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No Government Regulation of Noise and Pollution from these trains.
* TheEIS does hot address the impact on noise of the real potential increase in rai| freight traffic beyond the
current projected increase from 29 to 41 movements 3 day thereby avoiding the legislateq need for 3
feassessment of nojse levels,

® Anindependent study has shown current rail noise levels resylt in Some 2 to 3 sleep disturbances a night where 1

Address:

Heritage

* There has been inadequate assessment of the project’s impact on the fabric of the Beecroft Cheltenham Heritage

Conservation Arez (HCA).

The plan given for Beecroft Railway station Precinct is vague. The relationship to the tr ees, playground and

original 1895 platform located south of the present station is not shown. A fourth track is shown on the eastern

side, The plan does not include urgently needed lifts to allow disabled access at Beecroft Station, ,

*  Beecroft Station Gardens have a heritage listing with Hornsby Council but the impact on them has not been
adequately addressed. No arborist’s report is given for the trees which will be removed,

e  The prop:osed redevelopment of Cheltenham Station shows no regard for the HCA. The visua| impact of the

* Noevalugtion has been made of the type of engineering structures and aesthetic finishes which are suitable and
compatible for a HCA. This includes retaining walls, embankments, revetments and culverts, Shotcrete is not an
acceptable finish in 3 HCA. This matter should be addressed now in the EIS,

Vegetation : : : ¢
® The ElSisrelying on vegetation to lessen the impact of the project on heritage houses and the fabric of the Hea-

* Depletion of the vegetation has an impact on the amenity of residents immediately adjacent to the corridor,
*  Existing vegetation wil] not reduce the nojse impact. A thicket 30m deep is needed tT reduce noise by 1dB,

* Claims that the project will reduce road freight are not substantiated. As total freight increases, road freight will
also increase, A study published 1o stpport anather piece of public infrastructure states that ‘rail is unlikely to
meet the future inter-regional transport task even if major rail infrastructure upgrades accur’, (SKM report £3 to
Sydney Orbital Link Study, April (2004). '

* Rail freight is for long distance transport of goods. Road freight is for local transpert and perishable goods.

Do hot approve this roject. Proteet the Community from these impacts. Impose restrictions on private rail operators.
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Send to: TéDirector — Infrastructure Projects, Epping to Thornleigh Third Track Project - s§| 5132, NSw -

Department of Planning and Infrastructure, GpoO Box 39, Sydney 2001 or plan comment@planning.nsw.gov,au or

fax 9228 6455 before Monday 5 November 2012,
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