal'. 

Based on this I submit that you should advise the Premier and Cabinet it appears: 

 

 

 

 

3. Planning immediately commences for the Western option, and 

4. The Federal Government's commitment be requested for the immediate 

allocation of funds for the National Highway to be completed by 2021. 

Please advise if clarification or additional information is required. 

Kind regards 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 waitepeter@bigpond.com 
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Support documents or extracts 
1. 2010/11 NSROC Regional State of the Environment Report page 5 item 7: 

M2/F3 lnterconnector- Proposal for NSROC Financial Report. At the Sept 
2011 Board Meeting the NSROC President (Berman Hornsby Council) 
tabled a proposal for a consolidated report on the research on the 
potential F3-M2 Road link. Proposal referred to the GMAC for further 
consideration. 

2. 2011 
8 Sept 

3. 2011 
6 Oct 

4. 2011 
10 Nov 

5. 2011 
8 Dec 

6. 2012 
2 Feb 

7. 2012 
9 Feb 

8. 2012 
April 

NSROC meeting 9 F3-M2 PROPOSAL Support and agree to take report to 
NSROC. R Ball to advise non NSROC contributors. 

GM advisory committee welcomed Hornsby Council's new GM Scott 
Phillips to commence on 18 October 2011. 

6 M2/F3 connector Agreed NSROC members support and provide 
funding. NSROC $7,000 

11. F3/M2 Consolidation Report. Approx $30,000 required. Further 
details to be provided at GMAC 5 December meeting. Record not 
included in GIPA determination. 

GMAC meeting. 6 F3-M2 Consolidation Report (Attachment B-TBP) not 
released under GIPA appn. Further information from Lin Fox to be 
received. 

It is anticipated that this report will be combined with the NSROC 
Regional Priorities document will be the key formal documents for input for 
the NSW Long Term Transport Masterplanning consultation which is 
ongoing in 2012. 

Board Meeting 10.2 NSW Transport Masterplan Consultation and M2/F3 
lnterconnector Research Paper. . ... At 10 Nov 2011 Board meeting, the 
Board agreed to prepare a research paper on the feasibility of the M2-F3 
lnterconnector link. cu"ently being draft and anticipated to be 
completed in March 2012. . .. it will be considered by GMAC for out of 
session endorsement. 

P1 0 NSROC Submission-NSW Long Term Masterplan Discussion Paper. 
Completion of M2-F3 link into the Sydney Orbital. . . . . A consequential 
initiative ... is the need to plan for a second Hawkesbury River crossing, 
which should be targeted as a regional priority for the Central Coast and 
NW Sydney concurrently with the construction of the F3 M2 link. 

P14 Freight Transport- NSROC argues that the key freight infrastructure 
missing in Sydney is the construction of the F3-M2 Link, which when built, 
will complete the National Freight Route. 

This issue is of such concern to our region that we have developed a 
separate paper and commissioned research to articulate the benefits of 
this project in the NSROC report "Missing Link and Missing Out­
Prioritising Sydney's F3-M2 Motorway Connector'', attached separately. 

In short, the F3-M2 Connector is the only section of the National Road 
Network through Sydney that is not of motorway standard. All 
governments have recognized the need to provide this infrastructure from 
national, state and local perspectives to ensure freight, business and 
individual transport functionality. 
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9. Page i 

10. Page 
again 

11. P4 

12. P6- 7 

13. P9 -18 

14. P19-28 

15. p 27 

16. P29-31 

PricewaterhouseCooper April 2012 Supporting research 

This is an outline of how NSROC operates and member councils 

DISCLAIMER PWC does not accept any responsibility for their report. 
Instead it refers readers to NSROC and member councils. 

Introduction and overview relies on NRMA reports. 

Refers to the history and outcomes of the SKM 2004 report and 2006 
Pearlman 2006 review of the SKM report. 

Impact of the missing link refers to government, NRMA and other 
references probably found by Google or similar. 

Why theF3-M2 Connector? 3.2 Alternative routes previously considered 
P 21 advises why options B and C (western) were rejected by SKM. 
Nowhere does the PWC report explain why SKM was directed not to 
recommend the second Hawkesbury crossing options 'C'. 

Bullet point 3 refers to '. . . the possible intent to reserve a Type C 
corridor for long term future demand . . . ' Both the SKM and Pearlman 
reports recommended planning for an Option C corridor should 
immediately commence. It is obvious PWC, NSROC, member councils 
and other councils had not read the entire SKM and Pearlman reports and 
recommendations. 

4 Next Steps 4.1 Provide a strategic planning context. PWC correctly 
reports about the many reports and failures of successive State and 
national infrastructure priorities. 

4.2 Update and complete supporting analysis reports there have been 
a number of studies of preferred routes and cost benefit analysis 
undertaken. As is usual with many reports recommendations are made 
that others do not properly consider. 

4.3 Investigate funding options makes several suggestions and 
concludes nothing will happen until funding sources are identified and 
committed. 
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GOVERNMENT INFORMATION PUBLIC ACCESS APPLICATION to 

Division of Premier and Cabinet 
Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place, SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Date: 

Applicant: 

Phone: 

Payment 

24 June 2013 

Peter Andrew WAITE, 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 

9484 3471 Email: waitepeter@bigpond.com 

$30 

Noting in 2004 SKM and the Pearlman Review in 2007 both recommended a 

Western Option is built to link the F3 with the Sydney Orbital to complete the National 

Highway to link Melbourne and Brisbane; 

In the public interest I seek all documents relating to the 'unsolicited proposals 

unit' of the Division of Premier and Cabinet relating to the proposal by 

Transurban to build and F3-M2 link including all documents whether it be 

briefing notes, reports or emails. 

On 13 December 2012 I met with Minister Gay's adviser  who agreed 

to have Transurban address my concerns in it submission to the independent 

assessment committee. 

In accordance with the GIPA Act please advise with the receipt for $30 that this 

application has been received and make a determination within 20 working days. 

Peter Waite 

I 



GOVERNMENT 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 

Pre 
& 

PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite 

l!ll 

1er 
inet 

Application for access to government information 

Our ref: DPC13/05690 
2013-251249 

I refer to your application made under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 
2009 (the GIPA Act) to the Department of Premier and Cabinet dated 24 June 2013 
requesting access to: 

"all documents relating to the 'unsolicited proposals unit' of the Division of Premier 
and Cabinet relating to the proposal by Transurban to build and F3-M2/ink 
including all documents whether it be briefing notes, reports or emails". 

Your application was received by the Department on 25 June 2013. It is a valid application 
under the GIPA Act and must be decided within 20 working days of receipt, by 23 July 
2013 (subject to any suspension or extension of the time for deciding the application). 

If your application is not decided by that date, it is taken by the GIPA Act to have been 
refused. If this occurs, you are entitled to a refund of your application fee and you may 
seek a review of this refusal (see enclosed fact sheet). 

A receipt for the $30 application fee is enclosed. 

Processing charges 
There may be charges for processing your application. The application fee you have paid 
will count towards these charges. We will provide you with an estimate of any charges at 
the earliest opportunity. 

We may ask that you pay an advance deposit of up to 50 per cent of these costs. You also 
have the right to seek a review of our decision about processing charges (see enclosed 
fact sheet). 

Inclusion of details in disclosure log 
The government information you are seeking may be of interest to other members of the 
public. If this is the case and you are granted access to the information requested, the 
GIPA Act requires us to record the following details about your access application in our 
"disclosure log": 

• the date on which your access application is decided, 
• a general description of the government information released, 
• whether any of that ihformation is available to other members of the public, and 
• if the information is available, how it can be accessed. 

Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 · .. GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001 
Tel: (02) 9228 5555 F: (02) 9228 5249 www.dpc.nsw.gov.au 



This disclosure log is on the Department's website at: 

http://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/prem/accessing dpc information/dpc disclosure log 

You have a right to object to these details being included in our disclosure log in certain 
circumstances. For example, you might object if the government information you seek 
contains your own personal information or concerns your business, commercial, 
professional or financial interests. However, even if you do object, we may still decide to 
include details about your access application in our disclosure log. 

You can ask for this decision to be reviewed. Your review rights are summarised in the 
enclosed fact sheet. 

Inquiries 
The Department's Office of General Counsel will contact you if any matters relating to your 
application require further clarification or discussion. Please contact Melissa Watt, Senior 
Project Officer, Information Access Unit, Office of General Counsel, on telephone (02) 
9228 3671 if you have any questions in relation to your application. 

Yours sincerely 

Rachel McCallum 
Deputy General Counsel 
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Public inquiries are not what they used to be, but we s~--5d them r/~!13 
eronomk lmpads. Both tim"' chan<lo; to ~need be pi-on the The great 

reforms of the 
l980swere 
driven by 
public 
inquiries; 
The present 
crop needs the 
right subject, 
the right 
timing and the 
right people. 

Gary Bank~ 

Australia has experienced an 
unprecedented number of public inquiries 
in recent years, encompassing many 
importantareasofpublicpolicy. 

Early in the (first) Rudd administration, 
policy reviews were simultaneously under 
way for higher education, the health 
system, taxation, climate change, 
innovation, automotive assistance, 
consumer policy, paid parental leave and 
drought assistance. 

Many have taken place since then. 
Inquiries into industrial relations and the 
funding of schools and disability services 
are notable recent examples. Moreover, a 
range of others are in prospect under a 
Coalition government. · 

Public inquiries can make an important 
contribution to publ,ic policy. 

Indeed, the big economic reforms 
during the reform era of the 1980s and 
1990s were all founded on them (for 
example, the Asprey tax inquiry, Campbell 
finance sector inquiry and Hilmer 
competition review, to name just three). 
They provide a means of marshalling 
expertise on specific issues. They are also a 
vehicle for the seeking of views and public 
testing of policy ideas without directly 
implicating government 

They are thus an important potential 
source of political learning about what to 
do and how to get it done. In these respects 
they can compensate for capabilitY gaps in 
public administration (gaps that have been 
increasing in my view). 

Public inquiries can be especially useful 
to an incoming government, providing it 
with authority to change policies put in 
place by its predecessor. 

Despite these in-principle advantages, a 
number of the recent inquiries appear not 
to have borne fruit. 

Instead of underpinning policy success, 
in the dual sense of resulting in policies 
that do good and are widely accepted, 
there has arguably never been a time when 
there has been so much dispute and 
division about so many important public 
policy issues. 

Why has the slew of public inquiries in 
recent years not matched the record of the 
earlier era? 

The answer, to borrow from an 
advertising slogan, is that "inquiries ain't 
inquiries". How they are constituted and 
framed can vary greatly, as can the way 

There has arguably 
never been a time when 
there is so much dispute 
about so many public 
policy issues. 

governments handle them. Experience is 
instructive about the "success factors". 

The most basic is selecting the right 
topics. Public inquiries lend themselves to 
policy issues that are complex and 
contentious, having the potential to both 
shine lightand reduce heat 

But if they are to realise this potential 
and meet public expectations, they need to 
be given enough scope. For example, the 
exclusion of the GST from what was billed 
as a "root and branch'' review of the tax 
system compromised it before it got 
started. While the post-implementation 
review of the Fair Work Act had no formal 
exclusions, its terms of reference focused 
on legal implementation rather than 

push reforms were missed. _...1 qualities of those heading it. Being at arm's 
Timing is also important. As the old i length from the policy department, with a 

saying goes, the right thing at the wrong l hand-picked secretariat, is ideal for "big" 
time is the wrong thing. For example, a i policy topics, although departniental 
review of the "anti-dumping system" 1 secretariats have sometimes also 
originally slated for 1998 was finally sent to ~ worked well. 
the Productivity Commission in 2010, i However, the recent trend of 
when a rising dollar was placing l departmental heads being appointed to 
considerable competitive pressure on j chair reviews alongside external 
many manufacturers. i appointees is not good practice. While 

The predictable outcome was rejection i gaining competence, perceived conflicts 
by government of an important public 1 arise, weal<ening public credibility. This 
interest reform and the introduction of i approach also deprives a government of 
more protectionist elements into the 1 "deniability" and makes it hard to release 
regime, with the Opposition urging an i preliminary findings for scrutiny and thus 
even harder line. Right topic, wrong 1 avoid unintem:led consequences~ The 
timing. i Henry tax review illustrates the problems. 

It is generally also better if an inquiry l Even when all the right boxes have been 
reports early in a government's term, i ticked, a successful outcome is not 
giving it clear air for implementation. Too 1 assured. How the commissioning 
late in the electoral cycle and even the best i government chooses to handle an inquiry 
report becomes a political football. This led i report, and how skilfully it does so, will 
the commission on occasion to delay a l often be the deciding factor. 
draft report. Its review of the National ! This occurs in a political realm where 
Competition Policy in 2004 is one instance. 1 negotiations inevitably come into play. The 
The ambitious reform agenda it proposed i real risk is of deals that get political 
was far better received for appearing just 1 acceptance at the cost of undermining the 
after the election than just before. i policy itself. Gambling and carbon are two 

The contribution of an inquiry often l important examples. 
comes down to having the right people in i In sum, inquiries have much to offer 
the right setting. Competence without l public policy, but can be challenging to get 
conflicts is the minimum requirement for i right. However recent examples of policy­
such a role. But integrity and openness of l making in ''sensitiv~" _area~, like the 457 a. 
mind are obviously important too. i visa episode, have led me to the view th1) 

Public controversy around i even a poor inquiry may sometimes be 
appointments, such as occurred for the l better than the alternative. n 
Bracks auto inquiry and McCallum review l ...................................................................• 
of the Fair Work Act, can make it hard for i Gary Banks is dean of the Australia and 
an inquiry to gain traction. 1 New Zealand School of Government. He gavto 

Arguably, the more independent the ! the inaugural Peter Karmel Lecture in 
governance of an inquiry and the more ~ Canberra last night at the Academy of Soc," 
rigorous and transparent its processes, the i Sdences in Australia. 

,~! 
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THE NRMA IS CORRECT to decry 
the state of our nation's roads. 

At this election, people should 
1deed demand better roads - so 

<.~le premise of the NRMAs 
election pitch is exactly right. 

After five years of inertia and 
broken promises from Federal 
Labor, the Coalition has made 
a series of affordable and 
deliverable commitments to major 
road projects across Australia. 

In particular. the Coalition is 
fully committed to three big 
projects in NSW that are on the 
NRMAs priority list, namely: 
• WestConnex 

The F3 to M2 missing link 
• The Pacific Highway 

duplication from Newcastle 
to the Queensland border. 
This is how a Coalition 

government will make these 
nrojects happen: 

WESTCONNEX 
A Coalition government will 
provide $1.5 billion to WestConnex. 
This commitment will enable the 
project to proceed in conjunction 
with the private sector. 

WestConnex will significantly 
improve traffic flows on the M4 
and M5 and will mean faster 
travel times between western 
Sydney and the city. It will also 
mean safer roads. 

Unlike the current Federal 
Government, we will keep 
our word. Labor had set aside 
$300 million for planning the M4 
East. for example, but in 2011-12 
diverted $270 million of this 
money elsewhere. 

More recently, Federal Labor 
has offered NSW $1.8 billion 

HON TONY ABBOTT 

(almost all of which is to be given 
after 2018), but only if NSW agrees 
to about $6 billion in conditions! 

There are no conditions on our 
funding commitment, other than 
that the job gets done. 

Should the Coalition win the 
election, Prem~er O'Farrell and 
I will work together to get this 
project going within 12 months of 
the next federal election. 

F3 TO M2 MISSING LINK 
The missing F3 to M2 link has 
been talked about for decades. 
We will get this project built. 

By building this link we can 
reduce the freight costs for all the 
trucks that use this important 
national road corridor. 

The project is supported by 
Infrastructure Australia. It will 
involve a tunnel from the southern 
end of the F3 at Wahroonga to the 
M2 Motorway at Pennant Hills 
Road. It will involve improvements 
to the M2 Motorway between 
Pennant Hills Road and the North 
Rocks Road intersection. 

We aim to have the F3 to M2 
link started bY. late 2014,p~gding 

·w.c 

RIPE FOR ACTION: 
Tony Abbott in 
December 2.012., 
taking his fruit truck 
to the Pacific Highway 
to see what state it 
was in. 

l) 

the finalisation of commercial 
agreements between the private 
sector and NSW. 

DUPLICATION OF THE PACIFIC HIGHWAY 
Late in 2012, I drove a truck 
from Brisbane to Wyong to see 
firsthand the actual state of the 
Pacific Highway. 

Too much of the highway is still 
a goat track from the 1970s. NRMA 
Members have named it "the worst 
road in NSW" with one road death, 
on average. every two weeks. 

That is why a future Coalition 
government will complete the 
duplication of the Pacific 
Highway from Newcastle to the 
Queensland bo:t<der imd restore 
the 80:20 funding partnership 
with the NSW government. 

With freight expected to treble 
on the eastern seaboard by 2030, 
the poor state of the highway is 
impacting national productivity. 
Infrastructure Australia has 
estimated that for every dollar 
spent on the upgrade there will 
be $1.50 in economic benefits. 

Our $5.6 billion commitment 
includes $3.56 billion held up by 
the Gillard government's dispute 
with the NSW government and 
$2.08 billion provided from 
funding redirected from a Sydney 
rail project that isn't on the NSW 
government's priority list. 

We will make sure the Pacific 
Highway is finished by the end of 
the decade. 

My message to NRMA members 
is that these projects will finally 
get done. There will be no broken 
promises, no fine print and no 
excuses. A Coalition government 
will make them happen. 

OPENROAD 13 
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INTERNAL REVIEW 

GOVERNMENT INFORMATION PUBLIC ACCESS APPLICATION DPC13/05690 
2013-251249 

Division of Premier and Cabinet 
Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place, SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Date: 

Applicant: 

6 August 2013: Ten working days after due date 

Peter Andrew WAITE, 
28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 

Phone: 9484 3471 Email: waitepeter@bigpond.com 

Payment $ nil. No notification received to justify a delayed decision 

Peter Waite 



GOVERNMENT 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 

Premier 
& Ca inet 

PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite 

Application for access to government information 

Our ref: DPC13/05690 
2013-251249 

I refer to your application made under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 
2009 (the GIPA Act) to the Department of Premier and Cabinet dated 24 June 2013 and 
received on 25 June 2013 requesting access to: 

"all documents relating to the 'unsolicited proposals unit' of the Division of Premier 
and Cabinet relating to the proposal by Transurban to build an F3-M2 link 
including all documents whether it be briefing notes, reports or emails". 

Refund of application fee and processing charges 
I confirm your letter dated 23 July 2013 enclosing your cheque in the sum of $370 was 
received by the Department on 25 July 2013. 

A receipt for the advance deposit of $370.00 is enclosed. 

Your application was originally due to be decided within 20 working days of receipt by 23 
July 2013 but the decision period for your application was suspended on 17 July 2013 
pending receipt of the requested advance deposit. As this was received on 25 July 2013, 
the decision period was reactivated and your application was due to be decided by 
Wednesday, 31 July 2013. 

Your application has not been decided within time. In accordance with section 63(1) and 
(4) of the GIPA Act the Department is deemed to have decided to refuse to deal with your 
application and I am refunding your advance deposit and your application fee. Your refund 
will be forwarded separately. 

Late decision 
The Department intends to continue to deal with your application and make a late decision 
on the application. I note it was estimated the total time for completing processing of your 
application was 30 hours. Once searches are completed the Department will advise you if 
this time estimate should be revised. 

I anticipate being in a position to decide your application by Thursday, 22 August 2013 
but the Department will keep you informed should that date need to be revised. 

Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 ', GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001 
Tel: (02) 9228 5555 •,·· F: (02) 9228 5249 www.dpc.nsw.gov.au 



Scope of your application 

I note you have declined to narrow the scope of your application by excluding emails at 
this stage. However you have attempted to narrow your application by identifying the 
specific issue you are interested in: 

"has there been any fraud, negligence, incompetence, favouritism or other issuels that has 
lead to endorsement of a proposal to build a tunnel that will create major traffic delays 
during construction, and will not resolve the problems when complete, because the Pacific 
Highway from Wahroonga to Kariong will not have the capacity to carry the projected 
traffic increase without being widened." 

The Department will therefore conduct searches for government information held by the 
Department as specified in your original application concerning the specific issue you have 
now identified. 

However in your letter dated 23 July 2013 you also refer to items 1 to 12 under the subtitle 
'Revised Application.' These items appear to relate to a separate access application you 
have made previously in November 2012 to the Office of the Hon. Duncan Gay MLC which 
is a separate agency to the Department. Therefore the Department has had no 
involvement in processing your previous application and therefore items 1 to 12 are not 
considered relevant to your application dated 24 June 2013 currently being processed by 
the Department. 

Rights of review 
A deemed decision to refuse to deal with your application is reviewable under Part 5 of the 
GIPA Act but please note the Department is intending to make a late decision. Your review 
rights summarised in the enclosed brochure commenced on 31 July 2013 but the review 
period is extended to the end of the review period for the last of any reviewable decisions. 
I.e. from notification of the late decision date, you will have 20 working days to apply for an 
internal review, or 40 working days to apply for an external review. 

Inquiries 
Please mark any correspondence to the Department concerning your application for the 
attention of the Information Access Unit. Please contact Ms Melissa Watt, Senior Project 
Officer, Information Access Unit, Office of General Counsel, on telephone (02) 9228 3671 
or via email GIPA@dpc.nsw.gov.au if you have any questions in relation to your 
application. 

Yours sincerely 

\~~ 
Karen Smith 
Deputy General Counsel 
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Subject: RE: INTERNAL REVIEW 
From: Email Acknowledgment <do_not_reply_here minister.nsw.gov.au> 
Date: Mon, 12 Aug 2013 23:18:29 +0000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Thank you for your email to the office of the Hon. Duncan Gay MLC, Minister for Roads and Ports. 

Please be assured that your email will receive all necessary attention. 

Kind Regards 

Office of the Minister for Roads and Ports. 
The Hon. Duncan Gay MLC 
Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower 
I Farrer PI, SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Email: 
Tel: 

office@.e:ay.m in ister.nsw.gov.au N S W 
02 9228 5271 

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, 
please delete it and notify the sender. Views expressed in this 
message are those of the individual sender. and are not necessarily those of the office of the Minister. 

From: Peter Waite [mailto:waitepeter@bigpond.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, 13 August 2013 9:16 AM 

To: GIPA@dpc.nsw.gov.au; Public Gay's Office_Email 

Subject: INTERNAL REVIEW 

WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

ATTENTION 
Mls Melissa Watt, Senior Project Officer, Information Unit, Office of General Counsel 

RE: My 6 August INTERNAL REVIEW GIPA DPC13/05690 

Dear M/s Watt, 

Yesterday I received the NSW Premier and Cabinet's 8 August 2013 advice this application would be 
processed as a late decision. 

\ 

Noting the circumstances of my application where I advised the Minister in late 2012 and early 2013 I 
would make a GIPA application for this information if it wasn't provided, Section 63 (2) of the Act does not 
appear to allow an agency an unfettered right to assume it may make a late decision without my consent. 

However, ifl am satisfied the DCP provides the Information requested within 15 working days, the time for 
an 'Internal Review', I will not exercise my right of appeal to the Administrative Decisions Tribunal. 

The Deputy General Council's 8 August 2013 advice referred to my 23 July 2013 letter did not make any 

13/08/13 9:19AM 
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reference to the extract where I had stated: 

REVISED APPLICATION 

Item 1: I will delete this item as I know it was Mr John Brewer who made to 2002 decision for 

SKM not to comply with the Terms of reference. 

Item 2: If Minister Gay's  submitted my submission to Transurban it its 

entirety, I will accept his, or his delegates letter to Transurban as being sufficient 

evidence. 

Item 3 : Transurban's total response in detail is still requested including anything where privacy 

issues were raised. 

Whilst I may be wrong, in my opinion if  is contacted he should be able to supply all 
of the documents requested. If he cannot, a late decision would only delay my right to submit an 
Internal Review application about a questionable and contentious $6 billion project that may not 
solve the problems Transurban claims it will solve. 

I am copying this email to  for his and also Minister Gay's information as Minister for 
Roads and Ports. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 

-1~png-----------------------------------
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NSW 
GOVERNMENT 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 

Premier 
& Cabinet 

PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite 

Our ref: DPC13/05690 
2013-318504/2013-318507 

19 AUG 2013 

Application for internal review of a decision made under the GIPA Act 
I refer to your application for an internal review of a decision made by the Department of 
Premier and Cabinet under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (the 
GIPA Act) dated 6 August 2013, in respect of your access application dated 24 June 2013 
seeking access to: 

"all documents relating to the 'unsolicited proposals unit' of the Division of Premier 
and Cabinet relating to the proposal by Transurban to build an F3-M2/ink 
including all documents whether it be briefing notes, reports or emails". 

Valid application for internal review 
Your application for internal review of the Department's deemed refusal to deal with your 
application was received by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (the Department) on 
12 August 2013. 

I note that in accordance with section 85(2) of the GIPA Act no fee is payable for the 
internal review because the Department did not decide your access application within time 
and as a result is deemed to have refused to deal with the application. 

Your application for internal review is a valid application under the GIPA Act and must be 
decided within 15 working days of receipt, by 2 September 2013 (subject to any extension 
of time under the GIPA Act). 

If your application is not decided by that date, it is taken by the GIPA Act to have been 
refused. If this occurs, you may seek a review of this refusal (see enclosed fact sheet). 

In accordance with the GIPA Act, the internal review is a review of the original decision not 
to decide the application in time. The internal review is to be done by making a new 
decision as if the original decision had not been made. Please be aware that the scope of 
the application is not broadened on review. 

Late decision concerning your original access application 
I note that your application for internal review is dated 6 August 2013 prior to your 
receiving the Department's letter dated 8 August 2013 advising that the Department would 
continue to deal with your application. 

Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 cl GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001 
Tel: (02) 9228 5555 F: (02) 9228 5249 '" www.dpc.nsw.gov.au 



The Department still intends to decide your original application and will give you notice of 
its decision as soon as practicable. 

I anticipate that the Department will be in a position to decide your application within the 
internal review period, by 2 September 2013. 

Other matters 
I also refer to your email to the Department dated 13 August 2013. I note in your email you 
state the Department's letter to you dated 8 August 2013 did not make reference to items 
1 to 3 under the section titled 'Revised Application' in your letter dated 23 July 2013. 
I note in the Department's letter to you dated 8 August 2013, you were advised that items 
1 to 12 appear to relate to a separate access application you have made previously to a 
separate agency. 

Your original access application dated 24 June 2013 made to the Department does not 
contain items 1 to 12. Therefore the information you provided in your letter dated 23 July 
2013 does not amend your application. 

 
 

 

In processing your application dated 24 June 2013, the Department is obliged to conduct 
reasonable searches for information held by the Department when your application was 
received. 

If you seek information held by the Office of the Hon. Minister Duncan Gay, MLC Minister 
for Roads and Ports you should make a separate application to that agency. I note you 
appear to have made a previous application to that agency. 

Inquiries 
Please mark any correspondence to the Department concerning your application for 
internal review for the attention of the Information Access Unit at the following address: 

Information Access Unit 
Department of Premier and Cabinet 
Level37, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Please contact Ms Melissa Watt, Senior Project Officer, Information Access Unit, Office of 
General Counsel, on telephone (02) 9228 3671 or via email GIPA@dpc.nsw.gov.au if you 
have any questions in relation to your application. 

Yours s'ncerely 

ll~~ 
P~ul Mill r 
General . ounsel 
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GOVERNMENT 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 

Premier 
& Cabinet 

PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite 
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Our ref: DPC13/05690 
2013-318504/2013-340413 

- 2 SEP 2013 

Application for internal review of a decision made under the GIPA Act 
I refer to your application for an internal review dated 6 August 2013 of a deemed refusal 
by the Department of Premier and Cabinet not to deal with your access application under 
the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (the GIPA Act) dated 24 June 2013 
seeking access to: 

"all documents relating to the 'unsolicited proposals unit' of the Division of Premier 
and Cabinet relating to the proposal by Transurban to build an F3-M2 link 
including all documents whether it be briefing notes, reports or em ails". 

Section 84(1) of the GIPA Act provides that an internal review is to be done by making a 
new decision, as if the decision being reviewed (the original decision) had not been made, 
with the new decision being made as if it were being made when the access application to 
which the review relates was originally received. 

Decision about access 
I have today decided your application for internal review, under section 58(1)(e) the GIPA 
Act, by refusing to deal with the application because I am satisfied that dealing with the 
application would require an unreasonable and substantial diversion of the Department's 
resources. 

Statement of reasons 
I have decided that the work involved in completing your application would require an 
unreasonable and substantial diversion of the Department's resources. 

I note that, upon first receiving your application the Department wrote to you advising that 
it estimated that dealing with your application would involve approximately 30 hours of 
processing time. Accordingly an advance deposit of $370 was imposed; a refund for this 
advance deposit and the application fee of $30 is enclosed. 

In retrospect it is clear that the original estimate of the time it would take to deal with your 
application was seriously underestimated. 

I am advised the Department has already spent at least 28 hours searching for and 
preparing a schedule of the information held by the Department that falls within the scope 
of your application. I note the Department has identified 532 relevant documents. These 
documents include: · 

Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 ii:i GPO Box 5341, Sydney NSW 2001 
Tel: (02) 9228 5555 illi F: (02) 9228 5249 ili.1 www.dpc.nsw.gov.au 



o emails between Departmental officers 
o emails and correspondence between members of the assessment panel (including 

the Department) 
o emails and correspondence between the Department and other NSW Government 

agencies 
o emails and correspondence between the Department and the Commonwealth 
o emails and correspondence between the Department and members of the public 
o emails and correspondence between the Department and Transurban and linked 

partners 
o documents provided by Transurban and linked partners 
o documents provided to or created by the assessment panel members 
o consultant reports 
o legal advice 
o Cabinet information. 

I am satisfied that for the Department to proceed to consider the public interest 
considerations both for and against disclosure and make a decision in respect of the public 
interest balancing test concerning 532 documents would in this case require an 
unreasonable and substantial diversion of the Department's resources. 

To complete your application, it would be necessary to undertake consultation in 
accordance with section 54 of the GIPA Act with multiple third parties in respect of most of 
the documents. 

In making my decision that consultation is required, I have had regard to the Office of the 
Information Commissioner's Guideline 5 'Consultation of public interest considerations 
under section 54 of the GIPA Act' and Guideline 4 'Personal information as a public 
interest consideration under the GIPA Act.' 

I am satisfied that information in the documents is of a kind that requires consultation on 
public interest considerations under section 54 of the GIPA Act because the information 
includes personal information about a person (in accordance with the definition of personal 
information contained within clause 4 of schedule 4 to the GIPA Act), it concerns a 
person's business, commercial, professional or financial interests and concerns the affairs 
of a government of the Commonwealth section (54(2)(d)). 

Further I am satisfied that, due to the type of information contained in the documents, the 
third parties concerned may reasonably be expected to have concerns about the 
disclosure of the information; and finally I am satisfied that those concerns may reasonably 
be expected to be relevant to the question of whether there is a public interest 
consideration against disclosure. 

Original decision 
The decision being reviewed is the deemed refusal of your application as it has not been 
decided in time. On 19 August 2013, you were notified that the Department still intended to 
decide your original application and make a late decision. I am advised the Department 
continued to process the application but has not made a late decision as of today's date. 
As my decision on the internal review has now been made, no late decision will be given. 

Under section 60(2) of the GIPA Act, in deciding whether dealing with an application would 
require an unreasonable and substantial diversion of an agency's resources, the agency is 
not required to have regard to any extension by agreement between the applicant and the 
agency of the period within which the application is required to be decided. 
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Release of Index of Documents 
Notwithstanding that I have decided to refuse to deal with your application, in accordance 
with the policy objectives of the GIPA Act and pursuant to section 76 of the Act, I have 
decided to release to you an index listing the documents that the Department identified 
from its searches as being relevant to your application (Annexure A). 

I have considered the information contained in that index and am satisfied that the release 
of this information would not, of itself, be subject to an overriding public interest against 
disclosure and nor would its release require the Department to first consult with relevant 
third parties under section 54 of the GIPA Act. 

(Should a separate application for any particular document contained in this index be 
received by the Department then that application would be considered on its merits in 
accordance with the Act.) 

Other publicly available information 
You may also be interested in other information relating to the Transurban unsolicited 
proposal that is already publicly available. Such information includes material that has 
been published on the following websites: 

o http://www.nsw.gov.au/unsolicitedproposals 

o http://www.rta.nsw.gov.au/roadprojects/projects/building sydney motorways/m2 f3 

o http://www.transport.nsw.gov.au/media-releases/nsw-government-studies­
unsolicited-proposal-f3-m2-link 

o http://www.transurban.com/96.htm 

Fees and charges 
In accordance with section 87 of the GIPA Act, I have decided that no processing charges 
should be imposed for this application. 

Rights of review 
The Department's deemed refusal to deal with your application and this decision are 
reviewable decisions under section 80(c) of the GIPA Act. If you are aggrieved by these 
decisions, you may seek review under Part 5 of the GIPA Act. There are two forms of 
review: 

• external review by the Information Commissioner, or 
• external review by the Administrative Decisions Tribunal. 

Your review rights are summarised in the enclosed fact sheet. You have 40 working days 
after the date of this letter to apply for an external review. 

Inquiries 
Please contact Melissa Watt, Senior Project Officer, Information Access Unit, Office of 
General Counsel, on telephone (02) 9228 3671 if you have any questions in relation to this 
letter. 
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ANNEXURE A 
Schedule of records 

No. Description of record Location of record Format of record 
in Department 

Folder 1 of 10 - Governance and Probitv 

1 Transurban F3M2 Link Unsolicited Proposal - List of people who have signed Major Projects Document 
probity documents (signed documents in file: DPC12/01696) As at 30 July 2013 

2 Transurban F3M2 Link Unsolicited Proposal - List of people who have signed Major Projects Document 
probity documents (signed documents in file: DPC12/01696) As at 5 October 
2012 

! 

3 Stage 3 Unsolicited Proposal F3-M2 Link- Transurban - Governance and Major Projects Document 
I 

Projects Teams I 

4 F3-M2 Steering Committee - Proposal Development Major Projects Document 

5 Email from Finlay Consulting to Simon Smith dated 13/8/12 (6:47PM) concerning Major Projects Email 
deed and agreement 

6 Email from Simon Smith to Finlay Consulting dated 13/8/12 {4:19PM) concerning Major Projects Email 
deed and agreement 

7 Email from Transurban to Simon Smith dated 10/08/12 (2:33PM) concerning Major Projects Email 
changes to confidentiality deed 

8 Email from Simon Smith to Transurban) dated 07/08/12 {2:51PM) concerning Major Projects Email 
marked up version of draft agreement 

- - - _L_ ----- -- -- ····-- --------- --·-·····------ -
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524 Email from David Newman to Simon Smith dated 5 July 2013 (1:16pm) titled 'Blue Economic Development Email 
- SC1XX-2013- Update on Transurban F3-M2 Unsolicited Proposal and Transport Branch 
7.5.13_1.docx' concerning marked up blue 

525 Draft Cabinet Minute SC175 Funding Arrangements for Transurban's F3-M2 Economic Development Document 
Unsolicited Proposal Minister for Roads and Transport Branch 

526 Email from David Newman to Vicki D'Adam dated 7 May 2013 (12:44pm) titled Economic Development Email 
'Fwd: SC175 Funding Arrangements for Transurban's F3-M2 USP' concerning and Transport Branch 
approval by Simon Smith 

527 Email from David Newman to Vicki D'Adam dated 7 May 2013 (12:44pm) Fwd: Economic Development Email 
SC175 Funding Arrangements for Transurban's F3-M2 USP' concerning approval and Transport Branch 
by Simon Smith 

528 Draft Cabinet Minute SC175 Funding Arrangements for Transurban's F3-M2 Economic Development Document 
I Unsolicited Proposal Minister for Roads and Transport Branch 

'529 Email from David Newman to Alanna Linn dated 7 May 2013 (12:20pm) Economic Development Email 
concerning F3M2 and Transport Branch 

530 Email from David Newman to Mathew Sherb dated 31 January 2013 (11: 16am) Economic Development Email 
titled 'Summary comments by TED on F3-M2 Cabinet Minute.docx' attaching and Transport Branch 
condensed comments 

531 Summary Comments: on "Update on Transurban's Unsolicited Proposal for the Economic Development Document 
F3-M2 Link" and Transport Branch 

532 Email from David Newman to Mathew Sherb dated 24 October 2012 (10:45am) Economic Development Email 
titled 'CIC Minute - update on F3-M2 unsolicited proposal' commenting on and Transport Branch 

----- -······· ---------~-----~-----~----- ----------~ L ______ ----- -- ---

Page 58 of 59 



lf:2· ~Pe&criPt!Oii'i!f)e~of:d •· 

Cabinet Minute 

Page 59 of 59 

Lo¢atic>n. (}f re¢Qrd : I FQrmat of record 
in'f),~partm_~lit ·· · 



F3-M2 
In March 2012, the NSW Government received an unsolicited proposal from Transurban to design, b 
operate, maintain and finance a tolled motorway linking the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the Hills M2 
at West Pennant Hills. This community update outlines the proposal and next steps in the process. 

Background 
In 2002, the Australian Federal Government commissioned an 
investigation to identify a preferred option to link the F3 Freeway and 
the Sydney Orbital Network, to deliver an improved travel experience 
for road users. The preferred F3-M2 corridor was announced in 
May 2004. The selected corridor was confirmed as the preferrea·­
option in 2007 following a review by the Hon Mahla Pearlman AO. 

1ay 2013, the NSW Premier and the Minister for Roads and Ports 
announced the proposal had progressed to stage three of the 
Unsolicited Proposal process. 

Stage three involves the negotiation and submission of a final 
binding offer. The key steps include: 

• Negotiations between Government, Transurban and the Westlink 
M7 shareholders to finalise and agree the commercial terms and 
conditions for the proposed agreement. 

F3-M2 Project 
www.rms.nsw.gov.au/f3tom2 
Project information line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Email: F3-M2enquiries@transurban.com . 
-::-:-_:=, F3 Fr&S'tiSy has recently been renamed the M1 Pacific Motorway. 
T:-.e F3-M2 is a worK;r,g name fo; i.hiS Rroject at this preliminary stage. 

• Obtaining planning approval for the proposed project. 

• Obtaining a firm price for the project. 

• Agreeing a program to deliver the project. 

·· Proposed project objectives 
• Reduce traffic congestion, particularly along Pennant Hills Road, 

providing shorter travel times for road users. 

• Provide a motorway that is safe and reliable for road users. 

• Reduce the number of heavy vehicles along Pennant Hills Road, 
and as a result improve safety, local air quality and noise amenity 
along the corridor. 

• Provide opportunities for improved public transport in the area 
around Pennant Hills Road. 

The project corridor 
National parks/state forests 
Parks and reserves 

/ 

c:::::::::; Future North West Rail Link (in tunnel) L~ 

NORTJ,(~;:pp•JNl'f . · == ~~~~ ~:~ f . 

~;I 

fran~ 

Waterway 
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GOVERNMENT 
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o Improve the efficient movement of state and national freight. 

o Minimise adverse social and environmental impacts in the 
local area during construction and operation. 

o Provide a high standard access controlled motorway that 
integrates with the regional transport network. 

• Demonstrate excellence in design and environmental 
sustainability. 

• Be economically justified and affordable to Government. 

Key features of F3-M2 
• Twin motorway tunnels with two lanes in each direction and 

provision for future widening to three lanes. 

o A northern interchange connecting with the F3 Freeway, 
the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road. 

o A southern interchange connecting with the Hills M2 Motorway 
and Pennant Hills Road. 

Funding 
The Federal and State Governments have each committed around 
$405 million to the project. The remainder of the cost will be funded 
by Transurban and the Westlink M? shareholders. 

Process and next steps 
.surban and the Westlink M? shareholders have issued a 

Request for Tender for the design and construction of the project 
to a shortlist of three parties. The tendering period is due to close 
at the end of November 2013. 

Tenderers have been requested to deliver an innovative, cost 
effective and environmentally responsive design to be constructed 
within a budget of $2.65 billion. The project may not proceed 
should bids exceed $2.65 billion. 

A State Significant Infrastructure Application has been developed 
and submitted to the Department of Planning & Infrastructure. 
This report, which will be published on the Department's website, 
(http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au), will assist the Director­
General to develop environmental assessment requirements that 
will be addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

In parallel to the tender assessment. an EIS will be prepared. 
The EIS would assess the impacts associated with the project and 
identify measures to minimise these impacts. This assessment 
would be finalised based on the design of the preferred tenderer. 

A decision to proceed with the project will be made at the end 
of 2013 following the close of the tender period. It will be subject 
t" 1-Jids meeting governance requirements and project criteria 

in the construction budget of $2.65 billion. 

If you need an interpreter, please call the Translating and 
~Interpreting Service (TIS National) on 131 450 and ask them to 
telephone the Community Information line on 1800 997 057. 
Our business hours are 9am to 5pm Monday to Friday. 

Arabic 

,131450 r!)l~ (TIS National) ~IJ'4J.iJ14Jili~Jl....;Yl.~)l 'F.-.Ji.o....I!:O...b;FS Jj) 

.1800 997 057 ri)l ~ Community Information Line ,.s:;Jts.J! J~YI ~ ylbliJ 
.9am-5pm if' Ul.c wU) 

Cantonese 
:l!i{IJI'i!if~P~~J([. ~J.'k'i\1 131450 ij9P~ih-Jl~fOP~liiiiiH#!(l'} (TIS National), 
~;J({tllll'll.'SC'Ii 1800 997 057 ij9Pf.& Commmunity Information Lineo 
:J:X:II'lfl'~I ff'!Wfr~9:!l1: 9am- 5pmo 

Privacy statement 

Transurban and the Westlink M7 shareholders are collecting and retaining on behalf 
of Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime) your personal information which 
you provide by registering. You are not required to provide this information. 

All personal information collected will be used solely for the purpose of providing you with 
information about the F3-M2 proposal and may be disclosed for this purpose. Otherwise, 
Roads and Maritime, or Transurban, and the Westlink M7 shareholders will not disclose 
your personal information without your consent unless authorised or required by law. 

Roads and Maritime is subject to the Privacy and Persona/Information Protection Act 
1998, and to the extent that your information is held by Roads and Maritime, it will be 
held at 101 Miller Street, North Sydney NSW. You have the right to access and correct 
the information if you believe that it is incorrect. Your privacy is also protected under the 
Privacy Act 1988 (Cth) and the National Privacy Principles set out in the Privacy Act. 

Trcr-z.St.TbE-;J Gx;:.,..:;::> :sa tGJi read ov·;ner ar.d operato;\vith interests in Austra!!a and the United States. 

Field investigations 
Field investigations, involving a range of studies, are being 
undertaken to inform the project. Upcoming studies include 
air quality monitoring which will involve the "placement of five 
air monitoring stations along the project corridor to collect 
air quality data. 

The project team would like to thank property owners, residents 
and businesses for their co-operation during the studies. 

Community involvement 
The project team are committed to quality engagement with 
the community throughout the life of the project. You will receive 
updates at key stages of the project and have opportunities to 
provide important feedback. 

If you would like to register to receive project updates, 

please send your details to the project email 

F3-M2enquiries@transurban.com 

or call the project information line (free call) 

1800 997 057. 

Mandarin 
)!u;lll;1h,'i&"tlfr:Jw~. iJ!l3&,g 1a1 45o !!*Jf-lMlwifoPwBI<93-:\l\' 
(TIS National), Jtlf;j({lf!,ff]3j)(Eg 1800 997 057ll*Jf- Community Information Lineo 

t:lt1W8I 1'\'11-.l'fiil:ll'o 9am- 5pmo 

Korean 
-%"1-'}7} ~.R"5'J--'l"B. 'tl."l-%"1..<.1<~1~ (TIS National)"1)131450 .2...5'.. 't!ii!f"5'}oj 
o)~"117ll 1800 997 057 'tl_.2...5'.. Commmunity Information Line "1) 7@.:9:)-%]-.:S::.~ 
.R"'J "5'hl ..<.).2.. >~i §) 9.) '2-.lf-..<.) {}.g. 9am- 5pm 'lJ 1-) r::J·. 

Vietnamese 
N~u dn thong ngon vien, xin quyvi gQi cho Dich Vv Thong Phien Dich (TIS Toan 
Qu6c) qua s6 131 450 va nhir hQ gQi cho Community Information Line qua s6 
1800 997 057. Giir lam vi~c cua chi.lng toi Ia 9am- 5pm. 

Disclaimer 

While this publication has been formulated with duly considered information, 
Roads and Maritime Services (Roads and Maritime), Transurban and the Westlink M7 
shareholders (the "Stakeholders") make no warranty or representation as to the accuracy, 
adequacy, suitability or completeness of the information contained in this publication. 
The Stakeholders disclaim all warranties, representations or endorsements, express 
or implied, with regard to this publication including but not limited to, all implied 
warranties of merchantability, fitness for a particular purpose, or non-infringement. 

Reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that this document is correct at the time 
of publication, however the Stakeholders, their agents and employees, disclaim any 
and all liability to any person in respect of anything or the consequences of anything 
done or omitted to be done in reliance upon the whole or any part of this document. 

RMS 13.417 





The analysis demonstrated that corridor A, which captured options that generally 
took the form of a southern extension of the F3 Freeway corridor to the Hills M2 
Motorway, best satisfied the planning and project objectives. It was acknowledged 
that corridor C would potentially provide greater long term strategic benefits, but 
would not be warranted within the 20 year time frame of the study. 

Following the selection of strategic corridor A, further investigations resulted in the 
identification of four options that would be taken forward for further analysis, being: 

• The red option, which extended frorfl the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the Hills 
M2 Motorway at Macquarie Park. 

• The yellow option, which extended from the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the 
Hills M2 Motorway near North Epping. 

• The blue option, which extended from the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the Hills 
M2 Motorway at the Pennant Hills Road interchange. 

• The purple option, which extended from the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the 
Hills M2 Motorway at the Pennant Hills Road interchange and generally followed 
the alignment of Pennant Hills Road., 

The four options are shown in Figure 2-2: 

In assessing the four options, it was assu;med that all four options would be in tunnel 
for the majority of the corridor length and :that connections to the existing road 
network would be mostly built within the ~xisting road reserves. The options were 
assessed against technical criteria relating to engineering feasibility, land use 
impacts, urban design and regional devetopment, urban design and landscape, and 
social and environmental grounds. · 

These options were also publicly exhibite~ between July and October in 2003 and 
were subject to a value management wor.ksllop held over two days in September 
2003. : 

, .. 

The evaluation of the options was inform~d by community feedback and a value 
management workshop. The evaluation c~ncluded that: 

• All four options would provide similar road user benefits, however, the purple and 
blue options would provide the preferred route for trucks over the next 20 years. 
Further, it was also acknowledged that the red option would provide similar 
benefits to the purple option in terms of network traffic effects. Overall, the purple 
option best satisfied the transport objectives. 

• The purple and blue route options are preferred based on social and 
environmental grounds. These options would yield significant social benefits to 
people living and working along Pennant Hills Road as a result of the significant 
traffic relief to Pennant Hills Road. 

• On economic grounds, all options had high capital costs. However, the purple· 
option performed the best. 

F3-M2 
State significant infrastructure application report 
Roads and Maritime Services 
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Overall, it was concluded that the purple option was preferred as it satisfied the 
planning and project objectives better than the blue, yellow or red options. It was also 
concluded that the purple option performed best in terms of the technical criteria 
considered in the assessment and that the purple option performed better than the 
other options in terms of social and environmental impacts based on the assessment 
conducted for the purposes of the study. 

2.2.3 Review of the F3 to M7 corridor selection 

In 2007, a review of the 2004 report w~s undertaken by the Honourable Mahla 
Pearlman AO at the request of the Federal Government to confirm: 

• The validity and reasonableness of the assumptions and data applied to the 
assessment. 

• If land use and traffic flow changes in western Sydney would support changes to 
the projections applied in the assessment. 

• Whether significant changes to those assumptions would alter the conclusions 
reached in the 2004 report. ; 

The review concluded that: 

• The assumptions and data used in.the 2004 report were valid and reasonable at 
the time of the study. 

• There have been changes affecting land use and traffic flows since the 2004 
report, but that these changes reinf~rce the selection oft~e purple option. 

• The purple option should be the preferred route and should progress to the next 
stage of design and development. ~ 

• Any future concept should consider :east facing ramps at the Hills M2 Motorway to 
make the o~tion more attractive to ~torists. 

• A long term option, being strategic ~orrrdor C, should be planned for. 

F3-M2 
State significant infrastructure application report 
Roads and Maritime Services 
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.· : - 9 SEP 2013 
Administrative Decisions Tribunal 

New South Wales ;\0\tilf\JISTRATIVE 
DECISIONS TRIBUNAL 

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW OF A REVIEWABLE DECISION 

GENERAL DIVISION 

File number (for office use only) 

PARTIES 

Applicant WAITE, Peter Andrew 

Respondent NSW Government Premier & Cabinet 

DECISION FOR REVIEW 

Attached is a copy of the decision to be reviewed 

Date of decision for review and reference number 

Date you received notice of the review decision 

LEGISLATION 

Specify the Act and section GIPA Act S100 

under which the decision is made 

INTERNAL REVIEW 

2 Sept 2013 - DPC13/05690 

2013-318504/2013-340413 

4 September 2013 

Is the decision for review the decision made after an application for internal review? YES 

GROUNDS FOR APPLICATION 

The reasons for seeking a review of the decision are: 

NSW Government Premier & Cabinet failed to determine the amended application as 

requested in its original decision. 



LATE APPLICATION 

NIA 

PARTY DETAILS 

APPLICANT 

Name WAITE, Peter Andrew 

Address 28 Warne Street, Pennant Hills 

Phone I Fax 02- 9484 3471 

Email waitepeter@bigpond.com 

APPLICANT'S LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE (IF ANY) 

Name 

Address 

Phone I Fax 

Email 

RESPONDENT 

Name 

Address 

Phone I Fax 

SIGNATURE 

Applicant's signature 

Name 

Date 

NSW Government Premier & Cabinet; 

MILLER Paul General Counsel (WATT Melissa 

GPO Box 5341, SYDNEY NSW 2001 

9228 5555 (Watt Melissa 9228 3671) I Fax 9228 5249 
~ 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
10 October 2013 

FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF 

The Hon D Gay, Minister for Roads and Ports 
Level35, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Transurban's unsolicited offer to build the F3 - M2 link 

Dear Minister Gay, 

Attached is copy of my letter to Minister Berejiklian regarding the Draft Freight & Ports 

strategy as it relates to Transurban's offer and my application to the Administrative Decisions 

Tribunal to have documents produced and or amended. 

In my opinion there are several associated issues that should be resolved in other forums. It 

would be appreciated if your Divisions representative/s at the hearing know that I will assist 

in every way possible to establish the facts for your information. 

Please let me know if there is anything I can do to assist in the meantime. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 

4 BerejiklianGayDraft Freight & Ports Strategy1 OOct2013ADTfile 



Dear resident 

Re: F3-M2 project introduction and community involvement 

Further to the first community update you would have received recently on the proposed F3-M2 
linking the F3 Freeway at Wahroonga to the Hills M2 at West Pennant Hills, we invite you to attend 
a community event to introduce the F3-M2 prqposal and members of the project team. 

Community events will be held on: 

• Tuesday 22 October 2013, 6.30pm - 8pm, Tur;ramurra Masonic Hall and Function Centre, 
1247 Pacific Highway, Turramurra (entry via Turramurra;Avenue). 

• Wednesday 23 October 2013, 6.30pm - Spin, Muirfield Golf Club, 
Barclay Road, North Rocks (entry via Perry Street). " 

-. 

• Thursday 24 October 2013, 6.30pm - 8pm, Hornsby War Memorial Hall, 
2 High Street, Hornsby. 

We would like to hear the views of community members a;nd businesses about the F3-M2 proposal, 
in particular: 

• What do you see as the community benefits in the prop9sal? 

• What aspects of the proposal are important to you? 

• Are there any issues relating to your local community you think we should be aware of? 

• Should the proposal proceed, what are the most important considerations during design and 
environmental assessment? ' 

• How do you want to receive information, discuss issues,' share values and engage with the project team 
in future project stages? 

We look forward to meeting you and encourage you to provide your feedback by email to 
F3-M2enquiries@transurban.com or via the project website at www.rms.nsw.gov.au/f3tom2 or via mail to 
PO Box 0410, QUEEN VICTORIA BUILDING NSW 1229. If you have any questions on the proposal, 
please contact the project information line on 1800 997 of§? (free call). 

Yours sincerely 

F3-M2 project team 

F3-M2 project 
www.rms.nsw.gov.au/f3tom2 
Project information line: 1800 997 057 (fre~ call) 
Email: F3-M2enquiries@transurban.com 
The F3 Freeway has recently been renamed the M1 Pacific Motorway. 
The F3-M2 is a working name for this project at this preliminary stage. 

tran~ 
Transport 
Roads & Maritime 
Services 
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NSW 
GOVERNMENT 

Transport 
forNSW 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

15 October 2013 

Dear Mr Waite, 

I 

ML 13/10200 

The Minister for Roads and Ports, the Hon Duncan Gay MLC, has requested 
that I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 10 October 2013. 

The matter is receiving attention. 

Yours faithfully, 

18 Lee Street Chippendale NSW 2008 
PO Box K659 Haymarket NSW 1240 

T 8202 2200 F 8202 2209 
www.transport.nsw.gov.au 

ABN 18 804 239 602 
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OMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Subject: F3-M2 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
From: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 
Date: Thu, 17 Oct 201316:08:39 +1100 
To: F3-M2enquiries <F3-M2enquiries@transurban.com>, Northern Districttimes 
<northerndistricttimes@cng.newsltd.com.au> 

  
 

 
 

 

The proposed F3-M2 tunnel Transurban project team. 

On 8 August 2012 I wrote to Transurban about this proj~ct. As yet I have not received a reply. 

To save time at the public meetings, this is to give the project team an opportunity to address the issues I raised in my 
letter to Transurban at the 22, 23 and 24 October 2013 meetings. 

When the meetings commence I suggest each member of the project team should explain where they live, what their 
backgrounds are, detailed knowledge and personal experience of traffic problems in this area, knowledge of the SKM 
and Pearlman reports and community public meetings from 2005 to 2008 about the proposed tunnel. 

QUESTION 1; Why wasn't a consultative meeting arranged for Pennant Hills that is the most affected suburb 
by traffic jambs and accidents in Sydney? (Recent NRMA survey and report) In my opinion this indicates a lack of 
knowledge about the problems and solutions. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 

28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
8 August 2012 

Mr Ballantyne 
Trans urban 
Leve13 
505 Little Collins Street 
Melbourne, VIC 3000 

· M2 - F3 tunnel proposal construction and disruption problems 

Dear Mr Ballantyne 

On 6 August I met with my federal MP The Hon Phillip Ruddock about Transurban's unsolicited proposal 
to part fund the construction of a tunnel to link the M2 and F3. 

Having lived near Pennant Hills Road for over 55 years and Epping over 25 years, being a Hornsby 
councillor from 1980 to 1987 and a builder, developer and investor I have seen traffic increase at a far 
greater rate than successive government and consultant projections. 

In 1980 Lyle Marshal & Associates conducted a survey for Hornsby Council. The draft recommended 
Pennant Hills Road be eight lanes and Boundary Road six lanes. The then DMR instructed Council to have 
the report amended to reduce Pennant Hills Road to six lanes with no alteration to Boundary Road. History 
has shown Lyle Marshal was correct. · 

After SKM completed its comprehensive report in April 2004 it was later confirmed that there was political 

17/10/13 4:08PM 
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Ray Williams MP · doc/s 

NSW 
GOVERNMENT 

Parliamentary Secretary for Transport and Roads 
Member for Hawkesbury 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Dear Mr Waite, 

ML 13/10200 

Thank you for your letter of 10 October 2013 to the Minister for Transport 
regarding the Draft NSW Freight and Ports Strategy. The Minister has asked 
me to respond on her behalf. I note you have also written to the Minister for 
Roads and Ports on this matter and trust you will accept this as a response to 
both approaches. 

Your feedback is greatly appreciated. I am advised in response to your 
feedback, a statement in Case Study 1 0 of the Draft Freight and Ports Strategy 
has been amended. The statement refers to the following recommendation of 
the 2007 Pearlman Review: 'The 2007 Pearlman Review into the F3 to M7 
corridor selection recommended that work commence on the identification and 
reservation of a corridor for a new orbital link to the west of the current M7 
Motorway.' 

This has been changed to: 'The 2007 Pearlman Review into the F3 to M7 
Corridor selection recommended that planning work commence to identify a 
corridor for a future orbital link between the M7 Motorway and F3 Freeway on 
the Central Coast.' 

The statement has been amended so it cannot give the impression it 
recommends an outer Sydney orbital (M9). The orbital link recommended by the 
Pearlman Review only connects the Westlink M7 with the Central Coast. The 
outer Sydney orbital identified in the NSW Long Term Transport Master Plan 
connects the Central Coast, Western Sydney and Wollongong. 

I hope this has been of assistance. 

Ray Wil iams MP 
Parliam ntary Secretary for Transport and Roads 
Member for Hawkesbury 

Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Place, Sydney NSW 2000 
Phone: (61 2) 9228 5271 Fax: (61 2) 9228 5499 Email: office@gay.minister.nsw.gov.au 



Crown 
Solicitor's 

ffice 

15 November 2013 

Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

By email waitepeter@bigpond.com and by post 

Dear Mr Waite 

My Ref: 201302751 
TOl Katrina Sanders 

Tel: (02) 9224-5076 
Fax: (02) 8224-5355 

Email: crownsol@agd.nsw.gov.au 

Waite PA v NSW Department of Premier &. Cabinet - 133265 

I refer to the above matter. 

Information you are still seeking 

You _have applied for access to "all documents relati ' .. 
relatmg ~o the proposal by Transurban to build and [~i~ to :he ~ns~hcJte~ proposals unit' ... 
whether It be briefing notes, reports or emails." ] F3 M2 hnk mcludmg all documents 

By l~tter dated 17 July 2013, you were invited t 
partu:~ular by excluding emails. By letter Of 25 J I o20nla3rrow the ~cope of your application, in 

U Y you declmed to do so. 

On inte.rnal re~iew, Premie~ and Cabinet decided to refuse to deal with your application on 
the basrs that 1t would requ1re an unreasonable and substantial diversion of the Department's 
resources. However, you were provided with an index describing 532 documents identified 
as falling within the terms of your application. 

Katrina Sanders called you on 8 November 2013 noting that your original application is 
extremely wide and inviting you once again to narrow the scope of your application. You 

declined to narrow your application, instead indicating that you had a proposal to put to the 
Tribunal. You did not explain what your proposal is. 

Ms Sanders called you again on 14 November to ask if you are pressing your application. You 
said that you want the f'.1inister to deal with your matter and not Premier and Cabinet. Ms 
Sanders explained that the Tribunal is not able to make an order of that kind. 

On 14 November you sent an email stating that you had lodged two new applications with 
the Tribunal. Ms Sanders called the Registry but was unable to ascertain whether you had 
lodged new applications or what these new applications related to. From the information you 
have provided, however, it seems that you are not pressing your application for review of 
the decision made by Premier and Cabinet. 

Scope of the proceedings 

CROWN SOLICITOR'S OFFICE ABN 50 132 005 544 60-70 Elizabeth Street Sydney NSW 2000 GPO Box 25 Sydney 2001 OX 19 Sydney 

Telephone 02 9224 5000 Fax 02 9224 5011 Email crownsol@agd.nsw.gov.au www.cso.nsw.gov.au 

201302751 02013/520654 



Crown Solicitor's Office NEW souTH WALES 

I would like to provide you with some further information about the scope of these 
proceedings. 

You have applied for access to information. On review, the Tribunal will make the correct 
and preferable decision, based on the material before it: Administrative Decisions Act 1997, 
s. 63(1). However, it is limited to making a decision on your original access application. That 
is, it may affirm the decision, vary it, set it aside and make a different decision, or set it 
aside and remit the matter for reconsideration by the administrator: s. 63(3). 

In your email of 14 November, you indicated that you are seeking the Tribunal to refer your 
matters to the relevant Minister. This is not an order that the Tribunal can make. 

Correspondence 

Please find enclosed a Notice of Representation bv Legal Practitioner or Agent, filed today. 

The Crown Solicitor is the solicitor on the record in these proceedings. Please ensure that 
you send all correspondence and documents to me and not to Premier and Cabinet. 

Costs 

In the Tribunal, each party generally bears its own costs: Administrative Decisions Act 1997, 
s. 88(1). However, the Tribunal may award costs, if satisfied it is fair to do so, having regard 
to factors including whether a party has vexatiously conducted the proceedings 
(s. 88(1A)(a)(vi)) or has made a claim that has no tenable basis (s. 88(1A)(c)). 

Despite numerous attempts, I am unable to clarify what information it is that you are 

k. indeed whether you intend to press your application at all. The fact that you ~ave 
see mg or . . ts that you may be conducting the proceedmgs lodged two fresh applications sugges 

vexatiously. 

further action 

In order for me to try to resolve this matter, can you please, in writing, clarify: 

Whether you are pressing your applic~tio~ for a review of the decision made by 
1. Premier and Cabinet on your access application, and 

If so what information it is that you are seeking. I no~e t~at the information cannot be 
2. anything falling outside the terms of your original application. . 

I do so as soon as practicable, and preferably within the next 2 weeks (le by 
can you p ease 
Friday 29 November). 

Yours faithfully 

Katrina Sanders 
Senior Solicitor 
for crown Solicitor 

cc Registrar, Administrative Decisions Tribunal 

201302751 02013/520654 



Administrative Decisions Trib 
New South Wales 

NOTICE OF REPRESENTATION BY LEGAL PRACTITIONER OR AGENT* 

File number 

Division 

Applicant 

Respondent 

The legal practitioner I 

agent* named below 

(please tick) 

133265 

General 

Peter Waite 

0 represents the applicant 

~nts the respondent 

~E.CEIVED 

DECISIONS TRIBUNAL 

0 represents another party (please specify) ....... ................... . 

OR D has ceased to represent the applicant I respondent I other party in these proceedings 

and that party's address for service now is: 

Name Crown Solicitor 

Address 60-70 Elizabeth Street Sydney 

Phone I Fax Ph: 9224 5076 Fax: 9224 5222 

Email Katrina_Sanders@agd .nsw.gov .au 

1 consent to the agent named above representing me in these proceedings. I understand that 

all correspondence will be sent to my agent. 

Name 

Signature and date 

Level10, John Maddison Tower, 86-90 Goulburn St Sydney 2000 
Phone (02) 9377 5711 TTY (02) 9377 5859 

www.lawlink.nsw.gov.au/adt 

201302751 02013/518638 



ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS TRIBUNAL PLANNING ... 

1 of 1 

Subject: ADMINISTRATIVE DECISIONS TRIBUNAL PLANNING MEETING 10 DECEMBER 2013 
From: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 
Date: Wed, 20 Nov 2013 09:46:34 +1100 
To:  <office@gay.minister.nsw.gov.au> 
CC: Katrina Sanders <Katrina_Sanders@agd.nsw.gov.au> 

Dear e, 

Last night Channel 10 reported tenders will be called for the F3- M2 link. 

Yesterday I received from Ray Williams MP a letter on behalf of Minister Gay 
acknowledging The Draft Freight and Ports Strategy acknowledging I was correct when in 
advising the Marla Pearlman report had been incorrectly reported as supporting the Draft 
Strategy has been corrected because she recommended planning commence for the F3 - M? 
link (near Riverstone). 

My application to the ADT is to have Transurban prove the F3 to M2 link is the best 
option. If successful, this will delay commencement and possible found the F3 - M? link 
should be built. 

It is based on our 9 December 2012 meeting where you agreed Transurban would be given my 
detailed 6 December 2012 paper to address in its submissions in its submissions to the 
Independent Review Panel. 

This was done because you explained why my GIPA application was rejected and I accepted 
your advice as to what I should do. 

In my opinion the Crown solicitor appointed to this matter has not been properly briefed 
by the Minister's office. 

It appears that for some unexplained reasons his Department has responded instead of his 
office. 

It would be appreciated if you would ensure the Crown Solicitor is properly briefed with 
all the relevant material. 

Regards 

Peter Waite 

20/11/13 9:47AM 





 

 

          

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

   



   

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

  

 

4 Submission: ADT 133265 Planning Meeting 10 Dec 2013 
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28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
10 December 2013 

ref: Minister Gay 10 December 2013 

FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF 

The Hon D Gay MLC, Minister for Roads and Ports 
Level 35, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Transurban's unsolicited bid to build the F3 - M2 tunnel 

Dear Minister Gay, 

This is not a complaint about you. It is about what the coalition inherited from Labor. 

Today I withdrew my application in the Administrative Decisions Tribunal to refer this matter 

to you because the Crown Solicitor submitted the ADT didn't have that power. ADT 133265. 

Under the GIPA Act I applied to you on 11 October 2012 for a copy of Transurban's offer. 

Your  returned my application and suggested we meet and discuss how 

my concerns could be addressed. On 6 December 2012 I posted my three page submission 

with 20 pages of supporting evidence to . 

We met on 13 December and amicably discussed the issues.  agreed to submit 

my concerns to Transurban to submit its reply to the Independent Review Panel. On 24 

June 2013 by error I applied to the Division instead of you for Information but did refer to  

 advice. What happened is irrelevant. The issue still is for Transurban to address. 

In September 2013 the Australian and State Government published the 'F3-M2 State 

Significant Infrastructure Application Report- Proposed scope of the environmental impact 

statement'. 

In mid October 2013 Transurban delivered to householders a leaflet about its proposed 

tunnel and 'community involvement events' at Turramurra, Muirfield Golf Club and 

Hornsby on 22, 23 and 24 October. No explanation was given to concerns there was no 

'evenf at Pennant Hills that is the worse affected suburb. I attended the 24 October 'event' 

where we were told what would occur. We were advised to speak to one of the ten or so 

staff present who would answer questions. I explained my concerns to the chairman. He 

fobbed me off on the basis that they were irrelevant as did other members of the 'team'. One 

however is the RTA representative on the 'team' who is waiting to find out what your 

response to me will be. 'Transparent community consultation' is necessary. 

I have submissions before the Minister for Planning about flawed 'EIS statements' relating to 

the ETTT rail project, and the controversial Planning Reforms ICAC Commissioner IPP 

personally suggested to Minister Hazzard would allow uncontrollable corruption to flourish. 

1 I 2 



(Hornsby Council ADT 133329) In July 2012 NSROC (Northern Sydney Region of Council 

published a $39,890 report supporting Transurban's F3 - M2 tunnel. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Whilst knowing it is not necessary to request you act in the community interest, please let me 

know if you or your advisers require further information and what your decision will be. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 

Copy Premier O'Farrell 

Inclusions: Three page 6 December 2012 submission and 20 pages of support documents 

My 2 page paper Political shenanigans about former Mayor Berman and ex GM 

Two letters from Ray Williams MP on behalf of Transport Minister Berejikilan 

Four newspaper advertisements published from June to December 2013 

Premier O'Farrell's 27 March 2012 letter to me about Cross City tunnel etc 

2/2 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills NSW 2120 
21 March 2014 

By email and signed hard copy by post 

FOR THE PERSONAL ATTENTION OF 

The Hon D Gay, Minister for Roads and Ports 
Level35, Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 

Transurban's unsolicited offer to build the F3 - M2 link 

Dear Minister Gay, 

Yesterday I met with RTA officers to discuss my continuing concerns that the acceptance of 
Transurban's offer is not the right decision. It was agreed they would send my submissions 
to you as we agreed my concerns are political matters in which they cannot be involved. 

My 24 June 2013 GIPA Act application to you was for copies of Transurban's offer. On 2 
September 2013 the 'DPC13/05690 2013-318504/2013-340413' decision was to deny 
access as it would take an unreasonable time to compile the information. A list of 532 
documents was supplied. I applied to the ADT to Review the decision and withdrew it based 
on legal technicalities raised by the Crown Solicitor. 

When Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) prepared its report about a link from the F3 to M7 it was 
directed by bureaucrats not to comply with the Terms of Reference and only recommend a 
short-term option. The complete report was made available to anyone who wanted it as a 
DVD or hard copy. I was given both. A Transurban paper briefly refers to the SKM report. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

MPs O'Farrell, Hopwood, Tink, Richardson, Williams and Hartcher all supported the F3-M7 
link. Judy reinforced her support when a bushfire cut the F3, highway and railway line for 
three days. Has the strategic importance of an alternative route been documented? 

In 2015 the electorate will decide who is elected at the State elections. Will you have 
Transurban's files opened for public scrutiny' to prove beyond reasonable doubt its offer is: 
the best solution; there has been nothing untoward; and your Department will always 
do right by the community. Your reply is requested within 14 days. 

Yours sincerely 

Peter Waite 

CC by email Premier O'Farrell 
Above RT A officers 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills 2120 
6 April2014 

The Hon P Ruddock MP 
PO Box 743 
Pennant Hills NSW 1715 

Tunnel file 

F3 Orbital Link connection Independent Review: WHAT IS THE TRUTH? 

Dear Philip, 

Attached are my questions for NorthConnex to respond to about yesterday's 

meeting. I did not raise them as I felt it was more important to learn what other 

people's concerns are. 

Whilst you, Greg Smith, and Robert Browne were present it was made very clear 

that our elected representatives should also be involved in consultative meetings 

to ensure valid concerns are properly addressed. 

One example being many people not receiving any notices and in particular there 

were none for the Central Coast residents who may comprise over half of the 

daily traffic. 

Then there is the probity issue the State must address to prove there have not 

been any secret deals, commissions or political deals made to prevent another 

crossing being built. 

Yours sincerely 

p 

Peter Waite 



28 Warne Street 
Pennant Hills 2120 
6 April2014 

Email to NorthConnex to have addressed before and then in the EIS 

Introduction 

Tunnel file 

 
 NSW Minister for Planning's approval of the Epping Thornleigh Third Track 

(ETTT) in July 2013. This matter is still the subject of serious ongoing disputation. 

Environmental Impact Statements should be transparent and openly identify and 
properly explain any adverse problem if an EIS is to be seen to be impartial. 

1. Whilst it has been indicated that the EIS and other documents will be on a website, 
hard copy must be also be made available at no cost. This particularly applies to 
affected persons and those who for many reasons are unable to use a computer. 

2. An EIS on a proposed project such as this covers a multitude of issues, everyone 
already raised should be identified by the public should be included in the EIS briefing 
paper, and not just 'pn§cised' comment on several similar submissions. 

3. The EIS should clearly list every property that will be within the 50 metres nominated 
route. (Total c120 metres.) It can be clearly seen my home is directly over the 
proposed route shown on the plans and every owner be formally advised before the 
EIS is issued. (Privacy issues prevent the owner's/resident's names being disclosed.) 

4. An elevation of the proposed route should be released as soon as possible so that 
affected residents know if there property is above Hawkesbury sandstone, shale, 
'unstable land' or possible water table. For instance there were many wells in Pennant 
Hills settlers built to obtain a constant supply of water even during drought. (Whilst not 
under the route, several 'water tables' at Hornsby quarry can be seen.) 

5. Traffic counts included in Transurban's unsolicited offer, and those used by the RTA or 
others in making the assessment should be immediately made available so that what 
is included in the EIS are accurate. 

6. Excavated material. It is understood that about 2.5 million em of material will be 
removed presumably via Pennant Hills Road. The ETTT is already removing material 
mostly via Beecroft Road to North Ryde. The NW Rail Link will be removing material 
along Castle Hill Road at Cherrybrook. Have there been any negotiations between the 
project teams to ensure interruptions to traffic will minimialised? If not, who will be 
responsible to ensure on a daily basis the local communities only have minimal 
disruptions on traffic and parking. 

7. Projected traffic increase over the next 30 years. Meetings were advised that the 
'break-down' lanes would be used by emergency vehicles, and when necessary they 
would be used for traffic. 

8. What is proposed to be done when this occurs and on those north-bound three lanes 
limit access to the M1 from the Pacific Highway from Hornsby and Wahroonga and 
Pennant Hills Road because of insufficient capacity? 

9. SKM's 2004 report advised the F3 would have to be widened to eight lanes and an 
extra climbing lane in each direction from the Hawkesbury River for trucks, speed 
limits permanently reduced along the whole route, and a toll be introduced to pay for 
the work. Who will do this work, and how will it be done? 



10. ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION The Federal and NSW fund the construction of a link 
from the M? to Kariong through a Government Guaranteed public Investment 
Debenture Fund such as was done by the NSW Water Board after WW2. There 
should not be any private operator involved taking commissions. This could be made 
very attractive by allowing the interest payable not being subject to tax. Properly 
structured, investment funds could assist all States and the Federal Governments 
meeting the increasing demands on taxation revenue. 

11. SKM's 2004 estimates indicated both routes from the F3 (M3) at Kariong to the M2 or 
M? were virtually the same. The M? route is the best option as it would have less 
impact on having to relocate services, disrupt and delay traffic on the M1 for years. 

12. POLITICIANS I believe Transurban's unsolicited offer of $2.75 billion is a 'poisoned 
chalice'. It will be borrowed and the interest repaid by motorists. If it is accepted, 
future governments will have to find an antidote. The $900 million provided by the 
governments will be irrecoverable if Transurban fails to complete the project. 

13. Before proceeding any further, all of the documentation should be made public to that 
an objective assessment can be made as I requested Minister Gay in 2012. 

At this time I have not received any meaning response despite many requests. 

14. Before the final EIS brief is submitted to the 'impartial consultant', both NorthConnect 
and the Minister should provide a copy of their assessment of submissions made 
during this part of the consultative process, to the persons who made them so that 
they have 14 days after receipt to advise of any corrections that should be made. 

The above, and other submissions should minimise any later disputes, make 
NSW Planning's impartial assessment of the EIS easier, quicker and transparent 
and most importantly be evidenced by politicians being actively involved in 
proving what would be the best solution. 

Peter Waite 
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We all want a better world. We're here to do our bit. The Ethics Centre is about leading and framing national engagement 
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Jacob Sa'!.Ulwitk 
Transport 

So1,,., Sydney roads are so clogged 
that evexj building multibillion­
dollar tunndg underneath will not 
make them fastel'to drive on. 

At least that is the prediction for 
one of the city's most notorious 
stretches - Pennant Hills~Hnad -
under which a new nine-kilomi::>tre 
toll road will be built. 

The environmental impact 
statement for the so-called North­
Conn ex project, a $3 billion road 
tunnel to run from the M2 motor­
way at West Pennant Hills to the 
Ml motorway, was released. on 
Tuesday by the Department of 
Planning. 

The environmental impact 
statement predicts that even when 
road tunnels are built by ~.bout 

2019 under Pennant Hills Road, the 
time it will take to drive along the 
surface rQad will be about the same 
as it is now. 

It takes about 18 minutes to 
drive south along Pennant Hills 
road in the. morning peak hour. 
When the tunnels are built in 2019, 
it should take even longer, about 20 
minutes, according to predictions 
in the statement. 

But the situation would be much 
worse if the tunnel was not built. 
·Without the tunnel, the drive south 
dow:11 Pennant Hills Road in the 
motn ·ing peak hour would increase 
from 18 minutes to 27 minutes by 
2019, tt l.e government predicts. 

Form, ')torists. prepared to pay a 
toll-like:iy to be more than $7 on.e 
way - the trip s)lould take as little 
as five n 1inutes. 

The c) aairman in tr,anspqrt .and 

logistics network modelling · at 
Sydney University's Institute. of 
Transport and Logistics Studies, 
Michie! Bliemer, said he had not 
studied the NorthConnex propos­
als but that, in general, the con­
struction of new toll roads tEm,ded 
tq induce more traffic on to a,ltemr 
ative free road13. · :-,:; .· 

8b 
"Just building roads does notal­

ways help, that is what is known," 
Professor Bliemer said. "Building 
more roads makes it more attract­
h:e to drive a car." 

For motorists and communities 
along Pennant Hills Road, one of 
the main potential improvements 
of the project will be fewer trucks 
along the corridor. · 

The government plans to man­
date that all trucks. can. use the 
underground motorway tunnels, 
where they will need to pay a toll of 
about $20 one way. 

The mayor of Hornsby, Steve 
Russell, said he was a big support­
er of the NorthConnex project- in 
particular for clearing trucks off 
the road - but had some concern 
over the planned location of t1vo 
exh.aust stacks near h.ousing. 

1\'Ir Russell said the exhaust 

~ 

stacks could be built further from 
housing at relatively little extra 
cost. Residents will have the op­
portunity to comment on the en­
vironmental impact statement for 
60 days. 

Tolls on the M7 motorway will 
be extended for seven years to help 
pay for NorthConnex, which the 
state opposition has said is unfair 
to residents of western Sydney. 

A spokeswoman for Roads and 
Maritime Services.said: "Pennant 
Hills Road is currently at a stand­
still daily due to accidents or 
breakdowns. . 

"NorthConnex will ease traffic 
congestidn, improve local amen­
ity and connectivity for people liv­
i:rig and working in the area ~ 
removing around 5000 hea 
vehicles from Bennant Hills Ro 
every day." . 
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Thank you for attending this informal meeting. 

As my voice is not very loud I would like you to briefly look at the 
papers I have prepared and draft suggestions. I apologise that 
my memory for names is not as good as it used to be. 

You are welcome to look at some of the many publications and a 
few documents I have. A few are on the table tennis table. 

Please let me have your name and contact details if you feel you 
may like to be involved. Otherwise you should be able to see 
what is on - M1 Tunne/Vision - in about two weeks. 

NorthConnex is opening an Information Centre for at least 3 days 
a week. It appears it will be on the corner of Pennant Hills and 
Yarrara Roads. I do not know when the EIS will be released. 

If you have any concerns about my proposals please let me know 
so that I can hopefully resolve them by amending my proposals 
to assist the affected and wider community best interests. 

If built, the tunnel is proposed to be under our home. As a 
former builder, I believe there may be some deleterious affects 
on properties near the tunnel portals and access shafts. 

Sincerely 

Peter Waite 9484 3471 waitepeter@bigpond.com 



Discussion paper:- M1Tunne/Vision.org -meeting 25 June 2014 
Informal committee. It is intended this be a one off meeting. NB: Away 30 June- 3 July. 

Purpose: 
It will NOT be glossy or advise residents what they should or should not do, or 
require people or groups to send us their submissions relating to 
M1 Tunne/Vision. org 

Publish contact details for NorthConnex, relevant authorities, politician's contact 
details and other such information to assist people to make informed comments. 

This is an 'Information system' to enable concerned residents to have as much 
credible information as possible, and learn about problems that had not been 
anticipated. 

Ideas to assist in formatting submissions. Ensure the Department of Planning 
impartially assesses every submission and does not allocate them into groups. 
unless 100% identical, to prevent them avoiding assessing every submission. 

What can be done if the Dept of Planning fails to properly assess submissions? 

Web site: 
Decide if the Beecroft Cheltenham, P.H. West Pennant Hills and Wahroonga 
Groups are prepared to nominate a contact person/s details on the website. 

Information and accuracy of author or source of: 
Reports, traffic counts, future traffic estimates, photos, letters, emails, newspaper 
articles and media releases etc to be checked and if necessary commented on. 

Authors and source of material must be included in all texts. 

We should challenge statements such as 'it is anticipated' in 'EIS' to prevent the 
avoidance of contentious issues. If this happens demand a revised EIS to be 
prepared for public consultation before any determination is made 

I agree with former RTA Chief Bruce Loader's 10.4.2008 SMH article explaining 
how politicians now make decisions about matters they do not understand. 

Operation: 
I am prepared to act as an email contact for collection and processing of material 
but do not have a scanning facility to forward printed items to my Web provider. 

Conditions: 
Send NorthConnect the website address to look at and respond if they choose. 

No responsibility is accepted for the accuracy or relevance of information - add a 
disclaimer. 

Involved groups/residents to prepare and submit relevant material to me. 

Cost: 
I will meet the cost of processing information and website. Peter Waite 



Important INFORMATION HELD at 25 June 2014 

1. Sinclair Knight Mertz reports and submissions 2001 - 2004 SKM directed not to comply 
with its Terms of Reference by State & Federal bureaucrats. 

2. Subsequent meetings/correspondence 2005 & 2006 

3. 22 January 2007 A compelling case for a second Crossing of the Hawkesbury River after 
the F3, Pacific Highway and rail lines all closed for 3 days by bushfire. 

4. 10 March 2006 packed meeting at Pennant Hills Community Centre voted unanimously to 
support second Hawkesbury River crossing. Hopwood, Tink, O'Farrell present. 

5. 16 March 200Advocate Local MPs seek tunnel inquiry Hopwood, Tink, O'Farrell 

6. 28 June 2007 Libs challenge lemma Govt to fast-track new road north- MPs Richardson, 
Williams, Hartcher; This would involve a new bridge over the Hawkesbury . .. 

7. SMH 10 April2008 Former RTA head Bruce Loader explains how Treasury is major 
problem now that most works are done the contractors. 

8. 4 July 2007 Public inquiries are not what they used to be, but we still need them 

9. Sept 2011 Board meeting 'the President (Mayor Berman) tabled a proposal for NSROC a 
consolidated Financial Report of the research on the potential M2/F3 Road link. Did this 
come from Transurban?  

 

10. 19 July 2012 Minister Gay/Transurban media releases re tunnel proposal. 

11. Pennant Hills Civic Trust April 2014 newsletter questions NorthConnex credibility 

12. Advocate late May 2014, O'Farrell Firing up over smoke stack 

13. 6 June 2014 meeting Waite/MP Williams, Sec. to Minister Gay re three serious issues 

14. 17 June 2014 Telegraph p2 Outer orbital link with M7/M2 

15. 19 June 2014 AFR p48 Outer Orbital link (&rail) over 2nd Hawkesbury crossing 

16. ABC 4 Corners 23 June 2014 Dr Kerri Schott ex CEO Sydney Water and others made it 
clear . ICAC 
Com. lpp; corruption in NSW and National Liberal Parties that should be subject to urgent 
Inquiries. lpp asked who can the electorate trust? Where is the Libera/ leadership? 
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Jacob Saulwick 
Transport 

The order in which the $13 billion 
W estConnex motorway will be 
built .is clouded in confusion after 
Roads Minister· Duncan Gay con­
ceded he may have released plans 
for the project "too early". 

Changes to the project also 
mean the Baird government_ could 
spend tens of millions of dollars on 
homes and businesses it no longer 
needs to buy. ·Under plans an­
nounced late last year, the first 
stages of the 33-kilometre project 
to be built were a widened M4 mo­
torway to Strathfield and. then a 
M4 East tunnel under Parramatta 
Road to Ashfield. 

But the M4 East.ti.mnel may be 
dug ,after separate tunnels are built 
to connect the Anzac Bridge and 
Victoria Road directly with Tempe, 
Camperdown and Leichhardt. 

Premier Mike Baird and Mr Gay 
announced this month they could 
extend. W estConnex to the north 
and south if the state~s electricity 
poles and wires were sold. 

But it was not clear at the time 
that sections of W estConnex al-

. ready announced would also . be 
built in a different order. Shooters 
and Fishers MP Robert Borsak has 
said that at a meeting three weeks 
ago with Mr Gay and WestConnex 
Delivery Authority chairman Tony 
Shepherd, he was told the M4 East 
tunnel to Ashfield woqld not be the 
first section built. 

Mr Gay said on Thursday Mr 
Borsak's claim was correct. 

While the Roads .Minister did 
not provide any details, this might 
mean the recently announced tun­
nels between Anzac Bridge and 
Parramatta Road could be con­
structed earlier. 

"If that adds up, and we are do-

'3 t' .. 

h 

-ing the evaluation at the moment, it 
may mean that the sequencing 
would change," Mr Gay said. 

The overhaul means some 
homes and businesses slated for 
compulsory acquisition near 
Parramatta Road may not. be re­
quired. But Mr Gay said if people 
still wanted to sell, the government 
would buy their properties. 

"If we've made an offer to some­
one for their house and we change 
what we are going to do with it, that 
offer stands;' he said. 

· '.'By going out early to engage the 
community as soon as possible, 
we've indicated that we might have 
needed buildings that we may not 
need in the future. 

"You've got to balance between 
going out as early as possible and 
maybe going too early," he said. 

Ashfield mayor -·Lucille 
McKenna called the confusion cre­
ated by the changes "laughable". 

"Here we've had this massive 
project· annqunced, people told 
their homes and businesses are go- , 
ing, and now we are told the se­
quencing might be different, it wiil 
be all good," she said. 

Labor's roads spokesman; Walt 
Secord, said a cloak of secrecy had 
descended on the W estConnex 
project. "In Duncan Gay's narrow 
world, anyone trying to apply 
rigour to his decision-making is 
committing treason and supports 
traffic congestion." · 

Mr Borsak recently agreed to Mr 
Gay's request to block a parliament­
ary inquiry into W estConnex. The 
Shooters and Fishers MP,who lives 
in Ashfield, said this had 'helped 
save Ashfield Park from partial de­
struction for the motorway; 

A spokeswoman for the WestCon­
nex Delivery Authority said more 
detail on the new tunnels would be 
handed to government later. 
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R~sidents .. who face· losing their Only 20 of 69 owners at the Olivia 
homesfornewroads.andrailshould. Gardens apartmi:mtsin Surry Hills 
be. able to take their fighHor com- .have struck· a deal with Transport 
pensation to a low~co~t tribunal for · NSW, despite an August deadline for 
a fairer outcome, Labor says. compulsory acquisitions to make 

The Baird government's plans for· way for a light.rail route .. 
WestConnex, : NorthConnex, the · "If I haven't agreed by that date, 
North West R11il Link, new ligl;J.t rail in ·. my apartment isn't min() any more," 
inner Sydney and Parramatta and a Carsten Koehler, 47, said. "I Will have 
raft ofnew.roads in western Sydney to.go to the.Land and EnVironment 
will displace thousands of families. Court. It's putting so much stress on · 

Labor will use the special sitting me, I need to find somewhere to live." 
of Parliament on Wednesday to give Mr. Koehler ·has liveci in: his "per­
notice of ari amendment to the land feet" home for 10 years and believes 
acquisition law in tl).e upper house. the initial offer of $820,000 for his 

Negotiations already under way two-bedroom, air-conditioned 
between Transport NSW and home apartment was "a joke". 
owners in Surry Hills and Haberfield He loves the vibrancy of Surry 
have become bitter. Residents com- Hills, where he can "walk every-. 
plain the government has made where", and says he wants to stay in 
below-market offers. . the area. 

Amid a property h].arket boom, · · ive. bridging finance to' pu~chase 
Transport NSW has raised itS offer, new homes. . . 
but Mr Koehler says it iii; still $30,000 · Labor wantsthese disputes to be 

. less than other neighb()urs have been . heard in the NSW Civil and Admin­
paid~ "I'm ·still. negoti!i~ing and I'm istrative Tribunal, which would cost 
not getting anywhere,"he says. ..$500, and give (aster remedies. 

The tactics and delafs by the gov- .. "This is about giving a fair hear-
. . .. •: . ing · tb local families," Opposition 

G'JI''m· Still• . neg· ··o·~ti~·tmg• · .· Leader John.Robertsoli said. 
J.. · · · ·. ~. . Labor believes the proximity of a 
and I'm not g' ei+Dna home to tra~sport, shops, schools, 

.· .· · . l\.II.;JUI.JJ.O parks or family .shoulO. :1l~o be con-
anyw:· here ' .· •. ·sidere~in ~y guy:erri~ent valuation. 

· . • "This legislatiOn g1ves the com-
Carsten Koehler;Surry Hills munity the opportunity to pursue 

ernment negotiators were "shame-
ful", he said. . 

Some families whQ had agreed on 
a price had been left waiting months 

. for payment and force(l into expens-

claims that they feel are unjust and 
do not take into account their unique 
circumstances,'' Mr Robertson said. 

. Labor transport spokeswoman 
Penny Sharpe said residents being 
displaced by infrastructure projects 

felt the government "is . running 
right over the top of them". " 
. ·Sue O'Keefe is another Olivia Gar­
dens resident who finally agreed to a 
price . with Transport · NSW last 
month . but is unhappy . with the 
"appalling process" that, at one 
point,hadthe government renege on 
a price agreed by its valuer. 

"We were going to-stay here for 
20 years and - had just . spent 
$200;000 renovating two apart­
ments," she said. Transport NSW 
told her she would not be com­
pelisateO. for the renovations· and 
refused to allow her to take her new 
Miele kitchen appliances with her; 
raising her suspicions. 

Ms O'Keefe says a tribunal pro­
cess would be faster and .cheaper 
than going to court . 
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to whether alLpoten­
teasures were· taken, 
.lpine environment, 

in the very high 
tit Cook, always carry 
t." 

The cimditi~ns on Mt c6ok w~~e. 
~ little un~sualfor the seaS.on, il1 
that there had been farlesssnow~ . 
fall and . the tEniJ.per.ature was 
warmer :than normal; he said. ··•· 

.· 'Tim·aru Herald;. The Press · 

Jf~ for sex with killer 
.ring a house built for August :2011 but 
" and "she wanted to stayed ili contact · 
r with him". with him~ visit- · 
)sday, the NSW Civil' . il).g him at'Mari, 
aistrative Tribunal lit~s Correctional. 
~rgmeier used· ''fore~ · Ce:ntre, having 
mning and suhter- close. ··relation~· . 
. ceal the relationship ships. with his 
:>ervisors and "flaun- family · and .·· Bob.bie Maree 
~rity system for the friends, and ap- Bergmehiir 
er own personal grat~ plying to be his 

sponsor for day Jeaye, 
'· colleague's password . . She Conti)JUestobe in a relation, 
) information into Cli- · ship wit~ . Clien~ :A)" who 'was 
e notes and falsely paroled in March . this year and • 
ther psychologist as lives v.rith Ms Bergm,eier's mother. 
·ating practitioner. · · The ... tribunal reprimanded Ms 
used the false name • Bergmeier in the strongest possible 
s to take around .soo terms, cancelled herregistration as 
from him during the .. a psychologist ai:idbanned hE)ffro!n 
·ked at the prisop:. providing 'health serVices in · hoth . 
1ed from the job in. · the public and private ~eptors .. 

Jaco~ Saul wiCk. · 

Motorists across western . Sy'qney : 
:Will iikely be paying toll$ for extra 
. de(!ade~ .to ·help fund i:\ew motor~ 
ways through Sydney's i~ner sub- · · 
ur.bs and north: · . · .·· . . · 

.·Roads. Mir1ister Du11cari Gay' 
confirmed onWeunesday thatthe 
. . . . . . would consider se!Jing 
thflL·Pll"'nt; ·to·.tolfthe' l\15West. neaj:o 

beyond 2026, when' that 
tollis set to expire. ··. · • •· . : · • 
· Ttr~ · govern:r:p.ent has already. 
agreed to. allow the 0wner of the · 
M7 motorway across ;3ydney's 
:West. to charge tolls for another 11 
years to help' fqnd the NorthCon-, 

Fairfax IIA~aia re~brt~(utle ton pian 
\nApril. · 

nex mo~orway, which is to be l:J.uilt · . haye to pay tolls for longer to pay 
under ·Pennant Hills Road. for the· NorthConn:ex :rnotorway, 

Fairfax Media revealedinApril. whichth~y):naynot use. 
the .finanCing strategy · for . the · .,"Tlie state government and its 
W !"StConhex motorway . 'to rtin ' mi:p.ister have an obligation to tell 
largely through' the inner west in-:. the. cbmmllnity what they, will 'be 
cll.J.detl ph:iiu3to. sell the ,right to toll ·: payii).g iri tolls, .trow long they will 
tpe Mf) West motorway until 2()60 . •pay and whill'e :tlie extension of the 
for $L7 billion: . · ·. · : . . · ·t'ollswillgo,"Mr Secord said ... 

.. At the thne the government said, .. Mr .Gay was, speaking at a press 
the report .:. based on a leaked · con:ference to·a:i:mounce that a pro­
Macquarie Capital· .financing ject to Wi<;l.enthe J.\15. West should 
strategy .:.was "wrqng": •' '. . he finished 1:Jy.the end ofthe year. 

·· .. But speaking at a press confer~ . Early st~g~s o(th~t.project- a 
erice with Premier Mike Baird on' •third':·larie':for> a 'foUr" kilometre 
Wednesday, Mr· Gay . COJlfirmeq ' stt:~:tc~ ;fr:oill;ctha C.a:mderi. valley 
that allowing companies to charge ~cW:!l.ftq:the"Geo~ge Riv:et Bridge -
·western Sjdney :r:p.otorists tolls for .•. sbol!ldbe:of}En;:(toj:ngtor.ts£s in the 
a longer Period was in the frame; nextforttiight .. · · · · · . 
. <'As we look at finaJ:lcing options ±Mr G~y. S!).id extending the toll 

ilJ. the future, that has to be cine of on . the M7 was not the same as 
the options that could •be cqn, chargii!g peo:PiEl on thatroad more 
sidered,"Mr Gay said; when a:sked. to•payfortheNotthQonnex; 
directly if he wouldc;onsider selling : • · · TJ:i.e'M;7 tollw.a~ dtle tb eipire in 
the· fight to toll the· Mo tn:otorway · ... 2037; but will be exte:rided to 2048 
'beyoJ,jd2026~ · .· .. . ... ·t9 '?ra.is~.il:ioriey for·the.North-

The ·Labor opposition ha,s. criW .. Cqnriex. . ·. ·· . .. · · 
.. cised. the practice of selfi~g the: ., .· '~:ex(;ensidrt 'is differentto pu,t­
rights:to charge tolls or1 or{e motor"' .. tirig .aneXtr:;ltoU on," Mr Gay said: 
way to help ·pay for otb.er~. •. ...•.•... . ; • .. '.'ltis a: rather· cute thought that 

Opposition roads·. 'spokesll1!J..n' . w~·:caribuild roads at no cost.and 
Walt Secord· has said it was· unfair •. ·. s(it:rreqne doesn't . hase )o ~pay for 
that motorists on the M7 would them:" · · · · · · · 
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-- Original Message··---­
Subject:RE: EIS 

Date:Thu, 10 Jul2014 15:13:24 +1000 
From:Enquiries NorthConnex <enguirtes@northconnex.com.au> 

To:Peter Waite <waitepeter> 

Dear Mr Waite, 

Thank you for you email. 

Roads and Maritime Services have confirmed that hard copies of the EIS document will not be provided to individuals. 

During the public exhi.bi.ti.on period the EIS documents will be displayed i.n hard copy at a number of set and advertised locations i 

In addition, the document will be provided on the project website as well as the Department of Planning and Environment's website, 
NorthConnex would be happy provide a copy on CD, we will send this out after the EIS has been released. The EIS i.s due for release 

If you have any further questions about NorthConnex please call the project information line on 1800 997 057 Further information c 

Kind regards, 

NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project information line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Email: enqui.ri.es@northconnex.com.au 

Collection Statement 
Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders respect people's privacy. Where you have provided your personal information to us i.n r 
ke a complaint about how your personal information has been handled. Our privacy policy i.s available on our website at www.transur 

From: Peter Waite [wai.tepeter@bi.gpond.com] 
Sent: Friday, 4 July 2014 5:19 PM 
To: Enquiries NorthConnex 
Subject: EIS 

Hi. Ti.m 

When the EIS i.s available could I have a hard copy and CD as my old Mac 
computer will probably not be able to open i.t on NorthConnex website. 

Hard copy is easier to cross reference sections with tags other 
information that may be available. 

I notice the shop on the corner of Pennant Hills and Yarrara Road 
appears to be set up to be the NorthConnex office. 

If i.t i.s, could the hard copy be left there for me and I could pay i.f 
there i.s a cost by cheque or bankcard. 

Is there any indication when the EIS may be available? 

Regards 

Peter Waite 

19/07/14 12:21 PM 



Questions for NorthConnex from Peter Waite 
contact details on NorthConnex file 

Air pollution forum Hornsby 30 July 2014. 
Address after 'capsgroup.org' and other air quality groups issues are satisfied 

1: Why wasn't this statement in SKM report addressed in the EIS? 

(SKM 2 day Value Man. Workshop No2 Record-17/18 Sep. 2003 p5. RTA's Dr Kishan: 

"there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6-8 km long 
and certainly none in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds 
there will be a multitude of technical challenges to be addressed, 
not to mention the social challenges that would arise". 

2: Has the "project and independent air quality specialists taken it 
into account" or will they, and when? 

3: Apart from tunnel estimates, have vehicle emission estimates 
been made and assessed for increased and stationary traffic by say 
2025, or another year, for the Pearce's Corner, Pacific Highway, 
Hornsby Hospital and M1 precinct? 

4a: If not, will it be done? 

4b: or explain why it will not be done? 

4c: or why it is irrelevant to an adverse impact on this environment. 

SEE OVER 

5: Issues are too long and complicated for this forum 



5: How will this 24/7 southbound traffic problem be overcome to reduce what 
should be unnecessary vehicle emissions especially in the AM peak hours? 

A 3-lane choke point exists on the M 1 before three lanes become four then five. 
(Two are Pacific Highway off ramps. The second added about three years ago.) As 
traffic increases, delays will increase. There are no simple plans, traffic projections 
or advice to indicate how the tunnel will reduce existing AM congestion. 

I estimate about 60% of southbound traffic now goes onto Pennant Hills Road and 
40% onto the Pacific Highway. AM traffic is often reported to be queued back to 
Bobbin Head Road and further North if there has been a break down or accident. 

I am advised, large trucks on the 110 K M1 should be in the left two lanes. Those that 
go to Pennant Hills Road, will have to change into the two right hand lanes across 
the two tunnel lanes before that traffic goes into the tunnel in the one kilometre 
distance after the 80K speed limit. Where is this issue addressed in the EIS? 

Reliance on existing traffic lights and sequences for Pennant Hills Road, Pearces 
Corner, Pacific Highway, M1 and nearby lights already cannot handle peak traffic that 
will increase even if the tunnel is built. Has this been addressed and resolved? 

The only traffic count references staff at "Pennant Hills Community Information 
Centre" could find is in "Volume 2, page 33, 3.2.5.2 Intersection traffic volumes 
December 2013 (outside of school holidays)" to understand traffic behaviour. 

December traffic times can vary greatly and cannot be regarded as normal. Traffic 
counts in March April or September October would be more reliable provided they 
were done away from public, school holidays and when there was no breakdowns, 
road works or accidents. 

Table 3.8 Totals "AM PH Rd M1: 4,510, PH Rd Pacific Hwy 4,510, M1 Pacific Hwy 
4, 690." Are these totals in one or both directions. 

Page 48 Pacific Highway corridor 4,1 ,2.2 Table 4.6 sets out AM-PM average speeds 
indicate an unsatisfactory level of service. The tunnel will make little if any difference. 

NorthConnex Julv 2014 EIS: "Further opportunity was provided for interested 
parties to provide input into the assessment of corridor alignment options through the 
Pearlman Review in 2007. As part of the review, the public were invited to make 
submissions on the 2004 report. A total of 53 submissions were received in early 
2007, and each submitter was invited to present a submission at one of the three 
public meetings before the Hon Mahla Pearlman AO in June 2007. Issues raised in 
submissions and through the public meeting were considered in formulating 
the recommendations of the 2007 Pearlman Review." p28 xxvi Whilst extract is 
correct, this does not assist the credibility of the NorthConnex EIS. 

On 24 July 2014 I filed a request for "a simple sketch to show the lanes without any 
other detail, and how truck drivers will safely change from low speed lanes across 
high-speed lanes. "When will reply be sent so I can complete my submission? 

SEE OVER for questions 1 - 4 to be resolved at the forum, or an EIS addendum 



'NorthConnex" questions for 8 August Pennant Hills "Community drop in session" 

GIPA application re EIS submitted on 5 August 2014 questions 1 -7. New 8 -15 

1. Dated copy of authorisation for completed EIS to be printed 

2. Dated copy of authorisation for EIS to be released 

3. Date EIS publicly released 

4. Provisions for when third North lane tunnel is operating north of the tunnel 

5. How the estimated 40% of PM traffic from the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills 
Road is able to join peak hour when there is 100% tunnel traffic? 

6. Provision in Acts or regulations permitting an incomplete EIS to be released for 
public comment 

7. Provisions in Acts or regulations etc permitting fundamental problems be 
submitted to M/s X. X, manager Department of Planning and Environment for her 
team to assess the above without them being in the authorised EIS 

NEW QUESTIONS 

8. Existing Pennant Hills Road M1 entry has a long lay-by used by truck drivers to check 
their loads, change tyres, carry out repairs or have designated driving breaks. Wide 
loads are often there for days. Will this lay-by still be available, or what provision is 
being made for these trucks. 

Or is the intent to force trucks to use the tunnel then divert to the Pacific Highway 
Berowra lay-by contrary to the stated objective to remove trucks 24/7? 

10. DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney (MWT) to review SKM's calculations. 
MWT's 22 March 2007 Executive Summary "page vii" concluded: 

"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six Jane F3 is likely to be exceeded in peak periods, 
a type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the 
manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, 
a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney 
Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around: 

• An eight-lane F3. How will this be done and who will pay? 

• A Type C option (western) No comment 
11. Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." What plans have been 

made for these 'augmentation works'? 

12. When will they be identified? 

13. When will they be done? 

14. Who will pay? 

15. Does a cost-benefit analysis exist? If so, where is it in the EIS, Or, if not, WHY? 

SMH 6 August 2014 page/s: 7 Transurban keeps its tax burden low 
21 and 26 Transurban's tolled gold 
26 and 28 Cruising to even greater profit 

Transurban's PR experts are setting up governments to take the blame if the unsolicited 
offer is rejected. The EIS is based on flawed assumptions which I will disclose after I 
receive a reply to my GIPA application to determine if the EIS should be withdrawn. 

Please do not let me hear anyone say "why weren't we told'' Peter Waite 



Mr Peter Waite 
28 Warne Street 
PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

6 August 2014 

· eear-~,1?~ ~~' ~ ~ ~········ .. ~ ·~- ~·-~··· 
Thank you for your email·dated 2 August 2914 concerning the NorthConnex 
Environmental Impact Statement. -

-· 
I have read your email and have noted y-9ur concerns. 

I have written directly to·Hon Pru Goward MP, the Minister for Planning, asking 
for her advice on the issues you have raisep. 

' 

I will be back in touch whe'n I hear back fro~ the Minister. 

Yours sincerely 

Barry O'Farrell 

. ., 

Phone 9487 8588 Fax 9487 8550 Electorate office 27 Redleaf Avenue, Wahroonga NSW 2076 
Email kuringgai@parliament.nsw.gov.au Website www.barryofarrell.com 
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Better now than later 

Scrap the M1-M2 tunnel 
A wise decision by the Minister NOT to approve the project 'without development consent. 
Clause 94 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007.' 

On the 25 October 2013 the project was declared by Ministerial Order to be State 
significant infrastructure and critical State significant infrastructure under sections 115U ( 4) 
and 115V of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. As such, Roads and 
Maritime is seeking approval for the project under Part 5. 1 of that Act. (EIS volume 1A xxiii) 

By accepting 'Transurban's unsolicited offer' the Minister ignored 

1. Canberra directed SKM to recommend a short-term option 
"SKM 2002 VM Workshop No2 Record p22" 

2. RTA directed SKM not to recommend a western option 
SKM Dural 28 August 2003 "Focus Group Meeting Notes" 

3. Executive Summary' 'What is proposed?' 'Roads and Maritime Services 
(RMS) is proposing to construct and operate (repeated for emphasis) "OPERATE" 
a tolled motorway linking the M1 Pacific Highway at Wahroonga to the Hills 
Motorway at West Pennant Hills.' (EIS vol. 1A at xxi) 

4. Who is 'NorthConnex' and what legal authority does it actually have? 

lit RMS cannot be trusted, who can? I 
A 'costly farce' questioning our government's credibility 
BY letters. emails. phone discussions. and an amicable meeting in the Minister's office on 
13 December 2012. I warned the Minister's senior media adviser why Transurban's offer 
should be rejected. His office has all the documents I am referring to. 

Promises made at that meeting and phone commitments were not kept. 

Will NorthConnex advise the Minister to scrap the project? 

Read on for more flaws; NorthConnex EISj "What alternatives were considered: 
"The project has a long histo,.Y of identification and evaluation of alternatives and options 
commencing with the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM 2004) (the 2004 report) 
through to the recent design and construct tender process" (xxiii) and is misrepresented! 

Another misrepresentation: 'Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) 2004 Main Report p1 par 1 ... 
report on a study to identify preferred options for a new National Highway link through 
northern Sydney between the F3 Sydney to Newcastle Freeway and the Sydney Orbital." 

Not convinced? I have nine more pages of hard 
evidence as to why the tunnel should be scrapped 

Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 



Questions for 8 Aug Pennant Hills last "NorthConnex Community drop in session" 

GIPA (FOI) 5 August application (list) for documents about the EIS; 1-7, New 8-15 
1. Copy of authorisation for completed EIS to be printed? 

2. Copy of authorisation for EIS to be released? 

3. Date EIS publicly released? 

4. What space is made for the third north lane tunnel to M1 when required? 

5. How will traffic from the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road join peak hour 
traffic when the 3 tunnel lanes may be at capacity on the M1 3 lanes by 2021? 

6. Provision in Acts or regulations permitting an incomplete EIS to be released for 
public comment? 

7. Provisions in Acts or regulations etc permitting 'NorthConnex' to submit new or 
revised plans to the Department of Planning and Environment to assess 
without the public knowing or being able to make further submissions? 

NEW QUESTIONS as at 8 August 2014 
8. Existing Pennant Hills Road M1 entry has a long lay-by used by truck drivers to check 

their loads, change tyres, carry out repairs or have designated driving breaks. Wide 
loads are often there for days. Will this lay-by still be available, or what provision 
is being made for these trucks? 

9. Is the intent for trucks to use tunnel and go via the Pacific Highway to Berowra 
lay-by contrary to objective to remove trucks from residential areas 24/7? 

10. DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney (MWT) to review SKM's calculations. 
MWT's 22 March 2006 Executive Summary "page vii" concluded: 

"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six Jane F3 is likely to be exceeded in peak 
periods, a type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending 
upon the manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. 
Consequently, a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity 
in the Sydney Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around': 

• An eight-lane F3.' How will this be done and who will pay? 

• A Type C option (western)' When will it be done? 

11. Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." What plans have been 
made for these 'augmentation works'? 

12. When will the works be identified? 

13. When will the works be done? 

14. Who will pay for the works? 

15. Does a cost-benefit analysis exist? If so, where is it in the EIS? Or, if not, WHY? 

SMH 6 August 2014 page/s: 7 'Transurban keeps its tax burden low' GREAT! 

21 - 26 'Transurban's tolled gold' Well done! 

26- 28 'Cruising to even greater profit' at taxpayers cost! 

August 2014 geotech works leaflet: p2 '(should the NorthConnex project be approved).' 

I believe Transurban's PR team may have set up the government to take the blame if 
their offer is rejected. I also believe the EIS is based on flawed assumptions that are 
impossible to prove until all relevant documents are made public in a new EIS. 

P I. · · 1 'whv wenen 't we o 1tlc1ans, p ease do not ask z.. told' 
Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 



1 nank you tor contacting the NorthConnex project team 

1 of 1 

Subject: Thank you for contacting the NorthConnex project team 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Mon, 11 Aug 201419:58:12 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Thank you for contacting the NorthConnex project team, and your interest in the project. 

Due to the number of highly technical enquiries received, and the time required to respond, we are aiming to 

respond to all emails within 5-10 business days. 

For any urgent matters please do not hesitate to call the project information line on 1800 997 057 (free call). 

Regards, 

NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 

Project information line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 

Email: enguiries@northconnex.com.au 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

Collection Statement 

Transurban and the West/ink Ml shareholders respect people's privacy. Where you have provided your 
personal information to us in relation to the NorthConnex project, your personal information will be used 
solely for the purpose of providing you with information regarding the NorthConnex project, including to 
send you project and community updates. 

We may be disclose your personal information to other Transurban Group entities and third parties working 
with us on the NorthConnex project for this purpose. Otherwise Transurban and the West/ink Ml 
shareholders will not disclose your personal information without your consent unless authorised or required 
by law. We will always take steps to ensure your personal information is kept secure and is handled in a 
way that is consistent with the Australian Privacy Principles. 

Our privacy policy explains how we collect, use and disclose personal information, including how to contact 
us with access or correction requests or if you wish to make a complaint about how your personal 
information has been handled. Our privacy policy is available on our website at 
www. transurban.comlprivacv or you can ask one of the project information representatives to send you a 
copy by mail. 

Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this 
message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to 
anyone. In such a case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail or by telephone 
on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mail for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of Transurban 
Limited or any companies within the Transurban Group shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 

12/08/14 7:09AM 



UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS How can the Premier resolve this. 

NSW Government guide for submission and assessment 2014 (2012) PROBITY: 

NorthConnex EIS Main volume 1A Table 6.5 Interagency meetings 26 June 2013 item 222. 
"Interagency regulatory meeting No.1 was held with the Environment Protection Authority, 
the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (now the Department of Planning and 
Environment) and NSW Health. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the project 
discuss the planning approvals process and identify likely key environmental issues. " 

'The unsolicited proposals process in NSW, as outlined in Unsolicited Proposals: Guide for 
Submission and Assessment (NSW Government, 2014) (revised and updated since its original 
publication in 2012), is a consistent, transparent and streamlined approach for the receipt, assessment 
and determination of unsolicited proposals that may be developed and submitted by the private sector 
for works and! or activities that would have historically been conducted by Government. Unsolicited 
proposals and the guidelines that govern their assessment and published on the NSW Government 
website (http://www.nsw.gov.aulyour government/unsolicited-proposals). The unsolicited 
proposal received by Government from Transurban and the West/ink M7 Motorway Sponsors in 
relation to the NorthConnex project has been conducted strictly in accordance with published 
guidelines that govern unsolicited proposals." 

Probity in NSW State guide at 3.5 as referred to by NorthConnex, which is only a name 
and not a legal entity. 

The EIS states the Minister is the proponent, not Transurban and Westlink. 

Extracts: 
Government seeks to conduct its commercial dealings with integrity. The assessment 
of Unsolicited Proposals must be fair, open and demonstrate the highest levels of 
probity consistent with the public interest. ... 

Maintaining impartiality .... a clearly defined separation of duties and personnel 
between the assessment and approval functions. 

Maintaining accountability and transparency Accountability and transparency are 
related concepts. The demonstration of both is crucial to the integrity of the 
assessment. Accountability requires that all participants be accountable for their 
actions. 

Transparency refers to the preparedness to open a project and its processes to 
scrutiny' debate and possible criticism. 

Maintaining confidentiality there is a need for high levels of accountability and 
transparency ... at least for a specified time. That time has long passed. 

4.9 Probity adviser may be appointed for large-scale projects or where probity risk is 
considered to be important- usually at Stages 2 and 3 of the assessment process. 

6 PROCESS FLOWCHART does not make provision for an EIS or community 
consultation. 

QUESTION 
As Transurban and RTA officers have been involved in the EIS, property acquisitions, 
responding to technical enquiries, they cannot be seen to be openly complying with 
the PROPOSALS NSW Government guide for submission and assessment 2014 (2012 
updated)? 

Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 11 August 2014 



Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

By accepting 'Transurban's unsolicited offer' the Minister ignored: 

1. Canberra directed SKM to recommend a short-term option 
"SKM 2002 VM Workshop No2 Record p22" 

2. RTA directed SKM not to recommend a western option 
SKM Dural 28 August 2003 "Focus Group Meeting Notes" 

3. Executive Summary' 'What is proposed?' 'Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) is 
proposing to construct and operate a tolled motorway linking the M1 Pacific 
Highway at Wahroonga to the Hills Motorway at West Pennant Hills. (EIS voi.1A 
xxi4. Who is 'NorthConnex' and what legal authority does it actually have? At the 
Pennant Hills 8 August 2014 Community drop in session, a Transurban and 
NorthConnex officer both admitted 'NorthConnex' is only a name with no legal 
rights. 

The Pearlman report was based on DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney 
(MWT) to review SKM's calculations. MWT's 22 March 2007 Executive Summary 
"page vii" concluded: 
"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six lane F3 is likely to be exceeded in peak periods, 
a type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the 
manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, 
a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney 
Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around': 

• An eight-lane F3.' 

• A Type C option (western)' 
Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." 

The Minister made a wise decision not to approve the project 'without development 
consent. Clause 94 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007.' 

On the 25 October 2013 the project was declared by Ministerial Order to be State 
significant infrastructure and critical State significant infrastructure under sections 115U 
(4) and 115V of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. As such, 
Roads and Maritime is seeking approval for the project under Part 5. 1 of that Act. (EIS 
volume 1A xxiii) 
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Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

The 'Review of Future Provision of Motor ways in NSW December 2005 
Infrastructure Implementation Group, The Premier's Department' 64 page booklet 
states on page 51 "Commercial-in-Confidence material' at point 4 'In the event of 
disagreement between an agency and the "preferred tenderer' or a member of the 
public as to what should be disclosed (for example) there many be some disagreement 
as to what constitutes intellectual property or commercial-in-confidence material) the 
agency must seek the advice of: The Chairman State Contract Control Board.' 

Why did the Minister for Roads and Ports office fail to release details that should be in 
the public arena? Under the Government Information Public Access Act (old FOI) I 
twice applied for details of Transurban's unsolicited offer and was thwarted each time. 
As yet few know what transpired. 

If the government ignores my request to abandon the tunnel, it should be rejected by 
the Department of Planning as it would not meet their guidelines. Sam Haddad 
director general of Planning & Environment. SMH 20 July 2010 

• "Getting it right on development projects . . . Giving the Department of 
Planning a role in assessing larger, more complex development applications 
ensures that all concerned parties have their voices heard ... 

• The department continues to strengthen its checks and balances to ensure 
probity and transparency of process and outcomes . ... " 

Will NorthConnex advise the Minister to scrap the project? 
I was not applying for the Transurban's commercial in confidence tender. Noting how 
many Labor and Liberal politicians, including Barry O'Farrell, have been caught out by 
ICAC, it is in the public interest that the State prove to the electorate at large that the 
process is open and transparent now to save wasting the Department of Planning's 
time and resources. 

Read on for more flaws; NorthConnex EIS; "What alternatives were considered: 
"The project has a long history of identification and evaluation of alternatives and 
options commencing with the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM 2004) (the 2004 
report) through to the recent design and construct tender process" (xxiii) and is 
misrepresented! 

Another misrepresentation: 'Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKMJ 2004 Main Report p1 par 
1 ... report on a study to identify preferred options for a new National Highway link 
through northern Sydney between the F3 Sydney to Newcastle Freeway and the 
Sydney Orbital." 

Not convinced? I have nine more pages of hard evidence as to why the tunnel 
should be scrapped." This submission has another XXX pages 

Questions for 8 Aug Pennant Hills last "NorthConnex Community drop in 
session" 

GIPA (FOI) 5 August application (list) for documents about the EIS; 1-7, New 8-15 
1. Copy of authorisation for completed EIS to be printed? 

2. Copy of authorisation for EIS to be released? 

3. Date EIS publicly released? 

4. What space is made for the third north lane tunnel to M1 when required? 
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Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

5. How will traffic from the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road join peak 
hour traffic when the 3 tunnel lanes may be at capacity on the M1 3 lanes 
by 2021? 

6. Provision in Acts or regulations permitting an incomplete EIS to be 
released for public comment? 

7. Provisions in Acts or regulations etc permitting 'NorthConnex' to submit 
new or revised plans to the Department of Planning and Environment to 
assess without the public knowing or being able to make further 
submissions? 

NEW QUESTIONS as at 8 August 2014 

8. Existing Pennant Hills Road M1 entry has a long lay-by used by truck drivers to 
check their loads, change tyres, carry out repairs or have designated driving 
breaks. Wide loads are often there for days. Will this lay-by still be available, 
or what provision is being made for these trucks? 

9. Is the intent for trucks to use tunnel and go via the Pacific Highway to 
Berowra lay-by contrary to objective to remove trucks from residential 
areas 2417? 

11. Refered to the MWT report for the Pearlman revalidation of SKM's report. 

12. When will the works be identified? 

13. When will the works be done? 

14. Who will pay for the works? 

15. Does a cost-benefit analysis exist? If so, where is it in the EIS? Or, if not, WHY? 

Collectively the State and NSW Federal MPs should be discussing this with their 
electorates before the next elections so that the community can decide what they want. 

SMH 6 August 2014 page/s: 7 'Transurban keeps its tax burden low' GREAT! 

21 - 26 'Transurban's tolled gold' Well done! 

26- 28 'Cruising to even greater profit' at taxpayers cost! 

August 2014 geotech works leaflet: p2 '(should the NorthConnex project be approved).' 

When read in their entirety, the enclosed copies of these articles about Transurban 
make it very clear that their goal is to increase its profits at the expense of the 
taxpayers. Why won't the State finance from loans and build infrastructure to pay off 
the loans and keep the profit to build more infrastructures? 

I believe Transurban's PR team has set up the government to take the blame if 
their offer is rejected. I also believe the EIS is based on flawed assumptions that 
are impossible to prove until all relevant documents are made public in a new 
EIS. Politicians, please do not ask 'whv weren't we told'. 

Transurban's staff should never have been allowed to be part of the 
NorthConnex public information team as they have a clear conflict of interest. 

SKM's 28 August 2003 Dural Focus Group "Meeting notes" were NOT included in 
their 11 volume 2004 report. Before the meeting started the SKM project manager 
took me aside and advised "SKM had been directed not to recommend options B or C". 

PP then intimated to meeting "SKM would be recommending one of 'Four Feasible 
Type A options" (p2) ... at "3 Questions from the group point 4 is "Need for change 
in attitude by government" Reply: "JB (RTA) "this is a transport study and 
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Dep. of Planning & Environment SSI 6136 submission from Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

RTA/DoTARS cannot dictate policy to DIPNR.') P3 "4 Summary comments from 
community group representatives ... ". SKM meeting notes made it very clear the 
majority opinion at Dural was that type C routes were the best option. Obviously this 
could not be in the EIS unless the meeting notes were available. PP is now retired. 

What right do public servants have to dictate federal and state policy? This became a 
political matter in 2003, again in 2012 and still continues. Refer pages 9/10. 

"Feedback received from the community and stakeholders was summarised and 
addressed in the 2004 report. The outcomes and recommendations of the 2004 report 
were informed by the community and stakeholders views on alternatives and corridor 
alignment options." 

In 2006 a public meeting at Pennant Hills attended by about 250 people including then 
MPs Hopwood, O'Farrell, Tink, councillors present and the public unanimously voted 
for a western option. Days later Hopwood, O'Farrell and Tink called for an inquiry after 
they realised SKM had been directed to recommend one "short-term option A" route. 

Hopwood 2007 media release: "A compelling case for a second crossing of the 
Hawkesbury River'' because bushfires closed the railway line, F3 and Pacific Highway 
for three days in January. 

Then MPs Richardson, Williams and Hartcher supported the F3 - M7 link in August 
2007. Collectively, this shows six MPs, some councillors and about 245 people 
supported a western option instead of a tunnel. How many more did who didn't attend? 

Pearlman Inquiry; The community did not know that in January 2007 Minister Lloyd 
agreed with Hills Motorway request for a review of SKM's findings claiming there were 
discrepancies in the SKM report and the "link" should join the M2 further east. 

DOTARS engaged Masson Wilson Twiney (MWT) to review SKM's calculations. 
MWT's 22 March 2006 Executive Summary concluded: 

"Beyond 2021, when capacity of a six lane F3 is likely to be exceed in peak periods, a 
type C (western F3-M7) option may become a justifiable project, depending upon the 
manner in which Sydney, the Central Coast and Lower Hunter develop. Consequently, 
a decision will be required about a long-term solution to traffic capacity in the Sydney 
Orbital to Central Coast corridor. This will revolve around: 

• An eight-lane F3 

• A Type C option (western) 

Both will require augmentation in the Sydney road network." What plans have been 
made for these 'augmentation works' and when will they be identified and done? 

"Measures to improve train accessibility from the Central Coast to Sydney and land use 
measures, among others, may defer the need for a long-term option, depending on 
their success. Conversely, faster than forecast travel demand may require a long-term 
option sooner." What measures have been taken to address these issues" 

Did NorthConnex know the MWT study existed and review it? 

2 day Value Management Workshop No2 Record- 17118 SEPTEMBER 2003 is 
selectively referred to in the EIS. Someone chose not to refer to the following extracts: 

PRECIS: Participants (pA-2): DOTARS 3, RTA 7, Rai/Corp 3 Dept Infrastructure, 
Planning, Natural Resources 2, State Rail1 NSW EPA 2, NSW National Parks 1, 
DEM(Aust) PL 1, SKM 10, Tierney Pike Kirkland 2, Total32 (part time 4) 
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P1 "Key outcome Type A superior to Type B or C. Purple 'A' best tolled or unto/led." 

Page 5. Dr Kishan reports "there are not many examples in the world of tunnels 6-
8 km long and certainly none in Australia. Therefore, if the project proceeds 
there will be a multitude of technical challenges to be addressed, not to mention 
the social challenges that would arise". This statement is cause for deep concern 
and should have been addressed by the Minister before he accepted Purple A Option. 

Page 7 indicates about 3 vehicles in 5 (60%) from the F3 travel down the Pacific 
Highway whilst the percentages indicate only 40% travel to the City and North East. 

The same page indicates 57% of heavy vehicles have origins/destinations that would 
use Pennant Hills Road. (I.E. about 43% use Pacific Highway) This coincides with the 
figures given out at the Community Consultative meeting at Galston in August 2003. 

Page 1 0/12 Six extracts from 30 questions/statements: 
1. "20 year study too short for scale of project" " 
2. "Do both options A& C need to be looked at for short/ling term option?" 
3. "Type C needs to be convincingly rejected before any Type A Options can be 

seriously addressed." 
4. "What value is placed on a second (strategic) Hawkesbury crossing?" 
5. "Peak hour congestion is predicted on Type A in as little as 10 years." 

Page 22; 3.13.1: "Following lengthy discussion, the instruction from DOTARS 
was that the Australian Government felt that examination of longer terms options 
was out side the scope of the Link study . . . " This was contrary to SKM's 
instructions for a National Highway. Refer SKM Main report par 1. 

This workshop raised some serious concerns over the proposed tunnel option. P10 53: 
"By building this new link there would be a redistribution of up to 20% of traffic in the 
corridor that would provide benefits throughout the rest of the northern network". This 
is misleading because the chosen route will have little if any affect on traffic on the 
Pacific Highway north or south of the F3. 

Pages 11, 12 also raise traffic issues that have not been addressed in the study. In 
particular the last two on page 11. "Project justification is essential. Type C needs to 
be convincingly rejected before any of the type A Options can be seriously addressed. 
In considering the Type C scenario in comparison to type A the following needs to be 
addressed - what value is placed on another crossing of the Hawkesbury River?" 

That was nearly 11 years ago. Where did NorthConnex address this in the EIS? 
Selective editing to justify Transurban's offer indicates bias or lack of knowledge on the 
author/s and also those who checked the validity of the EIS for a $3 plus billion project 
before it was published. 

February 1994: "Community Bulletin Liverpool-Hornsby Highway Study" 
suggested a western (C type route). In 2002 SKM appointed. Pennant Hills Thornleigh 
Liberal Party Branch decided its concerns be known via as coming from the 
'Concerned Citizens Group'. 

"In October and November 2013, four community information sessions were held to 
provide up to date information about the status of the project and the design and 
construct tender process ... ". 

NorthConnex EIS extracts from the Pearlman report (concluded at iii): 
"I have given due consideration to the MWT "interim report- F3 to Sydney Orbital 
Corridor Review (March 2006)' and concluded the following:" 
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1. "That the assumptions and data used in the SKM 'F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study 
2004' were valid and reasonable at that time of the study;" 

2. "that there have been changes affecting land use and traffic flows since the SKM 
Study's publication, but that these changes reinforce the selection of the preferred 
route; and" 

3. "that the SKM Study recommendations progress as follows" 

"a) the preferred route follow a Type A corridor Purple option be progressed to 
the next stages of investigation including detailed concept design and financial 
assessment and environmental impact assessment; and" 

"(b) a type C corridor be planned now." 

And why did NorthConnex omit this paragraph from its page iii references?: 
"The NSW Government indicated in its submission to Review its intention to develop a 
discussion paper on the connect of the F3 to M2 and/or M7. I am confident that my 
Review has undertaken a sufficiently rigorous analysis of the proposed connect to both 
inform and direct any future NSW Government investigations. I would encourage both 
the Australian and NSW Governments to proceed directly with the next stages of a 
Type A Purple option link connecting the F3 to M2." Has this discussion paper been 
produced and public comment sought? 

5 Public Input 5.1 Introduction page 75. "/ deal here with issues raised in the public 
submissions and at the meeting in public." 

NB: "From the submissions it is aooarent that the community is concerned about 
effective transport planning in Sydney, and has made informed and knowledgeable 
comment about the planning process." The time is long past for informed public 
being ignored and treated with contempt by politicians and bureaucrats. 

"Many of the issues raised in submissions were a/so raised during the community 
consultation process undertaken by SKM and SKM did in fact consider these concerns. 
But it is important to note that the SKM Study was a strategic study, designed to select 
a preferred route. The detailed assessment and design of the preferred route was a 
matter for a later stage. SKM envisages further refinement at stages extending beyond 
the SKM study and, as SKM said. members of the public will have further opportunity 
to express their concerns at these stages." P75 NorthConnex; when was this done? 
"Like SKM, I recommend that, if the preferred route is to proceed, the issues that I 
outline below should be carried through for consideration during the development of a 
concept proposal and the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (E/S)." 

"By way of introduction, it should be noted that, of the 53 submissions received, the 
largest number came from persons in the Pennant Hills area. Figure 18 shows the 
location of those persons and organisations making submissions." 

"A/so by way of introduction, it is useful to note the preferences expressed by those 
persons and organisations making submissions for a preferred route. As figure 19 
shows, most of the persons and organisations favoured a Type C corridor. Of these 
that accepted a Type A corridor, most preferred the purple option. However, the 
preferences varied." Correct but misleading. SKM directed not to recommend "C" 

"Figure 18- Number of submissions received by suburb;" (Precis table totals) 
Pennant Hills 10, Chatswood 8. Sydney 5, Glenorie 4 five, two and sixteen at 1. (p76) 

"Figure 19- Preferred options indicated in the submissions;" 
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Type C 19, Type A Purple 8, Type A Yellow 7, Type A now and then type C 2, Type A 
all 1, Type B or C 1, Rail option 2, Not specified" 9. p76 

"Appendix 2 - Individuals and Organisations that appeared Before the Chair at the 
Meetings in Public Monday 18 (19 & 20) June" p93/94 "Mr Peter A Waite OAM JP, 
Organisation name NIA" as I believed it would be inappropriate to disclose the 
"Concerned Citizens Group" was the "Liberal Party Pennant Hills Thornleigh branch". 

Pearlman hearing transcript DOTARS representative at the hearing; "MS RIGGS: 
did hear Mr Waite say in his remarks to you that the terms of reference for the SKM 
study were changed halfway through the study and I simply have to refute that. 
The terms of reference for that SKM study were embodied as an appendix to the 
contract between the RTA and SKM at the time SKM took on that work. They were 
not changed during the course of that study." 

 
 

 

"We have, as a result of a request from Ms Armitage during the course of last week, 
provided you with a copy of the terms of reference." 

"MS PEARLMAN: Yes. I knew that we had asked for it. I haven't yet seen those 
terms of reference, but that is important, because that submission has been raised 
by Mr Waite and at least one other person, so it is important that /look at that." 

By the end of day one MS Pearlman realised no one including herself. knew the real 
purpose of the inquiry was Hills Motorway's attempt to gain more profit at less cost. 

Pearlman Appendix 4: F3-M7 Corridor Selection - History p97/98 has a "Time 
Frame and Decision or Process" lists 17 references from 1980s to 19 February 2007. 

December 2000 and two 4 January 2001 references include a similar phrases that 
show in a space of six weeks how terminology varies and disputes can be created: 
"1999 ... National ... Standard Highway between WSO or M2 and the "F3 Freeway", 
"2001 ... interim National Highway from the F3 to the WSO or M2" and 
"2001 ... link from the F3 to the WSO or M2 to relieve pressure on Pennant Hills Road 

and to complete the National Highway through Sydney." 
Why didn't NorthConnex quote from the MWT report? 

Was community input sought after Transurban's unsolicited proposal was received, 
NorthConnex was created, an agreement made to accept the offer or the EIS was 
planned? 

OR were sham 'spin doctor' meetings orchestrated in 2013 and 2014 to enable 
NorthConnex to claim there was "genuine community consultation"? 

SKM's 2004 Working paper 2 - "Engineering Design and Costing report (p2) for a 3-
lane tunnel was $2.0- $2.2 billion." Can NorthConnex can do it ten years later for 
$2.65 billion? Or are there loopholes to gouge out more money? 

MP Judy Hopwood's 22 January 2007 Media Release "A compelling case for a second 
crossing of the Hawkesbury River'' when bushfires closed the rail line, F3 and Pacific 
Highway for three days proved how vulnerable what are collectively the nations most 
important strategic routes, and why a second Hawkesbury crossing is essential. 
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NorthConnex: p25 (xxiii) "What alternatives were considered? ''The project has a long 
history of identification and evaluation of alternatives and options commencing with the 
F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study (SKM) (the 2004 report) through to the recent design 
and construct tender process for the project", still has to be proved. 

How can this be correct? "Analysis conducted as part of the 2004 report determined 
that broad corridor type A best satisfied the planning and project objectives." 

"Options review" "A review of the options analysis presented in the 2004 report was 
undertaken in 2007 by the Honourable Marla Pearlman AO (Chief Judge of the NSW 
Land and Environment Court) at the request of the Australian Government." 

The 2007 review concluded that the purple corridor alignment option should be the 
preferred route and should progress to the next stage of design and development. 

"Tender process" "A competitive design and construct tender process was 
undertaken in order to identify an innovative, cost effective and environmentally­
responsive design within the purple corridor as identified and endorsed by the 2004 
report and the 2007 Pearlman Review respectively" based on flawed assumptions. 

"The preferred tenderer was chosen after a thorough evaluation of the three tender 
submissions. The tender evaluation process provided a balanced consideration of 
engineering design requirements, project costs (including upfront capital expenditures 
and ongoing operational expenditure), and environmental and social impacts." 

SKM's 2004 Forecast Traffic Volumes and costings 
A NorthConnex officer stated at a Hornsby meeting: "SKM's traffic projections were 
higher than had occurred'. Where is the evidence? 

I understand the RTA or agent supplied SKM traffic counts. An RTA officer's name 
appears in several places in the SKM study. Further, the 2007 Pearlman Inquiry to 
validate SKM's report had the benefit of a detailed 22 March 2007 study by Masson 
Wilson Twiney. Why wasn't this disclosed in the EIS? 
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SKM working paper No. 2 
Following are extracts from an extensive 100 page costings paper. At 8.3 p75 
"Pennant Hills and North Rocks Road intersection would have to be upgraded." 

Stage 4 (2021-2026) "Construct climbing lanes in both directions to accommodate slow 
moving traffic ... " 

Stage 5 (Beyond 2026) " ... Tolling the F3 could also be considered as a measure 
(on then F3). Alternatively, widen to 8 lanes in each direction. (or) Alternatively 
develop a new transport corridor." 

Table 3.1 F3 Capacity Considerations suggests "fourth 'climbing lanes' would be 
required by 2011". That was over 3 years ago. Now this is often a major problem. 

5. Cost Estimates for the above works in 6.2. "between $2.6 and $3.6 billion." 

6.2 Alternative Second Route " ... A number of alternatives for a second route have 
been prepared as part of the F3 to Sydney Orbital Link Study. These alternatives 
generally link to areas in western Svdnev rather than to Wahroonga." 

"The cost estimates for the routes investigated are between $2.6 and $3.6 billion. 
The alternative routes do, however, provide a total capacity of 5 lanes in each direction 
between Sydney and Gosford." How does the NC tunnel increase M1 (F3) capacity? 

It does not appear any investigations have been made to establish if bridges across the 
Hawkesbury at Mooney Mooney, and or the Mooney Mooney Creek can be widened, 
or if new bridges would be required. Further, there is no indication of how widening of 
the M1 could be carried out without closing one existing lane in each direction for 
several years to carry out the works. This won't happen. Another solution is required. 

7. Further Considerations following the F3- Sydney Orbital Link Study 
"A fuller investigation is required to assess requirements after 2012. 
Furthermore. a review of widening requirements should be undertaken upon the 
decision on the F3 - Orbital Link and investment program on the main North rail line." 
Has this been done, and if so, what did the investigation determine? 

Parliamentary Secretary for Ministers Berejuklian, Transport and Minister Gay, Roads 
and Ports; MP Ray Williams wrote on 14 November 2013, "an Outer Sydney orbital 
west of St Marys is listed in the Draft 2012 NSW Long Term Transport Master 
Plan to connect the Central Coast, Western Sydney and Wollongong." Did the 
government or NorthConnex ever consider that? If not, why? 

Is there an AM peak-hour southbound traffic problem be overcome? 

NorthConnex FactSheet- July 2014; ARTISTS IMPRESSION: 
• Northern ventilation outlet Permanent features p2; lists items 2 -8 for 

northbound traffic. 

South bound twin lanes at Burns Road, item 1, shows a 'Maintenance bay' lane 
commencing left off the tunnel lane where there is a 'light green nature strip' between 
the tunnel and Pennant Hill Rd lanes, then over or under the open tunnel lanes to the 
Pacific Hwy Pennant Hills Rd twin lanes becoming third lanes for un-identified 
distance. 

There is no indication of where the two sets of twin lanes commence before the 
vegetation shown on the tip of the diagram which does not have any identification 
shown. 
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How will the lead into the tunnel from the F1 be built, that is not shown on any of the 
EIS documents staff at the Pennant Hills shop front could find, and still allow the four 
south bound lanes to the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road operate 24/7? 

After the 28 July 2014 meeting at Hornby RSL and my visit to the Pennant Hills 
shop front on 31 July I make some precised observations: 

Until resolved, I do not want the following taken as being a complaint against any 
person or persons including the Minister, Transurban, NorthConnex, 
contractors, person or persons. 

*1. Email replies to questions about issues do not identify the date or time the issue 
was received. This means if there are more than one email recipients may not know to 
which matter it referred. This happened to me on 31 July and is part of the reason for 
this letter/email. 

*2. Staff indicated Lend Lease prepared, and is still preparing NorthConnex plans and 
Lend Lease should accept responsibility for any errors. I do not accept that. 

*3. My concerns with "South bound AM peak traffic problems" are not addressed, and 

*4. All adequate design works for the EIS have not been completed, and 

*5. All land required for acquisition has not been identified, and 

*6. NorthConnex can still make changes to the EIS, and 

*7. NorthConnex FactSheet- July 2014; ARTISTS IMPRESSION: Northern ventilation 
outlet Permanent features p2; lists items 2 -8 for northbound traffic incorrectly shows 
the intersections of 'Bareena Avenue/Fern Avenue Hornsby' and Woonona Avenue 
Hornsby. These should be shown as being nearly opposite each other. What is shown 
as Fern Avenue is probably Lochville Streets Hornsby and Wahroonga that was 
divided when the F3 was built. 

Fact Sheet Item 1, South bound lanes at Burns Road shows a 'Maintenance bay' lane 
commencing left off the tunnel lane where there is a 'light green nature strip' between 
the tunnel and Pennant Hill Rd lanes, then over or under the open tunnel lanes to the 
Pacific Hwy Pennant Hills Rd two lanes and 3rd lane for an un-identified distance. 

There is no indication of where the two sets of lanes commence before the vegetation 
shown on the tip of the diagram that does not have enough detail shown. 

*8. How will the lead into the tunnel from the F1 be built? Staff at the Pennant Hills 
shop front could not find this on any of the EIS documents suggesting I ask for an 
answer at the 9 August Pennant Hills consultative meeting. Please arrange for this to 
be done in the opening presentation. 

*9. How will the tunnel open section be built and still allow the existing four south 
bound lanes to the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road operate 24/7? 

*1 0. The DoP will determine the application including additions and amendments. How 
can the EIS be modified after it has been published and not start the process again? 

*11. EIS page i: "Prepared by AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (Phone 8934 oooo PO Box QVB 

PO Box Q410, QVB PO NSW, 1230) © AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM). All rights 
reserved. 
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AECOM has prepared this document for the sole use of Roads and Maritime 
Services and for a specific purpose, each as expressly stated in the document. 
No other party should rely on this document without the prior written consent of 
AECOM. 

AECOM undertakes no duty, nor accepts any responsibility, to any third party 
who may rely upon or use this document. This document has been prepared 
based on Roads and Maritime Services' description of its requirements and 
AECOM's experience. having regard to assumptions that AECOM can reasonably 
be expected to make in accordance with sound professional principles. AECOM 
may also have relied upon information provided by Roads and Maritime Services 
and other third parties to prepare this document. some of which may not have 
been verified. Subject to the above conditions, this document may be 
transmitted, reproduced or disseminated only in its entirety." 

How then can anyone "rely on what is AECOM's EIS" without AECOM's 
permission? 

COMMENT AECOM's statement makes if clear the only material used is what "Roads 
and Maritime Services" provided. 

I do not know if any third party such as myself has applied to AECOM to refer to its 
EIS, and I do not intend to apply. 

Whilst accepting AECOM is protecting itself against any claims that may be made, it 
does not exonerate "Roads and Maritime Services". 

In my opinion the EIS should be withdrawn for "Roads and Maritime" and Transurban 
to make public all of their papers for the community to know all of the "FACTs" and 
then republish the EIS with relevant amendments and additions including Transurban's 
negotiations with Roads and Ports, assuming they would still want to continue. 

When website M1 TunneiVision.org goes online it will show how AECOM had been 
mislead by "Roads and Maritime" and probably others with vested interests. 

CONCLUSION On 15 July I received the North Connex EIS CD by post and 
immediately downloaded it and read Vol 1A pages 1 and 23 to 33. They contained 
sufficient evidence to consider with documents I have held up from the 1990's to 2007, 
that indicates the tunnel should be scrapped as it will not solve many major problems 
that already exist and can only get worse until a second Hawkesbury River crossing is 
built to national highway standards as was intended 11 years ago to relieve some of 
the major problems technical experts had clearly identified. 

Air pollution. Apart from tunnel estimates, have vehicle em1ss1on estimates been 
made for increased traffic, and stationary traffic by 2025 for the Pearces Corner, Pacific 
Highway, Hornsby Hospital and M1 precinct? If not, will it be done, or explain why will 
not be done, or this is irrelevant to an impact on this environment. 

Issues discussion paper about SKM study and other matters I prepared for a 10 
March 2005 meeting of Pennant Hills District Civic Trust and 'Concerned Citizens 
Group' (Pennant Hills Thornleigh Liberal Party). Philip Ruddock MP, Mr Cory 
(DOTARS), Jones, Waite and 12 Trust Executives attended it. My paper set out issues. 

My 21st March 2005 10 page letter to DOTARS Ed Cory, Attn Jennie Breen re F3-
Sydney Orbital Connection sets out many disputed issues. Then further discussions 
between DOTARs Ed Cory and Waite were held in Canberra when I went there in May 
2005 in a further attempt to establish if the selection process for the recommend route, 
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purple Option A was compromised by inaccurate number counts and projections, and 
partial influences by officers of NSW and Federal Government agencies. 

 
 

  
   

 
 

Later at Ruddock's direction, Lloyd arranged a meeting for Jones, Waite and Swalwell 
with SKM, DOTARS and the RTA for 5 November 2005. DOTARS and the RTA 
advised no evidence was available to prove the best route was chosen. Some the 
many issues at that meeting were; 

1. Meeting notes and ten-page 21 March 2005 letter to DOTARs Cory's assistant. 

2. Letter to Lloyd requesting answers to 'Concerned Citizens Group' requests. 

3. 16 Nov 20041etterto Hon P Ruddock MP. 

This meeting quickly became very heated and lasted nearly four hours. It became clear 
DOTARs and RTA lied to their ministers, SKM, Pennant Hills residents and community 

SUMMARY 
CONCLUSION 
The State should take notice of this submission and: 

OR 

1. reject Transurban's tunnel, 

2. prepare a study for a second Hawkesbury River crossing six lane National 
Highway without any tunnels to link with the M7, with 

3. provision for the National Highway to be part of the "an Outer Sydney 
orbital west of St Marys" as outlined in the "Draft 2012 NSW Long Term 
Transport Master Plan to connect the Central Coast, Western Sydney and 
Wollongong" 

4. that will provide the basis of a more practical route to the future Badgerys 
Creek airport, for Sydney, central, south coast and western regions. 

maybe go back as the opposition next year 

I have reported some of these issues with evidence for over 1 0 years. 

 
  

 

 
 

Taxi driver 26 July 2014. "A new tunnel won't solve the truck problem. The M4 
problems in particular are because a few motorists that are very scared of big trucks in 
tunnels often slow down or swerve. That is what disrupts and slows traffic." Is this fact? 

Please advise if any clarification or documents are required. 

FORMAT PROBLEM IN LINE ABOVE STILL TO BE RESOLVED 
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Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 

Hornsby Councillor 1980 to 1987, Pennant Hills resident 57 years, Epping 25 years. 
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' APPLICATION FOR ACCESS UNDER THE 
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION (PUBLIC ACCESS) ACT 2009 NO 52 Sections 41 & 42 

Applicant 
Surname 
Given Names 

(a) AGENCY 

WAITE 
PETER ANDREW 

Minister for Roads and Freight 
Level 35 Governor Macquarie Tower 
1 Farrer Place 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000 

Mr 

(d) Postal Address 28WARNE ST PENNANT HILLS NSW 2120 

Phone Number 9484 3471 

Details of Application: Make public on the 'NorthConnex" website all of the Transurban 
unsolicited offer to build the M1 - M2 tunnel. Further to my 5 August 2014 GIPA application it is 
noted that on page 256 item 3 of Volume 1A is this statement: 

"The unsolicited proposals process in NSW, as outlined in Unsolicited Proposals: Guide for Submission 
and Assessment (NSW Government, 2014) (revised and updated since its original publication in 2012), 
is a consistent, transparent and streamlined approach for the receipt, assessment and determination of 
unsolicited proposals that may be developed and submitted by the private sector for works and! or 
activities that would have historically been conducted by Government. Unsolicited proposals and the 
guidelines that govern their assessment and published on the NSW Government website 
(http://www.nsw.gov.aulyourgovernment !unsolicited-proposals). The unsolicited proposal 
received by Government from Transurban and the West/ink M7 Motorway Shareholders in relation to 
the project has been conducted strictly in accordance with published guidelines that govern unsolicited 
proposals." (I gave a 'NorthConnex (Tansurban) officer the attached 1 page summary (with 39 
page attachment) after the 6pm Thornleigh presentation to have processed. Also emailed RTA) 

The February 2014 State 'UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS GUIDE FOR SUBMISSION AND 
ASSESSMENT' at 3.5 (page 6/7 and 4.9 page 11) refers to probity. Extracts attached. 

3.6 "Maintaining confidentiality, 'at least for a specified period of time', has long passed. 

In 2012 I twice sought details of the unsolicited offer under the GIPA Act and was thwarted when they 
were not produced and had to withdraw my ADT 9 September 2013 application 133265 because of 
technical issues, not merit. I request copies of: 

1. Negotiated contract between the Minister and Transurban and other parties. 
2. Instructions to involved ministerial staff, 'NorthConnex' staff, contractors, agencies and 

advisers to ensure they are required to comply with the provisions of the State policy for 
Unsolicited proposals noting 'NorthConnex' is not a legal entity. 

3. Where the EIS advises how to access the SKM 2004 report, and 

4. SKM's 2003 unpublished 'Dural 28 August 2003 Focus Group Meeting Notes,' and 

5. Mason Wilson Twiney Report- F3 to Sydney Orbital Corridor Review March 2006, and 

6. Pearlman 2006 report, and transcript of hearing. 
7. Taxpayers, State and Federal funds for cost to date of negotiations and contributions 

that have been made or are TO BE MADE by Transurban and any other sources. 

In accordance with S 54 Public Interest considerations: I waive any rights I may have as 
disclosure is in the widest public interest to ensure the EIS is open and Transparent and the 
requested material also be included on the 'NorthConnex' website at no cost to me. 

(c) FEES AND CHARGES $30 No discount is requested - Cheque attached. 

Applicant's signature Date: 12 Augus 

Agency Use Only 
Received on ....... ./ ....... ./........ Acknowledgement sent on ....... ./ ....... ./ ....... . 
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Thank you for contacting the NorthConnex project team 

1 of 1 

Subject: Thank you for contacting the NorthConnex project team 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Tue, 12 Aug 201414:27:11 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Thank you for contacting the NorthConnex project team, and your interest in the project. 

Due to the number of highly technical enquiries received, and the time required to respond, we are aiming to 
respond to all emails within 5-10 business days. 

For any urgent matters please do not hesitate to call the project information line on 1800 997 057 (free call). 

Regards, 

NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project information line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Email: enguiries@northconnex.com.au 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

Collection Statement 

Transurban and the West/ink M7 shareholders respect people's privacy. Where you have provided your 
personal information to us in relation to the NorthConnex project, your personal information will be used 

solely for the purpose of providing you with information regarding the NorthConnex project, including to 

send you project and community updates. 

We may be disclose your personal information to other Transurban Group entities and third parties working 
with us on the NorthConnex project for this purpose. Otherwise Transurban and the West/ink M7 
shareholders will not disclose your personal information without your consent unless authorised or required 
by law. We will always take steps to ensure your personal information is kept secure and is handled in a 

way that is consistent with the Australian Privacy Principles. 

Our privacy policy explains how we collect, use and disclose personal information including how to contact 

us with access or correction requests or if you wish to make a complaint about haw your personal 
information has been handled. Our privacy policy is available on our website at 
www.transurban.com/privacy or you can ask one of the project information representatives to send you a 
copy by mail. 

Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not the addressee indicated in this 
message (or responsible for delivery of the message to such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to 
anyone. In such a case, you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail or by telephone 
on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mail for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of Transurban 
Limited or any companies within the Transurban Group shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 

12/08/14 2:38PM 
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

Dick Smith and Graham Turner-
National Press Club 13 August 2014. ABC ch 2, 12.30 -1.30pm 

Whilst Dick Smith is well known, and recognised for his contributions to industry and society, 
Graham Turner is not as well known in the wider community. 

Graham went to a one-teacher school in the country for eight years and had the same 
teacher. He then worked on farms and trained as a vet to be able to treat animals and save 
having to call out a vet from the nearest town. He then changed directions and started what 
is now the highly successful Flight Centre and is still managing director. 

The theme of their address was why globally all first world governments and business people 
need to change their attitudes to perpetual growth because any thinking person knows it is 
unsustainable. 

Whilst many nations are still third world and over half of the global population live in poverty, 
the aboriginal and an increasing number of Australians are living in poverty and dysfunctional 
situations where percentage wise the number in jail is far above the average, and few care. 

Australia is in an unusual situation as it is a small nation isolated on the world's largest 
island. Dick and Graham in their own way succinctly explained the position has been 
reached where if politicians keep increasing the number of migrants, the populations in our 
eight capital cities, without massive increases of infrastructure, Sydney would be like 
Shanghai within 20 years with traffic, air pollution 24/7 and massive increases of sickness 
caused by stress and associated illnesses and death at an earlier age. 

As one example, they both made the point that Australia should not allow successful Indians 
to migrate to Australia for a better life style. Their position was that they should be using 
their skills in India to create systems that will help those living in poverty to have a better life 
and access to health care and education as the 'well off' in Australia should also be doing. 

Whilst it will be said this has nothing to do with the M1 - M2 tunnel; I believe it does. The 
State government has admitted there is a need and published a draft plan in 2012 for a 
second Hawkesbury River route from about Camden to the Central Coast further west than 
the 2001 Terms Of Reference for what became the Sinclair Knight Mertz (SKM) report that 
was compromised by directions of unknown public servants, politicians, ministers or lobbyists 
for as yet unknown reasons. Planning and postulating is one thing, successful outcomes are 
what really matter. The proposed tunnel was never a good project. It should be scrapped. 

Whilst planning is not an exact science, it does not mean illogical pipe dreams should be 
adopted because a politician or entrepreneur have secret agendas such as has been seen 
ICAC expose over the last three years and has still not finished. 

The wider community is now asking, who will be next, and whom can we trust? This is a 
deplorable situation for any nation to be in. How can it be corrected is the most important 
problem for every MP and councillor to resolve by proving they can be trusted. 

Peter Waite 
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Audit chief Tony Shepherd pushed traffic forecasts on Lane Cove Tunnel 

Tony Shepherd previously ran the consortium that won the right in 2003 to build the Lane Cove Tunnel. 

JACOB SAUL WICK 

Tony Shepherd. one of the key business advisers to the Abbott and Baird governments. was one of a group of 
"big wigs" trying to drive up traffic forecasts on the ill-fated Lane Cove Tunnel project. the Supreme Court has 
heard. 

Mr Shepherd now chairs the WestConnex Delivery Authority, the organisation in charge of building the biggest 
motorway project in the country's history, and was the head of the Prime Minister's National Commission of 
Audit. 

But in a former role as an executive at Transfield Holdings, Mr Shepherd ran the consortium that won the right 
in 2003 to build the Lane Cove Tunnel- a project now the subject of a $144 million legal battle between one of 
its investors and traffic forecasters. 

According to documents read into court by counsel for AMP. the manager of two funds that lost money on the 
project. Mr Shepherd was one of several executives on the project in late 2002 trying to make the traffic figures 
more optimistic. 

"I feel another loss coming on." Mr Shepherd was quoted as writing to a colleague in late 2002.just months after 
Transfield had lost a separate bid to win the rights to build the M7 motorway through western Sydney. 

According to AMP. which is suing forecasters Parsons Brinckerhoff and Booz Allen Hamilton for $144 million. 
one of the ways Mr Shepherd's consortium avoided "another loss" was by inflating the number of motorists they 
said would drive through the tunnel. 

In notes of a meeting she took with "big wigs" working on the consortium, one of the forecasters for Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, Gillian Akers, recorded the pressure they were applying to "pump up the base" forecasts for the 
tunnel. 

Ms Akers recorded Ray Wilson, working for construction company Thiess, as saying they needed to "get the 
traffic high then get the banks to build it". 

Mr Shepherd, meanwhile, was "very upset by lack of growth 2006-2011" and wanted to "get to the bottom of it", 
according to Ms Akers' notes. 

"What else can we do to the network to get more traffic on the network into the tunnel?" AMP's counsel Tony 
Bannon quoted the meeting notes as saying. 

The consortium had an incentive to push up traffic forecasts for the Lane Cove Tunnel to lure investors, and also 
to be able to promise a large payment to the state government. 

The promise of this payment would help the consortium win the bid to build the tunnel, which opened in 2007 
with traffic figures drastically below forecast. 

In another email quoted in front of Supreme Court Judge Michael Pembroke on Tuesday, Mr Shepherd wrote to 
consortium members that "at a minimum" they should try to sell investors on the basis of the upside, or more 
optimistic, forecasts. 

Ms Akers and Parsons Brinckerhoff did manage to increase the traffic forecasts. despite several warnings by 
another employee. Raymond Golzar. 

One of the ways they did so was by discarding modelling they had earlier performed for periods out of peak 
hour. 

Instead. Parsons Brinckerhoff used only modelling results for the morning and afternoon peak hours. and applied 
an "expansion factor" to project how many cars would use the road in off-peak periods. 

But according to a file note of a conversation read by Mr Bannon, when an AMP executive asked Ms Akers 
about modelling off-peak times, he was told the "middle of the day not modelled". 

Parsons Brinckerhoff received a $333,000 success fee for working on the project. 

ABN Amro. the investment bank working on the project. and Transfield sold their investments in the Lane Cove 
Tunnel before it opened. The tunnel entered receivership in 2010 and was bought out by Transurban. 

The trial continues. Underlining Waite emphasis. 



SMH: AUGUST 18,2014 The Lane Cove Tunnel fiasco has shown the problems that occur when 
governments do not properly oversee infrastructure delivery. 

Penny wise, pound stupidity to cut engineers out of road building 

CHRIS WALTON 

Evidence from the Lane Cove Tunnel case in the Supreme Court last week provides the 
community with a rare insight into the behind-the-scenes machinations of infrastructure selection, 
development and delivery in Australia. 

So far, we've heard that Prime Minister Tony Abbott's close adviser Tony Shepherd was 
involved in driving up traffic forecasts, that incentives were used to lure investors and that large 
payments were made back to the NSW government- all to keep politicians, construction companies, 
investors and consultants happy. 

Where were the community's needs or views in all of this? With so many competing and hidden 
agendas you could be forgiven for thinking you were reading a run-down of the next episode 
of Utopia, the ABC's latest satire on nation building. 

However, problems in infrastructure development are no laughing matter, particularly given our 
governments' drive to define their legacies by the number of ribbons they cut and the size of the 
projects they build. 

How can politics and big business be at the controls of infrastructure development while the 
community that will ultimately pay for and use it is completely shut out? 

One positive that has come from the Lane Cove Tunnel fiasco is that the public has been shown 
the problems that occur when governments do not properly oversee infrastructure delivery. While it 
can be argued the Lane Cove Tunnel was an outsourced private sector project, the government at all 
times still had a fundamental responsibility to ensure the project was developed and managed in the 
best interests of taxpayers and the community at large. 

The problem is that successive governments have cut so much engineering and technical 
expertise from government agencies such as Roads and Maritime Services they simply no longer have 
the capacity to hold the private sector to account. Governments have effectively become cashed-up, 
uninformed purchasers while big business fat cats look to where they can find profits. 

Without enough of this expertise, governments are wasting huge sums of money. The imperative 
to fix this problem is the magnitude of this waste. 

As a nation this year we will spend $32.9 billion on infrastructure, with $20 billion of that to be 
spent on roads. Recent data from Deloitte Access Economics found on average major infrastructure 
projects blow out by 12.7 per cent. This means governments will waste $4.18 billion this year. 

If our governments made a comparatively minute investment in engineering and technical 
expertise, much of this waste could be mitigated. Imagine what we could build with another $4.18 
billion? 

It is penny wise and pound stupid to cut the engineers who will achieve best value for the 
taxpayer. It is like renovating your house without a plan and giving the builder a blank cheque. 

Multiple parliamentary inquiries and reports, industry stakeholders and even members of 
governments (granted, sometimes only in private) agree about what is needed to stop this gargantuan 
waste. 

There are five things: 
I. Rebuild engineering expertise in governments- where engineers are obliged to get the best 

value for the public. 

2. Invest in long-term planning, strategy and capacity building in infrastructure. 

3. Build engineering skills across the private and public sectors. 

4. Recognise and accept the advice of technical experts -the people that know how to scope, 
build and design infrastructure. 
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5. Lock in capital and maintenance funding. 

It's clear that we cannot loosen the grip that politics and business have on infrastructure. 

However, given the economic imperative to build productivity in our economy and our 
community's need for better infrastructure, surely it is time governments took a first step and equipped 
themselves with appropriate levels of engineering and technical capacity. 

If it means better, cheaper infrastructure, they have a responsibility to have the best engineering 
expertise for our roads. 

Chris Walton is chief executive of Professionals Australia, an association that represents 25,000 
engineers working across the public and private sector to deliver infrastructure. 
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Subject: RE: FORMAL EIS procedural complaint 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 201414:31:58 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Dear Mr Waite 
I am writing to advise you that your email below, making a formal EIS procedural 
complaint, forwarded to the Minister for Roads, will be responded to via the 
Minister's correspondence protocol. 

Regards, 
NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project information line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Email: enguiries@northconnex.com.au 

Collection Statement 
Transurban and the Westlink M7 shareholders respect people's privacy. Where you have 
provided your personal information to us in relation to the NorthConnex project, your 
personal information will be used solely for the purpose of providing you with 
information regarding the NorthConnex project, including to send you project and 
community updates. We may disclose your personal information to other Transurban Group 
entities and third parties working with us on the NorthConnex project for this purpose. 
Otherwise Transurban and the Westlink M7 shareholders will not disclose your personal 
information without your consent unless authorised or required by law. We will always 
take steps to ensure your personal information is kept secure and is handled in a way 
that is consistent with the Australian Privacy Principles. Our privacy policy explains 
how we collect, use and disclose personal information, including how to contact us with 
access or correction requests or if you wish to make a complaint about how your 
personal information has been handled. Our privacy policy is available on our website 
at www.transurban.com/privacy or you can ask one of the project information 
representatives to send you a copy by mail. 

From: Peter Waite [waitepeter@bigpond.com] 
Sent: Friday, 1 August 2014 10:16 AM 
To: Enquiries NorthConnex 
Cc: Duncan Gay; Advocate letters; Barry O'Farrell; Bill Aitken <''"Bill Aitken ">,Hills 
ShireTimes <editor@hillsshiretimes.com.au>,Hornsby Advocate 
<letters@hornsbyadvocate.com.au>,Matthew Kean <hornsby@parliament.nsw.gov.au>,Philip 
Ruddock <philip.ruddock.mp@aph.gov.au>,Steve Russell <srussell@hornsby.nsw.gov.au>,Greg 
Smith <epping@parliament.nsw.gov.au> 
Subject: FORMAL EIS procedural complaint 

Hi Tim, 

Following Tuesday nights meeting and my visit to the Pennant Hills shop front yesterday 
I make the following observations: 

Until resolved I do not want this taken as being a complaint against any person or 
persons including the Minister, Transurban, NorthConnex or any contractors or person/s. 

*1. Email replies to questions about issues do not identify the date or time the issue 
was received. This means if there are more than one email. recipients may not know to 
which matter it referred. This happend to me yesterday and is part of the reason for 
this email. 

*Z.Staff stated Lend Lease prepared, and is still preparing documents for NorthConnex 
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and Lend Lease must accept responsibility. 

*3 My concerns about the "South bound AM peak traffic problems" are wrong. 

*4 All design works have not been completed. 

*5 All land required for acquisition has not been completed. 

*6 NorthConnex can still make changes to the EIS. 

*7 NorthConnex FactSheet- July 2014; ARTISTS IMPRESSION: 
Northern ventilation outlet Permanent features p2; lists items 2 -8 for 

northbound traffic. 

The intersections of 'Bareena Avenue/Fern Avenue Hornsby' and Woonona Avenue Hornsby 
should be shown as being nearly opposite each other. What is shown as Fern Avenue is 
probably Lochville Streets Hornsby and Wahroonga that was divided when the F3 was built. 

Item 1,South bound twin lanes at Burns Road shows a 'Maintenance bay' lane commencing 
left off the tunnel lane where there is a 'light green nature strip' between the tunnel 
and Pennant Hill Rd lanes, then over or under the open tunnel lanes to the Pacific Hwy 
Pennant Hills Rd twin lanes third lane for an un-identified distance. 

There is no indication of where the two sets of twin lanes commence before the 
vegetation shown on the tip of the diagram which does not have any identification shown. 

How will the lead into the tunnel from the F1 be built? Staff at the Pennant Hills shop 
front could not find this on any of the EIS documents suggesting I ask for an answer at 
the 9 August Pennant Hills consultative meeting. Please arrange for this to be done in 
the opening presentation. 

*8. How will the tunnel open section be built and still allow the existing four south 
bound lanes to the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills Road operate 24/7? 

*9. The DoP will determine the application including additions and amendments. 

*10. EIS page i: Prepared by AECOM Australia Pty Ltd 
© AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM). All rights reserved. 

AECOM has prepared this document for the sole use of Roads and Maritime Services and 
for a specific purpose, 
each as expressly stated in the document. No other party should rely on this document 
without the prior written 
consent of AECOM. AECOM undertakes no duty, nor accepts any responsibility, to any 
third party who may rely 
upon or use this document. This document has been prepared based on Roads and Maritime 
Services' description of 
its requirements and AECOM's experience, having regard to assumptions that AECOM can 
reasonably be expected 
to make in accordance with sound professional principles. AECOM may also have relied 
upon information provided 
by Roads and Maritime Services and other third parties to prepare this document, some 
of which may not have been 
verified. Subject to the above conditions, this document may be transmitted, reproduced 
or disseminated only in its 
entirety. 

COMMENT AECOM's above statement makes if very clear the only material under discussion 
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is what "Roads and Maritime Services" has provided. I suggest no third party has 
applied to AECOM to refer to its EIS. 

Whilst accepting that AECOM is only protecting itself against 
made, it does not exonerate "Roads and Maritime Services". 

In my opinion the EIS should be immediately withdrawn for "Roads and Maritime" and 
Transurban to make public all of their papers for the community to know all of 
the"FACTs" and then republish the EIS with relevant amendments and additions. 

When my website MlTunnelVision.org is online it will show how AECOM had been mislead by 
"Roads and Maritime" and probably other people with a vested interest. 

CONCLUSION The day I received the EIS CD by post and down loaded Vol 1A pages 1 and 23 
to 33 contained sufficient evidence to consider with documents I have held up from the 
1990's to 2007, is that the tunnel should be scrapped because it will not solve many 
major problems that exist and can only get worse until a second Hawkesbury River 
crossing is built to national highway standards as was intended 11 years ago in 2001. 

Peter Waite 

Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not 
the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to 
such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such a case, you 
should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail or by 
telephone on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mail 
for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the 
official business of Transurban Limited or any companies within the Transurban Group 
shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 
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Subject: RE: EIS 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 2014 14:39:02 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Hi. Peter, 

Thank you for your emai.l of 5 August, advi.si.ng NorthConnex that you have delivered a 
copy of your GIPA appli.cati.on to the Northconnex community i.nformati.on centre for our 
information. 
Regards 

NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project i.nformati.on line: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Emai.l: engui.ri.es@northconnex.com.au 

Collection Statement 
Transurban and the Westlink M7 shareholders respect people's privacy. Where you have 
provided your personal i.nformati.on to us i.n relation to the NorthConnex project, your 
personal i.nformati.on wi.ll be used solely for the purpose of providing you with 
i.nformati.on regarding the NorthConnex project, including to send you project and 
community updates. We may disclose your personal information to other Transurban Group 
enti.ti.es and thi.rd parties working wi.th us on the NorthConnex project for thi.s purpose. 
Otherwise Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders will not disclose your personal 
information without your consent unless authorised or required by law. We wi.ll always 
take steps to ensure your personal information i.s kept secure and i.s handled i.n a way 
that is consistent with the Australian Privacy Principles. Our privacy policy explains 
how we collect, use and disclose personal i.nformati.on, including how to contact us with 
access or correction requests or i.f you wish to make a complaint about how your 
personal i.nformati.on has been handled. Our privacy policy is available on our website 
at www.transurban.com/pri.vacy or you can ask one of the project i.nformati.on 
representatives to send you a copy by mail. 

From: Peter Wai.te [wai.tepeter@bi.gpond.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, 5 August 2014 2:49 PM 
To: Enqui.ri.es NorthConnex 
Subject: EIS 

Hi. Ti.m, 

Called at Pennant Hi.lls offi.ce about 2.05 pm and i.t was closed. I thought the times 
were from 10 to 4pm Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday. 

In an attempt to clarify the legal procedures for EIS procedures, and not that of staff 
who may not have the technical knowledge and experience, I sli.d a copy of my GIPA 
appli.cati.on to Mi.ni.ster Gay for the following i.nformati.on with three pages of 
attachments I cannot copy and email. 

NorthConnex staff should be able to copy and emai.l the attachments when they are next 
there. Alternatively they will also be i.n Mi.ni.ster Gay's office to copy i.f NorthConnex 
require them .. 

It may take some ti.me to filter through to NorthConnex i.f Mi.ni.ster Gay's staff do not 
have the information I believe they should already have. In itself that creates a 
problem because i.t i.s Gay's EIS, not Transurban or NorthConnex. 
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Whilst 20 working days are allowed for the information to be supplied, I am of the 
opinion it could be made available at the Pennant Hills 8 August information meeting so 
that the community can be informed about the legal processes. 

Please let me know if you require any further information. 

Regards 

Peter Waite 

I request access to approved documents I diagrams etc for: 

"This Environmental Impact Statement" prepared by AECOM, dated July 2014: 

1. Dated copy of authorisation for completed EIS to be printed 

2. Dated copy of authorisation for EIS to be released 

3. Date EIS publicy released 

4. Provisions for when third North lane tunnel is operating north of the tunnel 

5. How the estimated 40% of PM traffic from the Pacific Highway and Pennant Hills 
Road is able to join peak hour when there is 100% tunnel traffic? 

6. Provision in Acts or regulations permitting an incomplete EIS to be released for 
public comment 

7. Provisions in Acts or regulations etc permitting fundamental problems be 
submitted to  manager Department of Planning and Environment for her team to 
assess the above without them being in the authorised EIS 

Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not 
the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to 
such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such a case, you 
should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail or by 
telephone on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mail 
for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the 
official business of Transurban Limited or any companies within the Tran~urban Group 
shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 
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Subject: RE: M1 - M2 proposed tunnel 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 2014 14:39:35 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Hi. Peter, 
Thank you for a copy of your flyer, provi.ded on 8.8.14 for our i.nformati.on. 

Regards, 
NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project i.nformati.on li.ne: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Emai.l: engui.ri.es@northconnex.com.au 

Collection Statement 
Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders respect people's pri.vacy. Where you have 
provi.ded your personal i.nformati.on to us i.n relati.on to the NorthConnex project, your 
personal i.nformati.on wi.ll be used solely for the purpose of provi.di.ng you wi.th 
i.nformati.on regardi.ng the NorthConnex project, i.ncludi.ng to send you project and 
communi.ty updates. We may di.sclose your personal i.nformati.on to other Transurban Group 
enti.ti.es and thi.rd parti.es worki.ng wi.th us on the NorthConnex project for thi.s purpose. 
Otherwi.se Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders wi.ll not di.sclose your personal 
i.nformati.on wi.thout your consent unless authorised or requi.red by law. We wi.ll always 
take steps to ensure your personal i.nformati.on i.s kept secure and i.s handled i.n a way 
that i.s consi.stent wi.th the Australi.an Pri.vacy Pri.nci.ples. Our pri.vacy poli.cy explai.ns 
how we collect, use and di.sclose personal i.nformati.on, i.ncludi.ng how to contact us wi.th 
access or correcti.on requests or i.f you wi.sh to make a complai.nt about how your 
personal i.nformati.on has been handled. Our pri.vacy poli.cy i.s avai.lable on our websi.te 
at www.transurban.com/pri.vacy or you can ask one of the project i.nformati.on 
representatives to send you a copy by mai.l. 

From: Peter Wai.te [wai.tepeter@bi.gpond.com] 
Sent: Fri.day, 8 August 2014 5:40 PM 
To: Enqui.ri.es NorthConnex; Matthew Kean 
Subject: M1 - M2 proposed tunnel 

Hi. 

Attached i.s my 2 page paper for tomorrow's Communi.ty drop i.n sessi.on from 2 to Spm at 
Pennant Hi.lls Communi.ty Centre. 

Have copi.ed 50 copi.es to hand out. 

Looki.ng forward to hear what all the experts have to say. 

Regards 

Peter Wai.te 

Pri.vi.leged/Confi.denti.al i.nformati.on may be contai.ned i.n thi.s message. If you are not 
the addressee i.ndi.cated i.n thi.s message (or responsible for deli.very of the message to 
such person), you may not copy or deli.ver thi.s message to anyone. In such a case, you 
should destroy thi.s message and ki.ndly noti.fy the sender by reply e-mai.l or by 
telephone on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advi.se i.mmedi.ately i.f you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mai.l 
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for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the 
official business of Transurban Limited or any companies within the Transurban Group 
shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 
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Subject: RE: EIS PROBITY 
From: Enquiries NorthConnex <enquiries@northconnex.com.au> 
Date: Mon, 18 Aug 2014 14:50:01 +1000 
To: Peter Waite <waitepeter@bigpond.com> 

Dear Mr Wai.te 
I am wri.ti.ng to advi.se you that your emai.l regarding EIS probi.ty, forwarded to the 
Mi.ni.ster for Roads, wi.ll be responded to vi.a the Mi.ni.ster's correspondence protocol. 

Regards, 
NorthConnex Project Team 
www.northconnex.com.au 
Project i.nformati.on li.ne: 1800 997 057 (free call) 
Emai.l: engui.ri.es@northconnex.com.au 

Collection Statement 
Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders respect people's pri.vacy. Where you have 
provi.ded your personal i.nformati.on to us i.n relati.on to the NorthConnex project, your 
personal i.nformati.on wi.ll be used solely for the purpose of provi.di.ng you wi.th 
i.nformati.on regarding the NorthConnex project, i.ncludi.ng to send you project and 
community updates. We may di.sclose your personal i.nformati.on to other Transurban Group 
enti.ti.es and thi.rd parti.es worki.ng wi.th us on the NorthConnex project for thi.s purpose. 
Otherwise Transurban and the Westli.nk M7 shareholders wi.ll not di.sclose your personal 
i.nformati.on wi.thout your consent unless authorised or requi.red by law. We wi.ll always 
take steps to ensure your personal i.nformati.on i.s kept secure and i.s handled i.n a way 
that i.s consistent wi.th the Australian Pri.vacy Pri.nci.ples. Our pri.vacy poli.cy explai.ns 
how we collect, use and di.sclose personal i.nformati.on, i.ncludi.ng how to contact us wi.th 
access or correction requests or i.f you wi.sh to make a complaint about how your 
personal i.nformati.on has been handled. Our pri.vacy poli.cy i.s available on our websi.te 
at www.transurban.com/pri.vacy or you can ask one of the project i.nformati.on 
representatives to send you a copy by mai.l. 

From: Peter Wai.te [wai.tepeter@bi.gpond.com] 
Sent: Monday, 11 August 2014 7:57 PM 
To: Enqui.ri.es NorthConnex; Barry O'Farrell; Greg Smi.th; Duncan Gay; Matthew Kean; Ray 
Wi.lli.ams <""Ray Wi.lli.ams "> 
Cc: Advocate letters; Bi.ll Ai.tken <""Bi.ll Ai.tken ">,Hi.lls Shi.reTi.mes 
<edi.tor@hi.llsshi.reti.mes.com.au> 
Subject: EIS PROBITY 

Hi. Ti.m, BCC concerned residents 

At 6pm toni.ght I attended a NorthConnex presentation at the Pennant Hi.lls Thornlei.gh 
Uni.ti.ng Church I attend. 

Candi.ce, Malcolm and Ri.chard represented NorthConnex. 

As usual references were made to the Lend Lease mi.sleadi.ng arti.st's fancy i.mpressi.ons 
of i.ntersecti.ons i.nstead of the actual road desi.gns. 

At the conclusion as he was leavi.ng I gave Ri.chard, who i.s employed by Transurban, a 
copy of my one page paper shown below. 

Attached were Barry O'Farrell's 6 August 2014 letter advi.si.ng he was contacting Prue 
Goward about my 2 August 2014 emai.l to hi.m about the NorthConnex EIS. 

J 
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Also attached were 39 pages of evidence proving the 2004 SKM report was compromised 
because SKM was directed reportedly by the then Premier not to recommend the western 
connection. 

In 2006 MPs O'Farrell, Tink, Hopwood all supported the western option. In 2007 
Richardson, Williams and another one did the same on the basis of the strategic benefit 
if the F3, Pacific Highway and rail line was closed for 3 days because of a bushfire. 

Also the Pearlam report was only to revalidate the SKM 2004 report. It was not to 
decide if any other option should be recommended as NorthConnex has assumed. 

The attached documents, and many more were sent to Minister Gay's office in 2012 when I 
advised him to be careful. 

This is now clearly a political problem to be resolved. As the senior RTA 
representative I suggets you should immediately ensure Minister Gay is advised of this 
as quickly as possible. 

Please let me know if you require further information or clarification. 

Regards 

Peter Waite 

UNSOLICITED PROPOSALS How can the NorthConnex resolve this? 

NSW Government guide for submission and assessment 2014 (2012) PROBITY: 

NorthConnex EIS Volume lA Table 6.5 Interagency meetings 26 June 2013 page 222. 
"Interagency regulatory meeting No.1 was held with the Environment Protection 
Authority, the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (now the Department of 
Planning and Environment) and NSW Health. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce 
the project discuss the planning approvals process and identify likely key 
environmental issues. " 

P248 'Process- Appropriateness of the unsolicited proposal process with NSW 
Government and Transurban. -The unsolicited proposals process in NSW, as outlined in 
Unsolicited Proposals: Guide for Submission and Assessment (NSW Government, 2014) 
(revised and updated since its original publication in 2012), is a consistent, 
transparent and streamlined approach for the receipt, assessment and determination of 
unsolicited proposals that may be developed and submitted by the private sector for 
works and/ or activities that would have historically been conducted by Government. 
Unsolicited proposals and the guidelines that govern their assessment and published on 
the NSW Government website (http://www.nsw.gov.au/your government/unsolicited­
proposals). I do not agree that: The unsolicited proposal received by Government from 
Transurban and the Westlink M7 Motorway Sponsors in relation to the NorthConnex project 
has been conducted strictly in accordance with published guidelines that govern 
unsolicited proposals." 

Probity in NSW State guide at 3.5 as referred to by NorthConnex, which is only a name 
and not a legal entity. (Two NorthConnect officers agreed I am right on 8 August 2014) 

The EIS states the Minister is the proponent, not Transurban and Westlink. 

EXTRACTS: 
Government seeks to conduct its commercial dealings with integrity. The assessment of 
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Unsolicited Proposals must be fair, open and demonstrate the highest levels of probity 
consistent with the public interest ... 

Maintaining impartiality .... a clearly defined separation of duties and personnel 
between the assessment and approval functions. 

Maintaining accountability and transparency Accountability and transparency are related 
concepts. The demonstration of both is crucial to the integrity of the assessment. 
Accountability requires that all participants be accountable for their actions. 

Transparency refers to the preparedness to open a project and its processes to 
scrutiny' debate and possible criticism. 

Maintaining confidentiality there is a need for high levels of accountability and 
transparency ... at least for a specified time. That time has long passed. 

4.9 Probity adviser may be appointed for large-scale projects or where probity risk is 
considered to be important- usually at Stages 2 and 3 of the assessment process. 

6 PROCESS FLOWCHART does not make provision for an EIS or community consultation. 

Peter Waite, Pennant Hills 11 August 2014 

Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message. If you are not 
the addressee indicated in this message (or responsible for delivery of the message to 
such person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such a case, you 
should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply e-mail or by 
telephone on (03) 9612-6999 or +61 3 9612-6999. 

Please advise immediately if you or your employer does not consent to Internet e-mail 
for messages of this kind. 

Opinions, conclusions and other information in this message that do not relate to the 
official business of Transurban Limited or any companies within the Transurban Group 
shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by them. 
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Clover Moore is only half the story: shadowy panel 
devouring Sydney land 

Alex Mitchell I Aug 20,2014 1:58PM I EMAIL I PRINT 

An Orwellian five-member panel will be making planning decisions surrounding Sydney public land in future. 
Cui bono? NSW political reporter Alex Mitchell reports. 

Get used to the name of the entity known as UrbanGrowth NSW, because you will be hearing a lot more about it 
over the next few years. 

It is the Orwellian body created by the New South Wales Coalition government to control the levers of urban 
planning and development. It has a five-member board to administer multibillion-dollar projects that will devour 
public land and public spending while delivering massive profits to construction companies and their investors. 

Already UrbanGrowth NSW has its hands all over prime Sydney Harbour land near Balmain, called Bay 
Precinct, the Parramatta CBD and the historic centre of Newcastle. 

The state-owned corporation was established in 2012 by then-planning minister Brad Hazzard, a Manly solicitor 
recently elevated to Attorney-General and Justice Minister. 

New Planning Minister Pru Goward, a former ABC presenter and John Howard's handpicked Anti­
Discrimination Commissioner, is now in charge of the body whose mission statement reads like something 
scripted by Rob Sitch, of Hollowmen and Utopia fame. 

According to the official website, its task is "to drive urban transformation that will underpin the future 
prosperity of urban and regional centres across NSW. We collaborate with government, private and community 
stakeholders to create a united vision of a project, building a strong sense of placemaking in the renewal process 
and enabling its delivery." 

In future, major urban projects will be discussed and decided by UrbanGrowth's cabinet-appointed board 
members without obstruction from meddlesome councillors, MPs, public servants, community groups or 
environmentalists. 

"If the Coalition succeeds in rigging the ballot in favour of the business community in Sydney's CBD, why not 
elsewhere?" 

Just as James Packer collared a high rollers' casino site from the Barangaroo Delivery Authority and Vic Urban 
delivered the construction boom at Melbourne Docklands, so UrbanGrowth is poised to make super profits for 
developers, fund managers and overseas investors in urban centres in NSW. 

It is fulfilling the catchcries of the Baird (and Abbott) governments: "We're open for business", "We want to be 
remembered for building infrastructure" (i.e. any infrastructure at any cost, regardless of its community or 
cultural value) and "we know best what should be built, where and by whom". 

Accompanying the pro-development push are authoritarian changes to the local government electoral system, 
starting with greater voting entitlements for big businesses in the City of Sydney. 

Premier Mike Baird has given support to legislation proposed in the upper house by the reactionary Shooters 
Party to arm big business with two votes while ordinary citizens receive one, an objective long advocated by 
shock jock Alan Jones and The Daily Telegraph. 

Sydney lord mayor Clover Moore, an independent, has become the centre of attention, as she claims the proposal 
to give businesses two votes is aimed specifically at her. But this is only half-true: Moore's days are numbered 
anyway, and if she doesn't resign at the next council election in 2016, when she will be approaching 70, she 
faces almost certain defeat. 



Major CBD redevelopments in Sussex Street, Chinatown, Haymarket and Millers Point, all blue-chip sites:!' 
profit-hungry developers, are the primary considerations in the push for a pro-business Sydney City Council. 

Will the embarrassing departure of Newcastle lord mayor Jeff "The Developer" McCloy following cash 
campaign donations he made to Liberal MPs at the 2011 state election lead to a greater voting entitlement for 
businesses in Newcastle as well? If the Coalition succeeds in rigging the ballot in favour of the business 
community in Sydney's CBD, why not elsewhere? 

Balmain MP Jamie Parker, the former mayor of Leichhardt and the first Green in the Legislative Assembly, has 
condemned UrbanGrowth's compulsory purchase powers and its lack of transparency. 

He has asked why there are no community representatives on the five-member board, which consists of 
chairman John Brogden, a former NSW opposition leader, Matthew Quinn, former managing director of 
Stockland (2000-2013), Robert Hamilton, co-founder of the Mirvac Group, Bonita Boezeman, executive with 
Time Warner for 23 years, and chief executive David Pitchford, chief operating officer of the Melbourne 2006 
Commonwealth Games and ex-general manager of the mega-development called Palm Jumeirah in Dubai. 

"The names don't fill me with confidence," Parker told Crikey. "They are a who's who of big-time developers 
and their friends." 

Architects, town planners and community groups are waiting for John Robertson's opposition to commit to 
scrapping UrbanGrowth NSW and the proposed pro-business City of Sydney voting system. 



Outline of Representation Crisis in NSW 
Arising from Land Use and Transport Interaction Planning Mainly for Sydney 19 August 2014 

The Liberal Coalition landslide election victory at the Mar 2011 NSW Elections resulted from promises to 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Return planning powers on land use to local government councils and shires 

Build the NorthWest Rail Line (NWRL) as an integrated Heavy Rail project 

Undertake an inquiry into the NSW Planning system 

Generally clean up Corruption of Process in NSW which has evolved since 1995 under Labor Party Gov 

To confirm intention to pursue a better planning system for NSW a Planning System Review was started in Jul 2011 

conducted by former parliamentarians Tim Moore (Liberal) and Ron Dyer (Labor). Too much Corruption of Process 

had evolved under the previous Labor Gov to facilitate unwanted high density development in sensitive high 

standard living areas including the Sydney Upper North Shore Liberal Party support heartland. Terms of reference 

required consideration of a statutory framework for a new system that focused upon 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Process for community consultation dealt with in an open and transparent manner 

Defining the role and accountability for all NSW Gov development approval agencies 

Providing a decision making framework on environmental, economic and social needs 

Establishment of clear and simple processes embodied in legislation for clear community understanding 

How best to use information technology to easily inform all stakeholders 

Community concern that local government approval authorities using discretionary powers under DCP and other 

planning instruments tended to favour development interests at the expense of community interests 

It now appears that the Moore and Dyer Review based on good intentions to honour an election promise has been 

cast aside due to the following factors which have emerged for the running of government in NSW. 

• 

• 

• 

The emergence of lobbyists and political facilitators (including former parliamentarians) who work for 

construction and other development interests to create job creating projects, often based upon questionable 

cost benefit analysis and other reports purchased from consultants to justify a project. 

Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) ignoring social impact costs such as noise (causing sleep disturbance health 

problems), pollution, reduced home values from urban degradation and productivity impacts from congestion. 

Concern in both major political parties to protect construction industry jobs with no outcome analysis . 

Recent disclosures at NSW ICAC proceedings and perceived failure of the political class dominating the government 

through major party structures have created a political crisis based on the following perceptions 

• The presentations ofthe political class are diverging more and more from the expected requirements of the 

voters they have been elected to a position of trust to represent in the process of government decision making. 

• 

• 

• 

When designing policy for presentation to voters, government regards voter expectations as being a nuisance 

which must be contained or ignored as confirmed by the attitudes of the current Federal Gov key ministers to 

the Fed budget voter reaction. 

Outcome analysis being given little or no priority when formulating policy decisions to confirm in the minds of 

voters that the political class ignores the need to provide protection and certainty for the management of their 

individual and family needs. 

The political class (dominated by both major parties) being seen as comprising out of touch individuals who will 

say anything to get elected and break all key promises when elected to run government 

What can voters do about the political crisis we now face ? 

• Use Optional Preferential Voting (OPV) campaigns to promote replacement of major party candidates at the Mar 

2015 NSW Elections by minor party and independent candidates 

• Educate voters that they may use Optional Preferential Voting (OPV) to ignore casting any vote for major party 

candidates and still cast a valid vote. They only need put a preference number beside the candidates they want. 

OPV is embodied in the NSW Constitution. There must be a referendum to change this voting system. 

We the people have the voting power to remove major party candidates who have betrayed us. 



EXAMPLE OF HOW SOME PROPONENTS and OBJECTORS EXAGERATE 
SUBMISSIONS IN THEIR ATTEMPTS TO JUSTIFY THEIR OPPOSING POSITIONS. 

It will be shown that all of the issues I am raising up to 2013 have already been submitted the 
Minister's office and other agencies including Hornsby Council.  

 
 

Whilst AECON produced the EIS it is not know what information AECON was supplied. One 
source is Lend Lease who was the successful tenderer to build the tunnel if consent is 
obtained. However there are hidden conditions I again applied for under the GIPA Act (FOI) 
on 12 August 2014 after two failed attempts in 2012 and 2013. 

I am trying to be impartial by identifying issues in the EIS I believe misrepresent fact, and or 
assumptions without supporting detail in the EIS that refers to studies such as Terms of 
Reference: 

• 

• 

4 January 2001, 'TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A STUDY FOR THE ROUTE 
OPTIONS FOR THE NATIONAL HIGHWAY THROUGH NORTHERN SYDNEY.' The 
three page TOR sets out a wide parameter of issues to be addressed.  

 
 

The 2002/2004 SKM F3 - orbital route detailed report, and 2007 Pearlman Inquiry 
findings that revalidated the compromised SKM report cannot be relied on by 
NorthConnex as a reliable basis for the EIS. NorthConnex staff have admitted that 
NorthConnex is only a name and has no legal status whatsoever. 

It is also know an RTA and Transurban managers are identified as being from NorthConnex. 
 

 

SKM's September 2002 Value Management Workshop #2 record extracts page 10, '2.6 A 
20 year study period is too short for the scale of the project'. That was 12 years ago. If 
correct, and the proposed tunnel is built it may well be out of date by 2022. Pages 22/23 
'Following lengthy discussion, the instruction from DOTARS was that the Australian 
Government felt that examination of longer term options was outside of the link. 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

As someone who has taken an interest in politics and corruption for over 65 years I believe I 
have a good knowledge about how to 'rort the system' if I chose. To become a successful 
builder, developer and property investor I operated within the law and rejected offers to help 
the client and myself to dodge taxation, other laws and regulations. 

I suspect I was investigated three times by the ATO because complainants could not 
understand how my wife and I could have been so successful. My policy was if I made a 
mistake and could not fix it without a client knowing, I would explain what the problem was 
and how I proposed to have it rectified at no cost, or a discount if they agreed to a solution 
that involved altering the design. 

We were never out of work, and had a list of clients who were prepared to wait for us 
because they knew we were honest and reliable. What more could anyone want? 
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