
From: 	 Tim Edmeades <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:01 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Tim Edmeades 16 Rowley St, Camperdown NSW 2050, Australia 

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

Please reply to Tim Edmeades at timedmeades@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Philip Ritchie <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:01 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

I object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

There are overlaps in the construction periods of the New M5 and M4 of up to one year. This will significantly 
worsen impacts for residents close to construction areas. No additional mitigation or any compensation is offered for 
residents for these periods.(Executive Summary xxvii). It is unacceptable that residents should have these prolonged 
periods of exposure to more than one project. The EIS makes no attempt to seriously research the current impacts on 
residents, measure what the cumulative impacts would be or make suggestions that would mitigate the cumulative 
impact of these prolonged periods of construction noise exposure. 
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I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. Hundreds of 
residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of submissions on 
the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. Consultation is not the 
provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project and state that ever 
impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

Yours sincerely, Philip Ritchie 1/10 O'Connell St, Newtown NSW 2042, Australia 

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

Please reply to Philip Ritchie at philipritchie@icloud.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Sue Ferguson <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:03 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 

1 

007603



airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

I am horrified how this will impact our whole community. I cannot believe in this era our government would even 
think about unfiltered stacks. 

Yours sincerely, Sue Ferguson Warayama Pl, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Sue Ferguson via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Sue provided an email 
address (suef68@optusnet.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Sue Ferguson at suef68@optusnet.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Bryony Mika <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:07 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal and have been so depressed about this proposed action and the devastation in my 
suburb that I have not even been able to engage with the materials. I cannot believe what is being proposed, not only 
do we have an entry/ exit tunnel 1 block from our home but the new proposal has using the Holden site at Haberfield 
for spoil, only 100-200m from my kids school. I am devastated. I also find those television ads depicting us as riding 
on grassy hills while traffic is below is insulting and trivilises what destruction has occurred. I fully expect us to be 
totally shortchanged in any rehabilitation action as well. Shame on the decision makers who have proposed this. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
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dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Bryony Mika 70 

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

Please reply to Bryony Mika at brymika@gmail.com. 
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To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Alex Newton <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:11 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Alex Newton 138 Union St, Erskineville NSW 2043, Australia 

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

Please reply to Alex Newton at alex.newton@uon.edu.au. 

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

3 



From: 	 Peter Allsopp <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:14 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

Unfiltered pollution stacks should not be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or four in a single area. I am 
particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. 

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016.There appears to have been a lack of transparency in the dealings with this site. Due to this 
maladministration of public money the taxpayer could be left to foot compensation. The Premier has been referred to 
ICAC over the lease extension granted over this site. 

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

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

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

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

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

The residents of Haberfield and Ashfield residents are given a choice of two construction plans, Option A or Option 
B, both of which will have severe impacts on the community 

A a condition of the M4 East approval all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground WestConnex construction sites were 
to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) completed and Legacy Project 
'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community by 2019. It is a matter of concern that these promises 
are now been ignored as if they did not happen. 

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. As a 
person that uses Sydney waterways regularly such risks to health of Sydney's waterways this is not acceptable to 
me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage 
contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being 
impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses 
that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Peter Allsopp 30 Huntleys Point Rd, Huntleys Point NSW 2111, Australia 

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

Please reply to Peter Allsopp atpeter.allsoppl@gmail.com. 

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

3 



From: 	 Fand Rasul <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:15 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. 

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Fand Rasul 81-86 Courallie Ave, Homebush West NSW 2140, Australia 

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

Please reply to Fand Rasul at fandrasul@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Katriona Richards <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:18 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

I am particularly concerned about a project which will add to pollution and congestion on local roads in the 
Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and Erskineville areas. 

The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the final result will be a 
huge increase in traffic in our area. This will not only mean noise and pollution but make it so much harder for me to 
get around on foot and bicycle. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

Even if a lot of people take up electric cars, we will still suffer greatly from exposure to poisonous diesel and petrol 
fumes from cars coming off the roads and from the stacks. 

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
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were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

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

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

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. As a local 
resident, I do not feel I have been properly informed of the project or given a chance to have input. 

Hundreds of residents within the proposed project zone were not even notified of feedback sessions. Hundreds of 
submissions on the concept design, including a major one from the Inner West Council, were ignored. 

Consultation is not the provision of glossy brochures, light on detail, which minimise the negative aspects of a project 
and state that ever impact will be managed by a 'plan'. 

We were given brochures in the mail extolling the virtues of "easing congestion" but the congestion is just going to be 
moved onto our local streets! Surely, it would be better to reduce the cause of the congestion in the first place, by 
providing better work and study options closer to home for those who now want to drive into the city. 

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

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

Yours sincerely, Katriona Richards 33 MacDonald St, Erskineville NSW 2043, Australia 

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

Please reply to Katriona Richards at katriona_r@yahoo.com.au. 
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To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Wayne Carveth <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:20 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I object to most of this proposal and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the application on 
the grounds below. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. The City of Sydney came up with a well thought out alternative plan and 
this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage with this plan and to respond to it. Any 
responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

The smoke stacks should at least have basic filtering. 

I object to the indicative design for the Rozelle Interchange. 

The link from the Rozelle interchange to the Iron Cove Bridge appears to be an expensive and destructive minor 
addition to the plan. A better interchange at White Bay would solve a lot of the congestion problems without the 
destruction of dozens of houses and the enormous cost of the tunnel. 

I object to the use of Darley Rd, Leichhardt as a dive site. 

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

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

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

I object to the EIS on the grounds that it fails the Secretary's requirement for "meaningful" consultation. The public 
displays I attended were perfunctory. It was "here is a taste of what you are getting". The plans of the Rozelle 
interchange plans showing some of the possible variations were so complex and large that they were unbelievable. 

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

Yours sincerely, Wayne Carveth 141 Wigram Rd, Forest Lodge NSW 2037, Australia 

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

Please reply to Wayne Carveth at wcarveth@bigpond.net.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvw.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Emma Croft <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:23 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

This madness must stop! 

Yours sincerely, Emma Croft 97 Renwick St, Leichhardt NSW 2040, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Emma Croft via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Emma provided an email 
address (qotfu72@yahoo.com.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Emma Croft at qotfu72@yahoo.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Emily Davis <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 2:06 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 [SPAM DETECTED BY EXO] Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_ 

7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
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still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Emily Davis 28 Silver St, St Peters NSW 2044, Australia 

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

Please reply to Emily Davis at emily.davis@live.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.orgirfc-3834.html 
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From: 	 Louise Fowler-Smith <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:40 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area, in fact it will add to the problem. Many of 
these areas are already congested at peak times. Even the EIS recognises that this would have a negative impact on the 
local area as more and more people try to avoid the congestion by using rat runs through local streets. I live in this 
area. We don't need more roads. We need public transport. How can SYDNEY pretend to be a first class city if we 
have third rate public transport. Major cities in the developed world are not building roads — they are improving 
public transport that uses clean energy and putting in more bike lanes! Why does SYDNEY want to be a third rate 
city? 

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Louise Fowler-Smith 33 Creek St, Forest Lodge NSW 2037, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Louise Fowler-Smith via Do Gooder, a website that allows 
people to contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set 
the FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Louise provided an 
email address (1.fowler-smith@unsw.edu.au) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Louise Fowler-Smith at 1.fowler-smith@unsw.edu.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvw.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Greg Chidgey <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:09 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life-threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kill a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017 when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me. The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

Their heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Greg Chidgey Birdwood Ave, Winmalee NSW 2777, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Greg Chidgey via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Greg provided an email 
address (thechidge35@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Greg Chidgey at thechidge35@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 WENDY DYSON <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:11 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. The whole project is yet another example of 
simply 'kicking the can up the road' : I'm old enough to be able to remember back to the '60's when Governments of 
both persuasions would state that 'When we build this new freeway.highway, Sydney's traffic problems will be 
solved'; claims proven patently false. Neither 'Bulldozer Baird' nor successor 'Bulldozer Berejiklian' had/have 
prioritized public transport — where are shelters and seats at ALL Bus-stops — remember the phenomenon of the 
AGEING Population? — and where are the solar panels lighting up Timetables at those bus-stops @ night. We DON"T 
all have/want smart phones!It's OBVIOUS that the more people in Sydney = more c 

ars and Governments need to GENUINELY improve public transport to lure the masses of 
lazy and stupid people who drive when they don't have to out of their cars (B-Line and 
the Light Rail will alienate those who have to CHANGE to get into the city instead of 
getting on the bus and staying on - wet weather makes changing FOR NO REASON an 
incentive to get into the car! 

I and many many other taxpayers ask NSW Planning to face facts and to reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the 
planning process while there is an independent review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more 
residents' lives AND HOUSES are damaged. Does not this corrupt government realise that the vast majority of Inner 
West houses are built on a thin layer of soil and perhaps rocks but then clay — long periods of dry weather followed by 
heavy rains will often cause minor cracks in houses, even double-brick.and guess what, stiff clay (it's like iron if you 
attempt to dig down in my backyard) is the worst for transmitting vibrations — our very dwellings are at risk of BOTH 
construction and — heaven forbid — 

operation of this criminally- conceived WestConnex. I quote from a report commissioned 
by the American Federal Transport Administration - see FTA Guidance Manual for Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006 (carried out by Harris Miller Miller & 
Hanson Inc. (HMMH) founded 1981). This document is on the internet :I quote below from 
Section 7.4 FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION AND NOISE 
Geology: Soil and subsurface conditions are known to have a strong influence on the 
levels of 

ground-borne vibration. Among the most important factors are the stiffness and internal damping of the soil and the 
depth to bedrock. Experience with ground-borne vibration is that vibration propagation is more efficient in stiff clay 
soils, and shallow rock seems to concentrate the vibration energy close to the surface and can result in ground-borne 
vibration problems at large distances from the track. Factors such as layering of the soil and depth to water table can 
have significant effects on the propagation of ground-borne vibration. 

The Victorian LABOR Government had the guts to throw out the previous Government's misconceived roadworks — I 
do wonder if, given that Nick Greiner is apparently one of the big shareholders in Tollways, whether some of the 
present functionaries are also planning to become shareholders if the WesConnex atrocity were ever to ge foisted 
upon a public which DOES NOT WANT IT!!! Residents all over Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential 
investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and 
Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckless and unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this 
inadequate document. 

1 

007614



The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed 
tollways are completed, the St Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield 
will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes ahead. Not only that, 
I am old enough to 

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, WENDY DYSON 2 Baltic St, Newtown NSW 2042, Australia 

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

Please reply to WENDY DYSON at gwemyr@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Chrissa Beaumont <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:17 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

Can we please learn from the best, most liveable, cities around the world and invest more in bike lanes and public 
transport — not roads? It helps the environment, physical and mental health outcomes of the residents, and makes for a 
more enjoyable and liveable city. Please begin planning not just for our children, but our grandchildren and the many 
generations to come. Cars are not a sustainable mode of transport. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 
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The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Chrissa Beaumont 24 Renwick St, Marrickville NSW 2204, Australia 

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

Please reply to Chrissa Beaumont at chrissafav@yahoo.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvw.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.orgirfc-3834.html 
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From: 	 Susan Goodman <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:18 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

The NSW government should significantly improve public transport to help Sydney's growing population get to our 
jobs, shops, family, friends & leisure destinations. 

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

Yours sincerely, Susan Goodman 164 Union St, Erskineville NSW 2043, Australia 

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

Please reply to Susan Goodman at suegee@iprimus.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Brendan Toole <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:21 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I am appalled by the arrogance and selfishness of decision makers destroying our city with this 1950s concrete cancer 
that will grow and grow like a monster. Shame on all involved you have sold your souls. 

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

Please reply to Brendan Toole at brendantoole@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Ehud Tamir <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:24 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross street would 
greatly increase during the construction period and also be greatly increased if Stage 3 were ever completed. It states 
that Stage 3 would do nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area. 

As residents of Annandale we already suffer greatly from the additional congestion resulting from the Harold Park 
residential project where additional 2500 households were introduced with little care about the impact to residents 
around the project. 

WestConnect is expected to bring even more congestion to Annandale and this is simply not acceptable. 

Yours sincerely, Ehud Tamir 4/143 Trafalgar St, Annandale NSW 2038, Australia 

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

Please reply to Ehud Tamir at tamir.ehud@gmail.com. 

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

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The research evidence confirms that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, anton james 62 Duncan St, Maroubra NSW 2035, Australia 

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

Please reply to anton james at anton@jmddesign.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Ian Hartigan <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:58 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT IS THE ANSWER!!!! NOT TOLL ROADS!!!! 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
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and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Ian Hartigan 1-8 Nield Ave, Greenwich NSW 2065, Australia 

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

Please reply to Ian Hartigan at ian.hartigan@mcsaatchi.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvw.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.orgirfc-3834.html 
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From: 	 leili gressel <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:05 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

This is a very brief submission against the most abhorrent road-project of all times as it's so blatantly obvious it goes 
against anything humane, sensible and moral!! 

Currently around the world, highways are being REMOVED from city centres and there's a greater world-wide push 
to altogether try and do away with private cars in these dense centres. 

Perhaps the most ridiculous aspect of it is the fact that the project will be funded by taxpayer money and that there has 
been NO meaningful consultation with effected residents!! Elected officials have an obligation to act with accordance 
of the community 

If this were to take place, our lives would be devastated. We have three children who suffer from anxiety, asthma, and 
various environmental allergies--all of which are bound to be effected and drive-up our medical bills, not to mention 
tax medical and mental-health services, already inundated in these areas. 

This plan pays no heed to the Paris agreement as cars directly effect global warming. The Australian government is 
part of an international community and has a responsibility to this community, not to mention to its own constituents, 
to do EVERYTHING in its power to halt the process of global warming, NOT AID AND ACCELERATE IT!! 

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

Yours sincerely, leili (leah) gressel Union Square, 2 Cardigan Ln, Camperdown NSW 2050, Australia 

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

Please reply to leili (leah) gressel at lgressel@sent.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Nicholas McCallum <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 1:09 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

As a resident bordering this a proposal who has witnessed and me too many people moved on a from their homes, I 
strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. NSW Planning must require the Proponent to properly and adequately address the 
impacts set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 

1 

007622



were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Nicholas McCallum 39 Darley St 

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

Please reply to Nicholas McCallum at mccallum.nicholas@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Mairice Wells <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:52 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Mairice Wells 131 Denison Rd, Dulwich Hill NSW 2203, Australia 

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

Please reply to Mairice Wells at solarpoweredmaurice@gmail.com. 

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

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Simone Bye 47 Sutherland St, St Peters NSW 2044, Australia 

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

Please reply to Simone Bye at simonelouisabye@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Wendy Slonim <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 

1 

007625



airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Wendy Slonim 34/6 Ulonga Ave, Greenwich NSW 2065, Australia 

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

Please reply to Wendy Slonim at info@esignbydecor.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Wendy Slonim <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:23 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

This is a disaster waiting to happen, and will badly affect my family who live in Lilyfield. 

Yours sincerely, Wendy Slonim 34/6 Ulonga Ave GreenwichNSW 

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

Please reply to Wendy Slonim at info@designbydecor.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Anthony Ierardo <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:18 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Anthony Ierardo 251 Ramsay St, Haberfield NSW 2045, Australia 

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

Please reply to Anthony Ierardo at anthony.ierardo@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Claire Bracken <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:19 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I think we can all agree that this whole project has been thoroughly ballsed up. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

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

To quote Helen Lovejoy, 'Won't somebody please think of the children?!' 

I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government authority to approve a project knowing that it 
will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Claire Bracken 1 Wisdom St, Annandale NSW 2038, Australia 

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

Please reply to Claire Bracken at claire.a.bracken@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Inga Svendsen <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:23 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Inga Svendsen 53 St Marys St, Newtown NSW 2042, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Inga Svendsen via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Inga provided an email 
address (tortiose53@bigpond.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Inga Svendsen at tortiose53@bigpond.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 John Williams <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:24 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

As a resident of Balmain who has a vested interest in ensuring the the best possible outcome is created I would like to 
draw your attention to a number of points made by a independent study of the West Connex Project Proposal 

1 Material published on-line was so badly designed that it could not be printed out except as unreadable 7 or 8 point 
print and had little or no detailed information. The concept design document is a massive 160+MB PDF that was 
almost impossible to download using normal computer and tablet systems. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

When measuring the impacts in the EIS, it is important to bear in mind the mismanagement of the project to date and 
residents have little confidence that any measures set out in the approval document 

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
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completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, John Williams johnegwilliams@gmail.com  

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

Please reply to John Williams at johnegwilliams@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Laura Wilson <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:33 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

I strongly object to this proposal in its entirety and urge the Secretary of Planning to advise the Minister to refuse the 
application on the grounds below. The Proponent should be required to properly and adequately address the impacts 
set out below which are not adequately addressed in the EIS. 

There is zero evidence that building more roads will result in better outcomes for motorists or residents. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

I believe SMC has ignored any investigation into proper alternatives such as the City of Sydney alternative plan. It is 
irresponsible governance not to consider alternatives. 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools and childcare centres would be near such unfiltered 
stacks. There is plenty of evidence that exposure to poisonous diesel particulates is detrimental to human health and 
well-being. 

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

I object proposal which is unable to demonstrate any real advantages. I also object to a project which will add to 
congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately 
model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the final result will be that King Street will become a 
24 hour clearway, which would kill a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

I object to the acquisition of this site on the basis that Dan Murphys renovated and started a new business in 
December 2016, in full knowledge that they were to be acquired, with the acquisition process commencing early 
November 2016. This is maladministration of public money and the taxpayer should not be left to foot the 
compensation bill in these circumstances. 
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The inadequate traffic analysis shows that even if this tollway and all other proposed tollways are completed, the St 
Peters Interchange and Frederick Street in Ashfield will be considerably more congested in 2033 if the project goes 
ahead. This will make living in the area unbearable. 

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Laura Wilson 69 Park Ave, Ashfield NSW 2131, Australia 

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

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

3 



From: 	 Sarah King <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

I am a 24 year old university student and the thought of more cars, traffic and pollution does not sound like a city of 
the future. We need to be investing in quality renewables and alternative public transport like other major cities. 

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

1 

007631



The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Sarah King 5/197 Wilson St, Newtown NSW 2042, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Sarah King via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Sarah provided an email 
address (sarahk.21@hotmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Sarah King at sarahk.21@hotmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvw.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Peter Banks <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:36 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

With four unfiltered emissions stacks in Rozelle, two in Haberfield (one each for the M4East and New M5) and two 
in St Peters, along with a large number of exit portals, residents of these area will suffer greatly from direct exposure 
to poisonous diesel particulates. My house is in the direct path of the prevailing winds which would pass over some of 
these stacks and I am concerns for the health of my family 

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 

1 

007632



week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Peter Banks 3 Lamb St, Lilyfield NSW 2040, Australia 

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

Please reply to Peter Banks at peterjayneharry@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit wvvvv.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Ben Hetherington <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:36 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, ben hetherington 489 Bronte Rd, Bronte NSW 2024, Australia 

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

Please reply to Ben Hetherington at benjaminheth@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Jonathan Elliott <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:42 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kill a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Jonathan Elliott 2/288-302 Lawrence Street, Alexandria 2015 

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

Please reply to Jonathan Elliott atjonathan.elliott@internode.on.net. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Lynn Kelly <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:46 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Lynn Kelly 22 Evans St, Balmain NSW 2041, Australia 

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

Please reply to Lynn Kelly at lynn.net.kelly@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 John Souliotis <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:46 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

The estimated tunnel depths for the Leichhardt area as low as 35 metres. This creates an unacceptable risk of damage 
to homes due to settlement (ground movement). The EIS acknowledges that tunnelling at 35 metres and less presents 
a real risk. There is no mitigation provided for this risk. Instead, it states that properties will be repaired at the 
Government's expense. However no details or assurance as to how this will occur are provided. The project should 
not be approved with such tunnelling depths permitted with no detail provided about potential risk of damage and 
how and when it will be repaired. If damage were to occur, residents and businesses would be forced to engage 
structural engineers and lawyers to prove that the damage was linked to Westconnex works, with no assurance that 
this property damage will be promptly and satisfactorily fixed. There is an added legal risk to residents should the 
project be privatised. 
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The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

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

Yours sincerely, John Souliotis 173 Balmain Rd, Leichhardt NSW 2040, Australia 

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

Please reply to John Souliotis at jsouliot@bigpond.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base.org/rfc-3834.html  
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From: 	 Karen Rowe-Nurse <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 11:47 AM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. There has been no 
consideration of improved public transportation in this plan which would ameliorate amy concerns with an outdated 
concept. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
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week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Karen Rowe-Nurse 14 Wentworth St, Tempe NSW 2044, Australia 

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

Please reply to Karen Rowe-Nurse at karen.rowenurse@optusnet.com.au. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base. org/rfc-3834  . html 
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From: 	 Lillian Rose <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:00 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckeless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is 
subject to detailed design and construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' The community 
will have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred Infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the approval 
conditions. Key decisions have been left open in this EIS. Not to allow consultation on the final choice of construction 
sites would further compromise an already inadequate consultation process. 

SMC was required to consider alternatives. This section in the EIS is tokenistic at best. The City of Sydney came up 
with a well thought out alternative plan and this has been ignored in the EIS. The SMC should be required to engage 
with this plan and to respond to it. Any responsible system of governance would require that. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
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airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

I also object to a project which will add to congestion on local roads in the Alexandria, Newtown, Enmore and 
Erskineville areas. The EIS does not adequately model the impact on local roads of Stage 3. I am concerned that the 
final result will be that King Street will become a 24 hour clearway, which would kills a vibrant Sydney area. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me.The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 

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

There heritage report ignores potential impacts on hundreds of homes in Newtown and Rozelle which are part of 
Sydney's valued history. This report is incomplete and should not be accepted. 

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

Yours sincerely, Lillian Rose Charlotte St, Ashfield NSW 2131, Australia 

	 This email was sent by Lillian Rose via Do Gooder, a website that allows people to 
contact you regarding issues they consider important. In accordance with web protocol FC 3834 we have set the 
FROM field of this email to our generic no-reply address at campaigns@good.do, however Lillian provided an email 
address (lillianrose561@gmail.com) which we included in the REPLY-TO field. 

Please reply to Lillian Rose at lillianrose561@gmail.com. 

To learn more about Do Gooder visit www.dogooder.co  To learn more about web protocol FC 3834 visit: www.rfc-
base . org/rfc-3834  .html 
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From: 	 Robert Downton <campaigns@good.do> 
Sent: 	 Monday, 16 October 2017 12:05 PM 
To: 	 DPE CSE Information Planning Mailbox 
Subject: 	 Submission to WestConnex New M4/M5 EIS, project number SSI 16_7485 

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

SUBMISSION OF OBJECTION TO WESTCONNEX M4/M5 LINK EIS. 

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

NSW Planning must reject this EIS and recommend a halt to the planning process while there is an independent 
review of WestConnex before more billions are spent and more residents' lives are damaged. Residents all over 
Sydney, experts, Councillors and even potential investors have all queried the information supplied by the Sydney 
Motorway Corporation and NSW Roads and Maritime Services. In this situation, it would be reckless and 
unprofessional of NSW Planning to rubber stamp this inadequate document. 

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

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

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

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

I am also very concerned about the impact of WestConnex on that residents and workers living near portals and on 
local roads which become even more congested as a result of WestConnex. The is research evidence that it is 
dangerous to live close to congested roads. I reject an approach to transport planning which allows a government 
authority to approve a project knowing that it will place some residents at more risk of life threatening impacts. 

The noise and air quality studies are completely dependent on the accuracy of the traffic analysis and assumptions. If 
the traffic analysis is flawed, so too are the air and noise studies and local road traffic impacts. City of Sydney experts 
and other academic experts have already rejected the traffic analysis on which WestConnex bases its case. Only last 
week Citi financial analysts in a report to their large investors were of the view that the traffic predictions contained 
were unlikely to be achievable. They are arguing that due to toll avoidance and the opening of Badgery's Creek 
airport, the actual traffic figures will be lower than predicted. In this situation, it would be negligent for NSW 
Planning to approve this project. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was promised, and was a condition of the M4 East approval that in 2019, all Haberfield and Ashfield above ground 
WestConnex construction sites were to have been dismantled, as well the Urban Design and Landscape Plan (UDLP) 
completed and Legacy Project 'surplus lands and property' delivered back to the community. These promises were 
still being reiterated in early 2017, when there was community consultation on how surplus land would be restored to 
the community in 2019. It is a matter of grave concern that these promises are now been ignored as if they did not 
happen. NSW Planning should investigate this situation. 

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

The EIS identifies a significant risk of leaks of contaminated water into Rozelle Bay and Alexandria Canal. Such risks 
to health of Sydney's waterways is not acceptable to me. The Sydney Motorway Corporation through its conduct at St 
Peters has shown that it cannot be trusted to manage contamination risks. I am completely opposed to the residents of 
St Peters being exposed to a high risk of being impacted by gases from exposed landfill for a further three years. The 
NSW EPA should not grant any further licenses that would allow such events to occur. 
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I urge the Secretary of NSW Planning to advise the Minister to reject this EIS, and 
publish my name and submission in accordance with the undertaking on your website, and 
provide a written response to each of the objections I have raised. 

Yours sincerely, Robert Downton Clubb St, Rozelle NSW 2039, Australia 

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

Please reply to Robert Downton at r_downton@hotmail.com. 

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

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

	  k e  

Name: 

Signature: 

Please include / delete (cross out or circle) my personal information when publishing this 
submission to your website.I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Suburb: 	 Postcode Vzvi" rt-c1,1—\  

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

• The decision to build a three-stage tollway instead of expanding public transport has never been subjected to democratic decision-making and 
in fact has been opposed by the great majority of submissions received in response to the Environmental Impact Statements for the first two 
stages. 

• The original objectives of the project specified improving road and freight access to Sydney Airport and to Port Botany. We now have proposals 
for Stages 1,2 and 3 and none achieve this goal. The community is asked to support this proposal on the basis of other major unfunded projects, 
which are little more than ideas on a map. This is NOT the way to plan a liveable city. 

• There will be 100 workers a day on the site, with provision for only 10-20 car spaces and there is a concession that local streets will be used, 
who will be 'encouraged' to use public transport. Our experience with the major construction sites in Haberfield, and St Peters that public 
transport is not used by the workers and that despite the fact they are not supposed to do so, they park in our local streets and cause strife 
with our residents. 

• The EIS at 7-21 states that Community update Newsletters were distributed to residents 'near the project footprint' in many suburbs. This 
statement is simply not correct. No such newsletters were received by residents in central and northern Newtown. SMC was made aware of 
this fact, but has not responded to verbal and written requests for audited confirmation of the addresses 'Ietterboxed'. This statement of 
community engagement should be rejected by the Department. 

• Darley Road is confirmed as a 'civil and tunnel site (dive site) with a 'Motorway Operations' site at one end for machinery during the build and 
will then house permanent water treatment facilities, despite evidence tendered to the Concept Design explaining that this intersection has an 
high accident rate and is completely unsuitable for such a purpose. 

• I do not accept that King Street traffic congestion will be improved by this project, There should be a complete review of the traffic modelling 
that does not appear to take sufficient notice of the impact of pouring 51000 extra cars down Euston Rd on top of increases in population in 
the area. Given that there is no outlet between the St Peters and Haberfield or Rozelle, all traffic going to the CBD, East or into the Inner West 
will use local roads. 

• I object to the issue of this EIS only 14 days after the period for submission of comments on the concept design closed. There is no public 
response to the 1,000s of comments made on the design and it seems impossible that the comments could have been reviewed, assessed and 
responses to them incorporated into the EIS in that time. This casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

• There will be 100 workers a day on the site, with provision for only 10-20 car spaces and there is a concession that local streets will be used, 
who will be 'encouraged' to use public transport. Our experience with the major construction sites in Haberfield, and St Peters that public 
transport is not used by the workers and that despite the fact they are not supposed to do so, they park in our local streets and cause strife 
with our residents. 

• Why is there no detailed information about the so called 'King Street Gateway' included in the EIS ? 
• I completely reject this EIS due to its failure to consider the alternative plan put forward by the City of Sydney. 
• An on-line interactive map was published with the M4-M5 Concept Design that indicated a very wide yellow 'swoosh' that is upwards of a 

kilometre wide in some sections of the M4-M5 proposals. SMC have NEVER publicly published or acknowledged that the contractor to be 
appointed to build the tunnels will be 'encouraged' to do so within the yellow swoosh footprint, but may go outside the indicative swoosh area 
if found necessary after further geotech and survey work. The proposed Sydney Water Tunnels surveys (EIS 12-57) could potentially see a 
dramatic change in the tunnel alignments in the Newtown area. Why were these surveys not done during the past three years such that 
'definitive' rather than 'indicative' alignments could be published. The EIS should be withdrawn till such time that it is a true and fair 'definitive' 
document open for genuine public comment. 

• Other comments : 
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\D 
.Postcode 	  

Address 	  

Suburb: 	 

c  

I wish to submit my objection to the WettC,ormex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in 
the EIS application # SSI 7485. The realms for objecting are set out below.  

Name- 

Signature:. -6..2 

Please 	my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration :1 HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

0 2, 

I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or four in 
a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. The government needs to 
urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

The EIS was released just 12 days after the closing date for submissions to the Concept Design. This categorically proves 
that all the Community Consultations and Submissions to the Concept Design were a total sham. There were at least 800 
posts on the interactive map. These were limited as the community only had 140 characters available to make their point 
which was woefully inadequate. But there were at least 1500 written submissions, some of which were highly detailed and of 

considerable length. There is no way that all these submissions could have been read, considered, their arguments 
integrated into the EIS and then for the EIS of 7200 pages to be put together, printed and released 12 days after the the 
closing date for submissions to the Concept Design There needs to be a major investigation into this flagrant abuse of the 
way NSW planning laws have been flouted for the whole of Westconnex and particularly Stage 3. 

•••• All of the streets abutting Darley Road identified as NCA 13 Gaines Street to Falls Street) should have a strict prohibition on 
any truck movements and worker contractor parking. These homes are already suffering the worst construction impacts of 

the work on the site and should be spared the further imposition of lack of parking and additional noise impacts. The EIS 
needs to prohibit outright truck movements (including parking) and worker parking on all of these streets. 

•••• Unfiltered stacks anywhere in Sydney are not unacceptable. There must be a review of the NSW government's unacceptable 
policy on this issue. I am appalled that the ex Minister for Planning Rob Stokes who approved the New M5 and unfiltered 
stacks in St Peters and Haberfield would declare that he would not have them in his own area. How can residents have any 

trust in a process that is underpinned by such hypocrisy. 

•••• Targets for renewable energy and carbon offsets are not aligned with NSW government policy. (Table 22-8) 

•••• The EIS indicates that 36 homes will have unacceptable noise impacts for extended periods at the Darley road construction 

site. The EIS does not mention the cumulative impact of aircraft noise in the Leichhardt or St Peters area, and therefore 
does not reflect the true. impact of construction noise on the amenity of nearby residents and businesses. The noise impacts 
of construction are not able to be mitigated to an acceptable level and the EIS should not be approved on this basis. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 Address:  

Name: 	1\14.  

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	16 	(o') j-ek 	5 V 	Postcode 1 011 Li 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 	 . 
)1 

)11  
Please include / delete (cross out or circlet my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 

any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

1. Stage 3 is the most complex and expensive stage of WestConnex and the government is seeking approval, yet there are 
no detailed construction plans so we are not speaking to a real situation. 

2. The process that has led to this EIS has been undemocratic and obscure, driven by decisions made behind closed doors. 
3. The business case for the project in all three stages has failed to taken into account the external costs of these massive 

road projects in air pollution for human and environmental health, in adding fossil fuel emissions to increase global 
warming effects, and in the economic and social costs of the disruption to human activities, of displacement of people 
and businesses and of the destruction of community cohesion and amenity. These external costs far outweigh any 
benefits from building roads which poorly serve people's transport needs but instead enrich private corporations. 

4. This EIS contains no meaningful design and construction details and no parameters as to how broad changes and 
therefore impacts could be. It therefore fails to allow the community to be informed about and comment on the project 
impacts in a meaningful way. 

5. The EIS at 7-41 acknowledges that there is great concern in the community that King Street, Newtown, will be made a 24 
hour clearway, stating "Roads and Maritime has no plan to change the existing clearways on King Street". This statement 
is deliberately misleading - it infers that SMC has authority in controlling impacts on regional roads. Roads and Maritime 
have the unfettered right to declare Clearways wherever and whenever they wish, and RMS has NEVER  stated publicly 
that King Street will not be subject to extended clearways. 

6. The EIS at 12-57 describes possible disruptions of water supply to a vast area of Sydney as a result of tunnelling in the 
proximity of two major Sydney Water Tunnels in the Newtown area, stating "Detailed surveys should be undertaken to 
verify the levels and condition of these Sydney Water Assets". Why has an EIS been published that infers that the tunnel 
alignments have been thoroughly surveyed and researched, when further survey work could dramatically alter the 
alignments in the future ? 

7. There are estimated 100 heavy and 70 light vehicle movements a day and the plan is to allow a right-hand turn into 
Darley Road from the CW Link. The trucks will drive onto Darley Road, turn right into the site and then left back out onto 
the CW Link, which is unrealistic given the amount of traffic on these roads now. 

8. I am appalled that the Sydney Motorway Corporation could seek approval to build complex intercAnges under the 
suburbs of Rozelle and Leichhardt on the basis of an EIS that is based on a concept design rather than detailed proposal 
that includes engineering plans. 

9. The warm and caring words contained in the EIS, ref Sustainability Management Strategy, have not been reflected in the 
wanton destruction of homes, trees and habitat already. Why should we believe them? 

10. The increased amount of traffic the M4-M5 Link will dump on the roads to and from the St Peters Interchange will have a 
heavy disruptive impact on the local transport routes, whether by vehicle, bus, or active transport (walking and cycling). 

Other Comments 
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Submission from: Submission to: 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 	414,"(/)  

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name. 	 

Si atatt.tr  

Suburb:  e'1414  
• 

Postcode 	 

I submit this objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485, for 
the following reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application. 

I. The EIS admits that air pollutants will exceed 
permitted levels along the Canal Rd used to 
access the St Peters Interchange because 
the traffic will be heavier. This is an 
unacceptable impact which will adversely 
affect vehicle users because it is known that 
people in their vehicles are not protected 
from the air pollution, as well as anyone on 
foot or cycling in the streets around the 
interchange. No amelioration is offered. 

II. The EIS states that traffic congestion around 
the St Peters Interchange is expected to be 
worse after completion of the M5 and the 
M4-M5 Link particularly in the evening peak 
hour. The EIS admits that this will have a 
"moderate negative" impact on the 
neighbourhood in increasing pollution (also 
admitted separately) therefore in health 
impacts, on safety for foot and cycle traffic 
but also for vehicles and on The local 
amenity. 

III. The traffic around St Peters expected to be 
heavier because of the increased road 
access to the new Interchange will adversely 
affect our community because moving 
around to our parks and to the shops, to the 
buses and to the train stations, for pedestrians 
and cars, will be more difficult. Our 
community is being sacrificed for the 
marginal improvement in traffic movement 
elsewhere in Sydney. No measures to 
ameliorate the impact are mentioned. This is 
unacceptable. 

IV. The EIS admits that the increased traffic 
congestion around the St Peters Interchange 
will impact on bus running times especially in  

the evening peak hour and increase the time 
taken (2.5 minutes, which seems optimistic). 
The 422 bus and associated cross city services 
which use the Princes Highway are notorious 
for irregular running times because of the 
congestion on the Princes highway and cross 
roads, so an admitted worsening of the 
running time will adversely impact the people 
who are dependent on the buses. This will be 
compounded by the loss of train services at St 
Peters station while it is closed for the Sydney 
Metro build and then subsequently when it re-
opens. In all the impact of the new M5 and 
the M4-M5 link is to worsen access to public 
transport significantly for the residents of the 
St Peters neighbourhood. 

V. It is obvious the NSW government is in a 
desperate rush to get planning approval for 
the M4/M5. It has only allowed 60 days for 
comment yet the M4/M5 project is the most 
expensive and complicated stage of 
WestConnex. Critically, it involves building 
three layers of underground tunnels under 
parts of Rozelle. Such tunnelling does not exist 
anywhere in the world and as yet there are 
no engineering plans for this complex 
construction. Approval depends on senior 
staff in NSW Planning compliantly agreeing to 
tick off on the EIS, as was done with the New 
M5 and the M4. This demonstrates a wanton 
disregard for the safety of the residents of 
Rozelle and those who will be using the 
tunnel. WHAT IS THE RUSH? 

A. THE LATEST EIS WAS RELEASED JUST TEN 

BUSINESS DAYS AFTER FEEDBACK PERIOD ENDED 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 • Email 	 Mobile 
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Attention: 	Director, Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services Department of Planning and Environment, GPO Box 
39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Submission in relation to: Application Number - SSI 7485 
Application name - WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: • 	PA  f\NATM-Nr,Cr1/4".Qk 

Address: 	i 	V C).CCA-3Zke 	•-•16 	 Suburb 	 Post Code 

Signature: 	Ys42%I\Alt:S,-C 	 el..1PQCSAZI  
Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your websi  

Declaration: I have not made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application #SSI 7485 for the reason(s) set out below. 

Hours of operation 

• I object to the EIS because it is effectively a 24 hour 
operation despite the fact that the proponent represents 
that spoil removal from this site would only occur within • 
standard construction hours. 

The EIS states in 6.5.8 Darley Road civil and tunnel site 
(C4): 

'Spoil handling associated with tunnelling supported by 
the Darley Road civil and tunnel site would occur 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. Spoil would be 
handled below ground wherever practicable to reduce 
the potential for amenity impacts in adjacent areas. Spoil 
handing at the surface outside standard day time 
construction hours would occur within an acoustic shed 
to manage potential amenity impacts. Spoil removal 
from this site would only occur within standard 
construction hours, between 7.00 am and 6.00 pm 
Monday to Friday, and between 8.00 am and 1.00 pm 
on Saturdays.' 

The EIS allows for the possibility of spoil handling above 
ground 24 hours 7 days a week. The EIS fails to assess 
or explain the impacts of this on the residents in nearby 
streets. These impacts could include construction noise, 
light and heavy vehicles (other than spoil trucks), 
workers arriving for shifts and leaving after shifts. It is 
not clear to what extent the acoustic shed will contain 
noise. The Jim Holt report stated that the acoustic shed 
would not operate effectively due to its location on the 
site. It is not clear whether the proponent will mandate 
the contractor to employ the highest level of-acoustic 
protection rather than what is feasible. 

I object to the EIS and the Darley Rd construction site. 
The proponent should be directed to abandon its plan 
for a dive site as it is clear impacts are too great for the 
community. At the very least the site should be 
restricted to standard construction hours for all 
operations above ground and there should be no shifts 
commencing or ending outside of standard construction 
hours. The proponent should be directed to find a site 
where its operations will not impact on residents outside 
of standard construction hours. 	, 

• I object to the EIS because it is effectively a 24 hour 
operation despite the fact that the proponent represents 
that spoil removal from this site would only occur within 
standard construction hours. The EIS states in 6.5.8 
Darley Road civil and tunnel site (C4): 

'Reasonable and feasible work practices and mitigation 
measures would be implemented to minimise potential 
noise impacts due to activities occurring at the Darley 
Road civil and tunnel site. Local residents, businesses 
and the NSW EPA would be kept informed about works 
outside standard day time construction hours at the site. 

The EIS allows for the possibility of spoil handling above 
ground 24 hours 7 days a week. The EIS fails to assess 
or explain the impacts of this on the residents in nearby 
streets. These impacts could include construction noise, 
light and heavy vehicles (other than spoil trucks), 
workers arriving for shifts and leaving after shifts. It is 
not clear to what extent the acoustic shed will contain 
noise. The Jim Holt report stated that the acoustic shed 
would not operate effectively due to its location on the 
site.. It is not clear whether the proponent will mandate 
the contractor to employ the highest level of acoustic 
protection rather than what is feasible. 

I object to the EIS because the proponent/contractor 
would only have to keep local residents, businesses and 
the NSW EPA informed about works outside standard 
day time construction hours at the site. Local residents, 
businesses and the NSW EPA would have no right to 
limit works outside standard day time construction hours 
at the site. As we have seem with other stages of 
WestConnex this leads to devastating impacts for 
residents who must endure significant periods of 
exposure to out of hours works which involve noise, 
lights and disturbance. 

I object to the EIS and the Darley Rd construction site. 
The proponent should be directed to abandon its plan 
for a dive site as it is clear impacts are too great for the 
community. At the very least the site should be 
restricted to standard construction hours for all 
operations above ground and there should be no shifts 
commencing or ending outside of standard construction 
hours. The proponent should be directed to find a site 
where its operations will not impact on residents outside 
of standard construction hours. 
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Attention: 	Director, Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services Department of Planning and 
Environment, GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Submission in relation to: Application Number - SSI 7485 
Application name - WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: 	A Merj?:same...Q1 

Organisation: 

Address: 3/05 	=6:::\91...t6L._  	 Suburb 	 Post Code ....c..1 
rOUNCKG1c=k. gdoc5 	 234.6  

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 	 o 

Declaration: I have not made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Signed: Zi 	 Date 	2F•1, I CI / 17 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application #SSI 7485 for the reason(s) set 
out below. 

• Air quality — exhaust emissions 

I object to the Darley Road Civil and Tunnel Construction site at Leichhardt because the proponent 
has failed to comply with the SEARS requirement in relation to Air quality, that the project is 
designed, constructed and operated in a manner that minimises air quality impacts (including 
nuisance dust and odour) to minimise risks to human health and the environment to the greatest 
extent practicable. 

In particular I object to the Darley Road Civil and Tunnel Construction site because of the impact it 
will have on health. 

In 9.3 'Construction assessment methodology' of the EIS the proponent states that one of the main 
air pollution and amenity considerations at demolition/construction sites is increased concentrations 
of airborne particles and NO2 due to exhaust emissions from on-site diesel-powered vehicles and 
construction equipment. 

In 9.3 the proponent also states that 'Exhaust emissions from on-site plant and site traffic are 
unlikely to have a significant impact on local air quality, and in the majority of cases they 
would not need to be quantitatively assessed.' 

This assessment is incorrect in the case of the Darley Road Civil and Tunnel Construction site in 
Leichhardt and the Department of Planning must require the proponent to submit an assessment. 

The proponent sets out elsewhere in the EIS its plan to run spoil trucks in and out of the site via 
Darley Rd/James St. 

A full laden truck and dog driving up the steep blind section of Darley Rd/James St will have to use 
high gears and high revs to get up the hill. This will take longer than for other vehicles because of 
the size of a truck and dog and the extensive traffic queuing that takes place at the intersection. The 
proponent anticipates there being a truck every 4 minutes in peak hour which coincides with the 
peak of foot traffic near the intersection. This means a truck every traffic light cycle. This will create 
unacceptable concentrations of diesel exhaust in an area used by a lot of pedestrians to get to and 
from the North Leichhardt light rail stop. 

The Darley Road Civil and Tunnel Construction site in Leichhardt should not be allowed to proceed 
because of the health impacts from diesel exhaust. 
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Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning 
Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 
Application Name: 
WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: 
ie
w beeov c  1€877.7j 

Please 
include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. I HAVE NOT 

made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 
Address: 32 co  tv ,frus  roiki Avt:  

Suburb: COI/ "D 	 Postcode ,J3 4 

Signature: • 61 /4,ec._,z,Sz,  

I submit my objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the reasons stated below, and request the Minister 
reject the application entirely, and cause the proponents to reissue an EIS that is based on a fully researched, developed, 
and budgeted concept design, and require the proponents to prepare a new business case against that design. 

0 	Other planning issues are excluded from cost-
benefit analysis, which is a key component of 
developing a business case: 

• No analysis of equity impacts of the 
infrastructure investment and the totting 
regime, given the lower socio-economic 
status of many areas of Western Sydney, 
and the requirement for potential users of 
WestConnex to own or pay for access to a 
private vehicle to be able to use it 

• The localised impact of air quality around 
the ventilation outlets should have been 
accounted for. 

• Impacts associated with loss of amenity 
from reduced access to open space should 
have been accounted for. 

0 	There will be major impacts on the Anzac Bridge 
with a projected increase of 60% in daily traffic. 
There will also be major impacts to the Sydney 
City Centre. The EIS states that this will lead to 
major impacts on bus travel time and reliability. 
The EIS's suggests that people will have to 
adjust their travel times to starting for work earlier 
and finishing later. This is unacceptable and 
underlines Westconnex's waste and total failure. 

0 	Lack of ability to comment on the urban design 
as part of the approval process - The EIS does 
not provide any opportunity to comment on the 
urban design and landscape component of the 
project It states that 'a detailed review and 
finalisation of the architectural treatment of the 
project operational infrastructure would be 
undertaken ;during detailed design'. The  

Community should be given an opportunity to 
comment upon and influence the design and we 
object to the approval of the EIS on the basis that 
this detail is not provided, nor is the community 
(or other stakeholders) given an opportunity to 
comment or influence the final design. 

0 	The Westconnex has been described as an 
integrated transport network solution. This is 
totally untrue as the role and integration with 
public transport and freight rail has not been 
assessed. The Government recently committed 
to a Metro West so this throws into question the 
need for Westconnex. This is especially so as 
the Westconnex business case outlines a shift 
from public transport to toll roads as a benefit. 
This needs to be justified economically. The EIS 
does not do this. 

0 	The EIS is a strategy only document, it does not 
commit to any design and it therefore does not 
address any local impacts created by the 
proposed M4-M5 Link. Rather it prepares the 
pathway for sale of the Sydney Motorways 
Corporation to the private sector, removing from 
the responsibility, oversight and control of the 
Government the final design, cost and 
implementation of the M4-M5 Link. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	Mobile 
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I object to the WestConroe M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application* SSI 
7485, for the reasons set out be10u3.  

Name- 	C) "CN 	 \-\.*C-X 	‘ -̀ .4•(- L-0 

Submission to: 

Planning Service; 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Signature- 	 , sr).  	 • 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I  HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address- 	 (--) 

Suburb. 	 \_e 	Postcode 	 

4 I am appalled that the Sydney Motorway 
Corporation could seek approval to build 
complex interchanges under the suburbs of 
Rozelle and Leichhardt on the basis of an EIS 
that is based on a concept design rather than 
detailed proposal that includes engineering 
plans. 

4 One toll road leads to another 3 being 
proposed. The EIS's for the M4 East and the 
New M5 argued the case that serious 
congestion created near interchanges would 
be solved once the M4/M5 was built. Now it 
seems this is not the case and more roads 
will be needed to relieve the congestion — 
WHERE DOES THIS END? According to the 
M4/M5 EIS the real benefits will depend on 
building the Western Harbour Tunnel, the 
Airport Link and a tollway heading South. 
None of these projects have been planned, 
let alone approved but yet are part of 
addressing the congestion impacts 
acknowledged for the M4/M5link project. 
Given this how is it possible to know or 
address the impacts of the M4/M5 Link, 
unless this is just yet more justification for yet 
more roads? 

4 The EIS states that by 2033 Ross St will see 
an increase of 80 heavy vehicles a day at 
Peak periods. The greatest increase of 
Heavy vehicles at the PM peak will be in 
Johnston Street, which will see an increase of 
about 30-50 vehicles when compared to the  

'without project' scenario. At Catherine St 
there will be an increase of 30 heavy vehicles 
a day at Peak periods. These streets will see 
a huge increase in Heavy vehicle movements 
if Stage 3 is built. The increase would be 
roughly half this amount if the project did not 
go ahead. Annexure Fig 26 B2 Section H 

4 Research about roads clearly demonstrates 
that roads create congestion. The 
WestConnex project is no different and the 
EIS clearly indicates that this is an impact of 
the M4/M5 and the consequent roads that will 
follow. WHERE WILL THIS END AS THE 
m4/m5 Link EIS itself indicates the RMS is 
already hard at work considering how to solve 
these problems — of congestion caused by 
roads. 

4 The Air quality data provided in the EIS is 
confusing and is not presented in a form that 
the community can interpret. The lack of 
clarity leads to a suspicion that areas of 
concern are being covered up. 

4 Vegetation: Leichhardt. The mature trees on 
the Darley Road site should be preserved. If 
any trees are removed during construction it 
should be a condition of approval that they are 
replaced with mature trees. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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Name: 

Signature: 
Please inclu delete (doss out or circle) my personal 
information when publishing this submission to your 
website. Declaration: I have not made any reportable 
donations in the last two years. 

97, 

Suburb: 	 40 Postcode: 

Submission to: Planning Services, Department 
of Planning and Environment. GPO Box 39, 
Sydney, NSW,2001 

\ Attention Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

This document is vague, lacking in detail confusing and confused. Here are my objections: 
1. . It is clear that Annandale, Glebe, Rozelle and Lilyfield will be exposed to =acceptable health risks. With 

massive number of extra truck four unfiltered emissions stacks in the area plus a large number of exit 
portals, the residents of this area will suffer greatly from poisonous diesel particulates. This is negligent 
when you consider that, the World Health Organisation in 2012 declared diesel particulates carcinogenic. 
As you are no doubt aware there are at least 5 schools that will be in the orbit of these poisonous fumes 
and children and the elderly are most at risk to lung ailments and surrounds will experience increased 
traffic with associated noise and air pollution— most particularly at the Crescent, Johnson St and 
Catherine St, Annandale/Lilyfield/Leichhardt and Ross Street, Glebe. 

2. Also, the widening of the Crescent between the city West Link and Johnston street with an extra lane 
being constructed will lead to heavy traffic congestion on a road that has 3 Primary/Infants schools. 

3. The EIS states that property damage due to ground movement "may occur, further stating that 
"settlement induced by tunnel excavation and groundwater drawdown may occur in some areas along the 
tunnel alignment". The risk of ground movement and subsidence is lessened where tunnelling is more 
than 35 metres underground. (Vol 2B Appendix E p 1) The planned Inner West Interchange proposes 
tunnels which are astonishingly shallow eg John St at 22metres Hill St at 28nietres Moore St 27 
metres.(VoI 2B Appendix E Part 2) Catherine St at 28metres(Vol 2B Appendix E Part 1). At these shallow 
depths, the homes above would sustain serious structural damage and cracking. 

5. Rozelle Rail Yards will have 400 car parking spaces provided for workers(EIS). The daily workforce for 
these sites is stated to be approximately 550. This means that 150 vehicles will need to park in nearby local 
streets which are already over-subscribed during weekdays by commuters taking the light rail. 
6.The removal of spoil from the Rozelle Rail Yards will lead to the largest number of spoil truck 
movements on the entire Stage 3 project: 517 Heavy truck movements a day, of which 46 are stated to take 
place during peak hours. 
7. The removal of Buruwan Park between The Crescent and Bayview Crescent/Railway Parade, Annandale 
to accommodate the widening realignment of the Crescent would be a direct loss of much-needed parkland 
in this inner city area. 
8. The proposed building of a park in the area of the Goods Yard right in the middle of a large number of 
exit portals and poisonous smoke stacks borders on being criminally negligent. This new "recreational 
area' children will be unaware that they are being poisoned. 
9.The introduction of the EIS clearly states that the information in the EIS is" indicative of the final design 
'only. The reality of this statement means that the project may be completely different to stated plans in the 
EIS. Furthermore although the EIS indicates what is to be expected when construction begins, it also states 
that that only after Construction Contractors have been engaged would project designs and methodologies 
be finally worked out and agreed upon. This may result in major changes to the project design and 
construction methodologies. The community would have no say in this process. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	CP-A-1-514A6- 	Cr4-V k  

Address: 	'`5"--  A 	L.--i-: 	N -1.-  k 	5 

. 
Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	1----c--=-1 C--(--( (-LA-  0...b "T 	Postcode .P--° 474  0  

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature:  
Please INCLUDE my personal information when publishing this4-tomission to your website 

any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as 
contained in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

1. Traffic diversions — Leichhardt. The EIS states that 'temporary diversions along Darley Road may be 
required during construction' (8-65). No detail is provided as to when these diversions would occur; 
there is no provision for consultation with the community; no detail as to how long the diversions will be 
in place and no comment on the impact of diversions on local roads or the amenity of residents. Will 
diversions occur at night? If so, down what streets? Diverting the arterial traffic from Darley Road down 
local streets (which are not designed for heavy vehicle volumes) will result in damage to streets, sleep 
disturbances for residents and create safety issues. There is also childcare centre and a school near 
the William Street/Elswick Street intersection which will be impacted by diverting vehicles onto local 
roads. It is unacceptable for proposed road diversions not to be detailed whatsoever in the EIS. The 
EIS should not be approved without setting out the impacts of road diversions on residents and 
businesses. 

2. Permanent water treatment plant and substation — Leichhardt The proposal to locate this permanent 
structure in a residential setting is (*posed. The site will have a negative visual impact on the area and is in 
direct line of sight of a number of homes. If approved, the facility should be moved to the north of the site 
further from homes. 

3. Discharge of water into storm water at Blackmore Oval — Leichhardt The permanent substation and 
water treatment plant proposed for the Darley Road site facility should not be approved as part of the EIS. It 
proposes discharging water from the tunnels into the storm water canal near Blackmore Oval. This will 
devastate our waterways and impact negatively on the amenity of the bay which has four rowing clubs in 
close proximity. In addition, the environmental impacts of This discharge are not properly set out in the EIS. 

4. Impacts not provided — Permanent water treatment plant and substation — The EIS states that 
there will be an office, worker parking and buildings to accommodate this facility on a permanent basis. 
It does not provide any detail as to — noise impacts, numbers of workers on site, any health risks 
associated with the facility. This is simply inadequate and the decision to locate this facility should be 
subject to a thorough assessment and approval process. It should not be approved as part of this EIS 
as there is simply no detail provided about the impact of this facility on the amenity of the area. 

5. Removal of vegetation — Leichhardt. The EIS states that all vegetation will be removed on the Darley 
Road site. There are several mature trees located on the north of the site. None of these trees should be 
removed as they provide precious greenery. They also act as a visual and noise screen for residents from . 
the City West Link traffic. All efforts should be taken to retain the trees and the EIS should not simply permit 
these trees to be removed without proper investigations being undertaken as to how they can be retained. If 
they are removed 9followign a proper investigation and consideration of all options) then the approval needs 
to specify that all streets are replaced with mature, native trees at the conclusion of the construction at the 
site. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must 
be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other 
parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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I submit my stromest objections to the WestConnex M4-IN5 Link proposals as 
contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485. kr the reasons set out below. 

Name 	- 

Signature. 	  

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 	/ 3 	5 1  3 

Submission to: 

Planning Service; 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConnex 114—M5 Link 

Suburb: Postcode. 	9  

0 	It is clear that Annandale, Glebe, Rozelte avid Lityfietd will be exposed to unacceptable health risks. With four 

unfiltered emissions stacks in the area plus a large number of exit portals, the residents of this area will suffer greatly 
from poisonous diesel particulates. This is negligent when you consider that, the World Health Organisation in 2012 
declared diesel particulates carcinogenic. "As you are no doubt aware there are at least 5 schools that will be in the 
orbit of these poisonous fumes and children and the elderly are most at risk to lung ailments. Your Education Minister 
Rob Stokes declared in 2017, "No ventilation shafts will be built near any school." 

o Where is the commitment to community consultation and to long term planning when the EIS for the M4/M5 Link is 
released before any response to the extensive community feedback on the M'4-M5 Link concept design could possibly 
have been seriously considered. This demonstrates deep government contempt for the people of NSW and the 

communities of the Inner West of Sydney in particular. 

o No workers associated with the WestConnex. project should be permitted to park on local streets. Parking is at a 
premium in this area and many residents to not have off-street parking. The removal of 20 car spaces for five years as 
is proposed on Darley Road will worsen this situation as will the removal of 'kiss and ride facilities' at the light rail_ 

There is also a pre-DA application for 120 units on William Street which is not taken into account in the EIS. This will 
place further stress on parking. The EIS needs to outright prohibit any worker parking on local streets. 

O 	The impact of the project on cycling and walking wilt be considerable around construction sites. The promise of a 

construction plan is not sufficient. There has not been sufficient consultation or warning given to those directly 

affected or interested organisations. There needs to be a longer period of consultation so that the community can be 

informed about the added dangers and inconvenience, especially when you consider that it is over a 4 year period. 

0 	In the EIS there are indications of what is to be expected in the Ro2elle Rail Yards construction site and the Crescent 

Civil site. But the EIS states that only after Construction Contractors have been engaged would project designs and 

methodologies be finally worked out and agreed. This may result in major changes to the project design and 
construction methodologies. The community will have no input into this process, so the community is totally powerless 

to be able to comment on what will actually be proposed, how it will be carried out and what will finally be built. This is 

not acceptable. 
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I submit my strongest objections to the WestConnex Mil-M5 Link proposals as 	Submission to: 

contained in the EIS application * SSI 7 4 8 5, for the reasons set out below. 

t't2_03oe\-1(- 	Neve,' 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 
	 SRACQ '%\I  

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 3q, sycfney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConnex. M4-M5 Link 

Name- 

Signature- 	

Suburb: 
	 cia 	Postcode 	 

0 	ft is clear that Annandale, Glebe, Rozette and Lityfietd wilt be exposed to unacceptable health risks. With four 
unfiltered emissions stacks in the area plus a large number of exit portals, the residents of this area will suffer greatly 
from. poisonous diesel particulates. This is negligent when you consider that, the World Health Organisation in 2012 

declared diesel particulates carcinogenic. " As you are no doubt aware there are at least 5 schools that will be in the 
orbit of these poisonous fumes and children and the elderly are most at risk to lung ailments. Your Education Minister 
Rob Stokes declared in 2017, "No ventilation shafts will be built near any school." 

0 	Where is the commitment to community consultation and to long term planning when the EIS for the M14/M5 Link is 
released before any response to the extensive community feedback on the M14-M5 Link concept design could possibly 

have been seriously considered. This demonstrates deep government contempt for the people of NSW and the 
communities of the Inner West of Sydney in particular. 

0 	No workers associated with the WestConnex project should be permitted to park on local streets. Parking is at a 

premium in this area and many residents to not have off-strettricing:.The removal of 20 car spaces for five years as 
is proposed on Darley Road will worsen this situation as will the removal of 'kiss and ride facilities at the light rail. 

There is also a pre-DA application for 120 units on William Street which is not taken into account in the EIS. This will 
place further stress on parking. The EIS needs to outright prohibit any worker parking on local streets. 

0 	The impact of the project on cycling and walking will be considerable around construction sites. The promise of a 

construction plan is not sufficient. There has not been sufficient consultation or warning given to those directly 
affected or interested organisations. There needs to be a longer period of consultation so that the community can be 

informed about the added dangers and inconvenience, especially when you consider that it is over a gear period. 

0 	In the EIS there are indications of what is to be expected in the Rozelle Rail Yards construction site and the Crescent 
Civil site. But the EIS states that only after Construction Contractors have been engaged would project designs and 

methodologies be finally worked out and agreed. This may result in major changes to the project design and 
construction methodologies. The community will have no input into this process, so the community is totally powerless 

to be able to comment on what will actually be proposed, how it will be carried out and what will finally be built. This is 

not acceptable. 
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I submit my strongest objections to the M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS  
application # SSI 7485, and request the Minister to reject the application and require SMC /  
RMS to issue a true, not an 'indicative' and fundamentally flawed EIS  

H I 	---L- re_ Name- 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

)-  Address- 	 

11 
	 IL- 	- 

/Le_ 

Signature 	- 

St.iburb: Postcode 2- 2_ oe;1- 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport 
Assessments 

Application Number: SST 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

The EIS uses maps indicating alignment of the mainline tunnels. It is clear from more detailed reading deep into the 
EIS (ie 12-57 Sydney Water Tunnels) that the alignment and depths of the tunnels may vary very significantly, after 
further survey work has been done and construction methodology determined by the construction contractor. The 
maps provided in the EIS are nothing more than 'indicative' and are misleading the community. The EIS should be 
withdrawn, corrected and updated, and reissued for genuine public comment based on 'definitive' information. 

• The EIS states that darley Road is a contaminated site, and likely has asbestos. The proposal is that 'treated' water 
will be directly discharged into the stormwater drain at Blackmore oval. There are four long-standing rowing clubs 
in the vicinity of this location. This plan will jeopardise the integrity of our waterway and compromise the use of 
the bay for recreational activities for boat and other users. We object in the strongest terms to this proposal on 
environmental and health reasons. There is no detail of the ongoing Motorway maintenance activities during 
operation provided in the EIS. The community therefore cannot comment on the impact that this ongoing facility 
will have on the locality. This component of the EIS should not be approved as this information is not provided and 
therefore impacts (on parking, safety, noise, amenity of the area) are not known. 

• The removal of spoil at the Rozelle Rail Yards will lead to the largest amount of Spoil truck movements on the 
entire Stage 3 project: 517 Heavy truck movements a day, of which 46 are stated to take place at Peak hours. 
There will also be 10 Heavy truck movements a day from the Crescent Civil Site. The sheer number of trucks on 
the road will lead to massive increases in congestion. Maps in the EIS have the spoil trucks going to and from 
these sites from the Haberfield direction on the City West Link. This is also the direction that is being proposed for 
spoil truck movements from Darley Rd which is said to have 100 Heavy truck movements a day. It is stated that 
the cumulative effect of truck movements from all sites on the City West Link will be 700 (one way) Heavy truck 
movements a day and of that 208 will be in Peak hours. This plan totally lacks credibility 

• Rozelle is an old and historic suburbs of Sydney. The damage that this project would do in destruction of homes, 
other buildings and vegetation is unacceptable, especially when the project would leave a legacy of traffic 
congestion in the area. 

• In Leichhardt serious safety concerns about the choice of the Darley Rd site have been raised by the Inner West 
Council and an independent engineer's report. Despite countless meetings between local residents and SMC and 
RMS over 12 months, none of the serious and legitimate concerns raised by the residents have even been 
acknowledged. This is a massive breach of community trust and seriously questions the integrity of the EIS. 

• Permanent water treatment plant and substation — Leichhardt The proposal to locate this permanent structure in a 
residential setting is opposed. The site will have a negative visual impact on the area and is in direct line of sight of 
a number of homes. If approved, the facility should be moved to the north of the site further from homes. 
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Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	Kg , s -r,___„.1 
Signature: 

Please include my personal information when 	ishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 	to 
Suburb: Postcode 	`..) Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

• The EIS states that darley Road is a contaminated site, 
and likely has asbestos. The proposal is that 'treated' 
water will be directly discharged into the stormwater 
drain at Blackmore oval, There are four long-standing 
rowing clubs in the vicinity of this location. This plan 
will jeopardise the integrity of our waterway and 
compromise the use of the bay for recreational 
activities for boat and other users. We object in the 
strongest terms to this proposal on environmental and 
health reasons. There is no detail of the ongoing 
Motorway maintenance activities during operation 
provided in the EIS. The community therefore cannot 
comment on the impact that this ongoing facility will 
have on the locality. This component of the EIS should 
not be approved as this information is not provided 
and therefore impacts (on parking, safety, noise, 
amenity of the area) are not known. 

• It is outrageous to suggest that four unfiltered stacks 
would be built in one area in Rozelle 

• The Air quality data is confusing and is not presented 
in a form that the community can interpret. The lack of 
clarity leads to a suspicion that areas of concern are 
being covered up. 

• Traffic diversions — Leichhardt. The EIS states that 
'temporary diversions along Darley Road may be 
required during construction' (8-65). No detail is 
provided as to when these diversions would occur; 
there is no provision for consultation with the 
community; no detail as to how long the diversions will 
be in place and no comment on the impact of 
diversions on local roads or the amenity of residents.  

Will diversions occur at night? If so, down what 
streets? Diverting the arterial traffic from Darley Road 
down local streets (which are not designed for heavy 
vehicle wiurres) will result in clemege te streets x sleep 
disturbances for residents and create safety issues. 
There is also childcare centre and a school near the 
William Street/Elswick Street intersection which will be 
impacted by diverting vehicles onto local roads. It is 
unacceptable for proposed road diversions not to be 
detailed whatsoever in the EIS. The EIS should not be 
approved without setting out the impacts of road 
diversions on residents and businesses. 

• The removal of Buruwan Park between the Crescent 
and Bayview Crescent/Railway Pde Annandale to 
accommodate the widening realignment of the 
Crescent would be a particular loss of badly needed 
parkland in this Inner City area. Currently we have 
fewer parks than almost any suburb in Sydney so this 
would have a direct impact on local people. Buruwan 
Park also lies on a major cycle route from Railway Pde 
through to Anzac Bridge, UTS and the CBD. The 
alternative route being suggested is poor and takes no 
real account of trying to encourage cycling as a mode 
of transport. Cycling should be made as easy as 
possible to get more ordinary commuters to bicycle 
and the alternative to the current level route directs 
cyclists to Johnston St and then up Bayview Crescent 
argliabh? the Reepett rdad in Annandale. 
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Name: 
Svc 

 

    

Signottirg; 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your webs ite. 
• - 	-I HAVE NOrmadereportable political donations in thelast2 years. • * 	• 

Address: 
2-1 	V V- c.rco 17- • 	"C.  

Suburb: Postcode 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

0 	The warm and caring words contained in the EIS, ref Sustainability Management Strategy, have not been reflected in 
the wanton destruction of homes, trees and habitat already. Why should we believe them? 

0 	I am concerned that while the EIS finds that tolls do weigh more heavily on lower income motorists, there is no 
serious analysis of the blatant unfairness of letting of private consortium toll people for decades in order to pay for 
less profitable tollways for wealthier communities. 

0 	The EIS at 12-57 describes potentially serious problems where mainline tunnels alignment crosses key Sydney Water 
utility services that service Sydney's eastern and southern suburbs. Why is SMC proposing tunnelling within metres of 
these critical services when no accurate surveying has been done? And when there is only limited information 
available about the strength of these water tunnels ? The community can have no confidence in the EIS proposals 
that are incomplete and possibly negligent. The EIS proposals and application should not be approved till these issues 
are definitively resolved and publicly published. 

0 	We object to the selection of the Darley Road site on the basis that it provides for daily movements of 170 heavy and 
light vehicles accessing Darley Road. This creates an unacceptable risk to the safety of pedestrians accessing the 
North Leichhardt light rail stop as well as bicycle users accessing the bicycle route on Darley Road and entering Canal 
road to join the dedicated bike paths on the bay run. Many school children cross at this point to walk to Orange 
Grove and Leichhardt Secondary College. The EIS states that an alternative truck movement is proposed which 
involves use of the City West Link with no trucks to access Darley Road. The selection of Darley Road should not be 
approved if it involves any truck movements on Darley Road, which is what it currently provides. 

0 	I completely reject the notion that unfiltered pollution stacks should be built anywhere in Sydney, let alone three or 
four in a single area. I am particularly concerned that schools would be near such unfiltered stacks. The government 
needs to urgently review its policy of support for unfiltered stacks. 

0 	The increased amount of traffic the M4-M5 Link will dump on the roads to and from the St Peters, Haberfield and 
Rozelle Interchanges will disrupt local transport networks including bus and active transport (walking and cycling). 

0 	It is clear from reading the EIS that the impacts of the project on traffic congestion and travel times across the region 
during five years of construction will be negative and substantial. Five years is a long time. At the end of the day, the 
result of the project will also be more traffic congestion although not necessarily in the same places as now. There 
needs to be a serious cost benefit analysis before the project proceeds further. 
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Gooffs  
Signoture:

v_
L 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT  made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 
29 ky,)est.J%  

Suburb: 	 Postcode "-len 	 4-1 

Attention Director 
Application Number: 551 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

A. The original objectives of the project specified improving road and freight access to Sydney Airport and to Port 
Botany. We now have proposals for Stages 1,2 and 3 and none achieve this goal. The community is asked to support 
this proposal on the basis of other major unfunded projects, which are little more than ideas on a map. This is NOT 
the way to plan a liveable city 

B. No noise barriers have been proposed. This is unacceptable and appropriate noise barriers should be included in the 
EIS for consideration. (Executive Summary xvii) 

C. The EIS should not be approved as it does not contain any certainty for residents as to what is proposed and does not 
provide a basis on which the project can be approved. The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction 
approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is subject to detailed design and construction planning to 
be undertaken by the successful contractors.' Therefore this entire process is a sham as the extent to which concerns 
are taken into account is not known as the contractor can simply make further changes. As the contractor is not 
bound to take into account community impacts outside of the strict requirements and as the contractor will be trying 
to deliver the project as quickly and cheaply as possible, it is likely that the additional measure proposed with respect 
to construction noise mitigation for (example) will not be adopted. The EIS should not be approved on the basis that 
it does not provide a reliable basis on which to base the approval documents. It does not provide the community with 
a genuine opportunity to provide meaningful feedback in accordance with the legislative obligation of the 
Government to provide a consultation process because the designs are 'indicative' only and subject to change. 
Because of this the EIS is riddled with caveats and lacks clear obligations and requirements fn project delivery. The 
additional effect of this is that the community and other stakeholders such as the Council will be unable to undertake 
compliance activities as the conditions are simply too broad and lack any substantial detail. 

D. There has been no 'meaningful' consultation with the community. Some areas affected by M3/M5 have not even 
been letterboxed by SMC. These include St Peters and sections of Erskineville. The SMC received hundreds of 
submissions on its concept design and failed to respond to any of these before lodging this EIS. 

E. The EIS at 12-57 describes potentially serious problems where mainline tunnels alignment crosses key Sydney Water 
utility services that service Sydney's eastern and southern suburbs. Why is SMC proposing tunnelling within metres of 
these critical services when no accurate surveying has been done? And when there is only limited information 
available about the strength of these water tunnels ? The community can have no confidence in the EIS proposals 
that are incomplete and possibly negligent. The EIS proposals and application should not be approved till these issues 
are definitively resolved and publicly published. 
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I  with to submit my objection to the WesIConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in 
the EIS application # SSI 7485. The reasons for objecting are set out below.  

Name. 
	 4?At°(-4  

Signature. 	 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration : I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: /S6  /2-,o  

	-,•••••••• 	 

 

 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Suburb: 	 ' Postcode .2:514fti" 

  

• EIS is Indicative only - Pyrmont bridge Road site - The EIS should not be approved as it does 
not contain any certainty for residents as to what is proposed and does not provide a basis on 
which the project can be approved. This is because the EIS states 'the detail of the design and 
construction approach is indicative only' and is subject to 'detailed design and construction 
planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' 

• The EIS gives no information about changes to traffic increases entering the Sydney CBD 
caused by the Westconnex. Duncan Gay when asked about this, in connection to huge 
increases of traffic predicted to enter the city from Westconnex at St Peters, would only say 
that traffic would disperses So thousands of extra vehicles would magically disperse - where? 
There is no plan for this. RMS has only just started work to identify which roads will need to 
be upgraded to deal with these vast numbers of extra vehicles entering the city. So it is 
impossible to form an understanding of the true Environmental impacts of this project-

which is the very purpose of an EIS. 

• The removal of Buruwan Park for road widening and the realignment of the Crescent is a 

particular loss of badly needed parkland. This park was established as a nature corridor and a 
buffer to shield the local residents from City West Link, there are mature trees on this site, it 
was not intended as a children's recreational area with play equipment, the description in the 
EIS is inaccurate. Buruwan Park also has a main cycle route running through it. The 
alternative route being suggested is poor and takes no account of encouraging cycling as a 
mode of transport. The alternative routes are based on distance only and take no account of 
time taken or topography. Had this been done then this would have changed the assessment 

for the removal of the existing cycle/walkway bridge over the City West link. There is also no 
mention of this bridge being replaced after construction of the Westconnex. This is not 

acceptable. 

007655



Name: 
Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

PI 6se include.,..my person info 	ion when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT tm e reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 	 (c_-6-1( 	\-1b i2 j 
Suburb: ry /-1—)r, 	Postcode Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

A. The original objectives of the project specified improving road and freight access to Sydney Airport and to Port 
Botany. We now have proposals for Stages 1,2 and 3 and none achieve this goal. The community is asked to support 
this proposal on the basis of other major unfunded projects, which are little more than ideas on a map. This is NOT 
the way to plan a liveable city 

B. No noise barriers have been proposed. This is.unacceptable and appropriate noise barriers should be included in the 
EIS for consideration. (Executive Summary xvii) 

C. The EIS should not be approved as it does not contain any certainty for residents as to what is proposed and does not 
provide a basis on which the project can be approved. The EIS states 'the detail of the design and construction 
approach is indicative only based on a concept design and is subject to detailed design and construction planning to 
be undertaken by the successful contractors.' Therefore this entire process is a sham as the extent to which concerns 
are taken into account is not known as the contractor can simply make further changes. As the contractor is not 
bound to take into account community impacts outside of the strict requirements and as the contractor will be trying 
to deliver the project as quickly and cheaply as possible, it is likely that the additional measure proposed with respect 
to construction noise mitigation for (example) will not be adopted. The EIS should not be approved on the basis that 
it does not provide a reliable basis on which to base the approval documents. It does not provide the community with 
a genuine opportunity to provide meaningful feedback in accordance with the legislative obligation of the 
Government to provide a consultation process because the designs are 'indicative' only and subject to change. 
Because of this the EIS is riddled with caveats and lacks clear obligations and requirements fn project delivery. The 
additional effect of this is that the community and other stakeholders such as the Council will be unable to undertake 
compliance activities as the conditions are simply too broad and lack any substantial detail. 

D. There has been no 'meaningful' consultation with the community. Some areas affected by M3/M5 have not even 
been letterboxed by SMC. These include St Peters and sections of Erskineville. The SMC received hundreds of 
submissions on its concept design and failed to respond to any of these before lodging this EIS. 

E. The EIS at 12-57 describes potentially serious problems where mainline tunnels alignment crosses key Sydney Water 
utility services that service Sydney's eastern and southern suburbs. Why is SMC proposing tunnelling within metres of 
these critical services when no accurate surveying has been done? And when there is only limited information 
available about the strength of these water tunnels ? The community can have no confidence in the EIS proposals 
that are incomplete and possibly negligent. The EIS proposals and application should not be approved till these issues 
are definitively resolved and publicly published. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: .1 would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of  of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	 _, 
Address: /y  

Application Number: Number: SSI 7485 Suburb:
u  
n 1 	1;2. -.\/ 

	Postcode  u, r 
Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please include my personal information when publiFiIg this sIion to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration: I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

i. The EIS uses the term 'construction fatigue' to refer to the continuing impacts of construction. In St 
Peters construction work in relation to the M4 and M5 has been going on for years. Approval of this 
latest EIS will mean that construction impacts of M4 and New M5 will extend for a further five years 
with both construction and 24/7 tunnelling sites. In reality 'construction fatigue' means residents in St 
Peters losing homes and neighbours and community; roadworks physically dividing communities; 
sickening odours over several months, incredible noise pollution 24 hours a day and dangerous work 
practices putting community members at risk. These conditions have already placed enormous stress 
on local residents, seriously impacting health and well-being. Another 5 years will be breaking point for 
many residents. How is this addressed in the EIS beyond the acknowledgement of 'construction 
fatigue'. This is intolerable for the local community who bear the greatest cost of the construction of the 
M4 and M5 and the least benefit. 

ii. In Leichhardt serious safety concerns about the choice of the Darley Rd site have been raised by the 
Inner West Council and an independent engineer's report. Despite countless meetings between local 
residents and SMC and RMS over 12 months, none of the serious and legitimate concerns raised by the 
residents have even been acknowledged. This is a massive breach of community trust and seriously 
questions the integrity of the EIS. 

iii. The RMS has previously identified the Darley Rd site in Leichhardt as the third most dangerous traffic 
hazard in the Inner West. The NSW Land and Environment Court found that the location of the site 
couldn't safely deal with 60 bottle truck movements a week, but the M4/M5 EIS shows that more than 
800 vehicles including hundreds of heavy ones will use the site each day as part of construction of 
M4M5 Link. HOW IS THIS POSSIBLE? why are the already acknowledged impacts being ignored. 

iv. It has estimated that if construction goes ahead, some homes in Darley St Leichhardt will have a truck 
on average every 4 minutes just metres from their bedrooms. If experience in Haberfield, Kingsgrove, 
St Peters and Alexandria is anything to go by, residents can again expect the actual.  experience to be 
worse than predicted by the EIS. HOW IS THIS POSSIBLE? why have the serious and legitimate 
concerns raised by the residents not even been acknowledged. 

v. The EIS identifies hundreds of risks at different construction sites. It relation to these risks the EIS 
recommends proceeding despite the risks; or seeking a way to mitigate risks during the "detailed 
design" phase. That phase excludes the public altogether. That is, the M4/M5 should be approved with 
no calculation of risks or what mitigation may mean for impacted residents. 

vi. EIS social impact study states that "the health and safety of residents should be prioritised around 
construction areas" - this is merely platitudinous in the light of the choice of Darley Rd the third most 
dangerous traffic intersection in the Inner West as a construction site. 

-• 
Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConna campaigns - My detail,s, ritIust be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other patties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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e ,04,(.0y  Or— 
Postcode 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001  

Signature:  

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 

Suburb: Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

I do not accept that King Street traffic congestion will be improved by this project, There should be a 
complete review of the traffic modelling that does not appear to take sufficient notice of the impact of pouring 
51000 extra cars down Euston Rd on top of increases in population in the area. Given that there is no outlet 
between the St Peters and Haberfield or Rozelle, all traffic going to the CBD, East or into the Inner West will 
use local roads. 

D EIS 6.1 (Synthesis, Page 45) states. " 	 this may result in changes to both the project design and the 
construction methodologies described and assessed in this EIS. Any changes to the project would be reviewed 
for consistency with the assessment contained in the EIS including relevant mitigation measures, 
environmental performance outcomes and any future conditions of approval". It.  is unstated just who would 
have responsibility for such a "review(ed) for consistency", and how these changes would be communicated 
to the community. The EIS should not be approved till significant 'uncertainties' have been fully researched 
and surveyed and the results (and any changes) published for public comment (ie : the Sydney Water Tunnels 
issues at 12-57) 

I object to the issue of this EIS only 14 days after the period for submission of comments on the concept 
design closed. There is no public response to the 1,000s of comments made on the design and it seems 
impossible that the comments could have been reviewed, assessed and responses to them incorporated into 
the EIS in that time. This casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

D Why is there no detailed information about the so called 'King Street Gateway' included in the EIS ? 

D An on-line interactive map was published with the M4-M5 Concept Design that indicated a very wide yellow 
'swoosh' that is upwards of a kilometre wide in some sections of the M4-M5 proposals. SMC have NEVER 
publicly published or acknowledged that the contractor to be appointed to build the tunnels will be 
'encouraged' to do so within the yellow swoosh footprint, but may go outside the indicative swoosh area if 
found necessary after further geotech and survey work. The proposed Sydney Water Tunnels surveys (EIS 12-
57) could potentially see a dramatic change in the tunnel alignments in the Newtown area. Why were these 
surveys not done during the past three years such that 'definitive' rather than 'indicative' alignments could be 
published. The EIS should be withdrawn till such time that it is a true and fair 'definitive' document open for 
genuine public comment. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	
, 	- 	1./N  t AA S 

Address:\ 	, -,-, k
,  SVN) V CAA 	

VA 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb 	stcode 2kato 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 
.. 

Signati 	 ,,, 
„. 

Please Include my personal information when publishing thisr,  • 	ission to your website 
any reportable political donai n • 	the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application, for the following reasons: 

A. Experience has shown that construction and other plans by WestCONnex are often regarded as flexible instruments. 

Any action to remedy breaches depends on residents complaining and Planning staff having resources to follow up 

which is often not the case. I find it unacceptable that the EIS is written in a way that simply ignores problems with other 

stages of WestCONnex. 

B. Why are two different options being suggested for Haberfield? It is clear that both of these are unacceptable and will 

expose residents to unnecessary traffic danger, congestion and disruption with capacity to enjoy their homes and 

environment. It is insulting that the EIS acknowledges this but offers not solution other than to go ahead. 

C. I do not consider so many disruptions of pedestrian and cycle ways to be a 'temporary' impact. Four years in the life of a 

community is a longtime. The EIS acknowledges that there will be more danger in the environment around, 

construction sites. It is a serious matter to deliberately take steps to reduce the safety of a community, especially when 

as the traffic analysis shows there will be a legacy of traffic congestion even in 2033. A promise of a plan is NOT an 

answer to those concerned about the impacts. 

D. The impact of the project on cycling and walking will be considerable around construction sites. The promise of a 

construction plan is not sufficient. There has not been sufficient consultatiOn or warning given to those directly 

affected or interested organisations. There needs to be a longer period of consultation so that the community can be 

informed about the added dangers and inconvenience, especially when you consider that it is over a 4 year period. 

E. Rozelle is an old and historic suburbs of Sydney. The damage that this project would do in destruction of homes, other 

buildings and vegetation is unacceptable, especially when the project would leave a legacy of traffic congestion in the 

area. 

F. It is outrageous to suggest that four unfiltered stacks would be built in one area, Rozelle 

G. Rather than adding to pollution, the NSW government should be seeking ways to reduce emissions. It is not acceptable 

to argue that worsening pollution is not a problem simply because it is already bad. 

H. A lot of work has gone into building cycling and pedestrian routes in Rozelle and Annandale. Interference and 

disruption of routes for four years is not a 'temporary' imposition. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	
....-- 

thk-t-e _ 
Address: 4_ 	,--1  f  g--, 

. Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: Postcode > 7  
Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature:  

Please Include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declamtion : I HAVE NOT made 

i object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-145 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
'application, for the following reasons: 

1. I do not accept that King Street traffic 
congestion will be improved by this project, 
There should be a complete review of the 
traffic modelling that does not appear to take 
sufficient notice of the impact of pouring 51000 
extra cars down Euston Rd on top of increases 
in population in the area. Given that there is no 
outlet between the St Peters and Haberfield or 
Rozelle, all traffic going to the CBD, East or 
into the Inner West will use local roads. 

2. EIS 6.1 (Synthesis, Page 45) states. 	this 
may result in changes to both the project 
design and the construction methodologies 
described and assessed in this EIS. Any changes 
to the project would be reviewed for 
consistency with the assessment contained in 
the EIS including relevant mitigation measures, 
environmental performance outcomes and any 
future conditions of approval'. It is unstated 
just who would have responsibility for such a 
"review(ed) for consistency", and how these 
changes would be communicated to the 
community. The EIS should not be approved till 
significant 'uncertainties' have been fully 
researched and surveyed and the results (and 
any changes) published for public comment (ie : 
the Sydney Water Tunnels issues at 12-57) 

3. I object to the issue of this EIS only 14 days 
after the period for submission of comments on 
the concept design closed. There is no public  

response to the 1,000s of comments made on 
the design and it seems impossible that the 
comments could have been reviewed, assessed 
and responses to them incorporated into the EIS 
in that time. This casts doubt over the 
integrity of the entire EIS process. 

4. Why is there no detailed information about the 
so called 'King Street Gateway' included in the 
EIS ? 

5. An on-line interactive map was published with 
the M4-M5 Concept Design that indicated a 
very wide yellow 'swoosh' that is upwaOrds of a 
kilometre wide in some sections of the M4-M5 
proposals. SMC have NEVER publicly published 
or acknowledged that the contractor to be 
appointed to build the tunnels will be 
'encouraged' to do so within the yellow swoosh 
footprint, but may go outside the indicative 
swoosh area if found necessary after further 
geotech and survey work. The proposed Sydney 
Water Tunnels surveys (EIS 12-57) could 
potentially see a dramatic change in the tunnel 
alignments in the Newtown area. Why were 
these surveys not done during the past three 
years such that 'definitive' rather than 
'indicative' alignments could be published. The 
EIS should be withdrawn till such time that it 
is a true and fair 'definitive' document open for 
genuine public comment. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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Address: 

i SUM Postcode pr: 31  4
4_ 

 

Name: 

Signatur 

Please include my personal informati 
i HAVEN'T ade report ble political donations in the last 2 

en p 	mg this submissio your website. 

Attention Director 
Application Number: 551 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

1) mote that in the area of Lily-field _Rd and 
Gordon Street, the work proposed which 
would include deep excavation that would 
result in major adverse impacts on 
archaeological remains, while other surface 
works would have localised impacts on 
archaeological remains that may be present. 
It is suggested that what are called 
`management measures' would be carried 
out including the development of a Historical 
Archaeological Research Design which 
would include an "assessment of any 
detailed design plans to develop a 
methodology and scope for a program of test 
excavation to determine the nature, 
condition and extent of potential 
archaeological remains." This is completely 
unacceptable to me. The community will 
have no right to any input into this plan or 
access to independent expert advice. This is 
all part of an `approve now', tesearch later' 
approach that will lead to poorly planned 
unnecessary destruction, a loss of potential 
community history and understanding 

2) It is quite clear to me that insufficient 
research has been done on the archeology of 
the Rozelle Railwagyards. This could be a 
valuable archeology site. Why has an EIS 
been put forward without the necessary 
research being done to further identify 
potential remains9  No project should be 
approved on the basis of such an inadequate 
level of research. 

3) The EIS admits that it is not even known 
what excavation would be undertaken at the 
White Bay Power station. lam particiir  .2.713r  
concerned about the old water channels and 
the southern penstock which are part of 
Sydney's industrial heritage. How could an 
RIR  for such a major project be put forward 
on thiR basis? It is fatuous to state that" 
physical and indirect impacts on this 
heritage element should be avoided" and 
suggest that a future plan should be done. 
Why isn't the need for excavation known? 
This raises great concerns about the 
Indicative only' nature of the work that has 

• been done before this E. Why is there such 
a rush? This EIS is not complete and should 
be rejected for that reason. 

4) The project directly affected five listed 
heritage items, including demolition of the 
atormwater canal at Rozelle. Twenty-one 
other statutory heritage items of State or 
local heritage significant would be subject to 
indirect impacts through vibration, 
settlement and visual setting. And directly 
affected nine individual buildingR as 
assessed as being potential local heritage 
items. It is unacceptable that heritage items 
are removed or potentially damaged and the 
approval should prohibit such 
destruction. (Executive Summary xvii0 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	Mobile 	  
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Name: 
	kerif 	 

Signature: • 

Please include  my personal information hen publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the lost 2 years. 

Address: 
	40-3  tvvc.c(34.0v1,Q, tO 	  
Suburb: 	 Postcode 

s‘r4-•Vi 0  Jae 	ZO 	 • 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SS1 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

object to theWestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

4. I am appalled to learn that more than 

100 homes including hundreds of 

residents will be affected by noise 

exceedences 'out of hours' in the 

vicinity of Darley Road, Leichhardt. 

This will not just be for a few days 

but could continue for years. Such 

impacts will severely impact on the 

quality of life of residents. 

4. I am appalled to read in the EIS that 

more than 100 homes across the Rozelle 

construction sites will be severely 

affected by construction noise for 

months or even years at a time. This 

would include hundreds of individual 

residents including young children, 

school students and people who spend 

time at home during the day. The 

predicted levels are more than 75 

decibels and high enough to produce 

damage over an eight hour period. Such 

noise levels will severely impact on 

the health, capacity to work and 

quality of life of residents. NSW 

Planning should not give approval to a 

project that could cause such impacts. 

Promises of potential mitigation are 

not enough, especially when you 

consider the ongoing unacceptable 

noise in Haberfield during the M4East 

construction. 

4. Residents of Haberfield should not be 

asked to choose between two 

construction sites. This smacks of 

manipulation and a deliberate attempt 

to divide a community. Both choice 

extend construction impacts for four  

years and severely impact the quality 

of life of residents. NSW Planning 

should reject the impacts on 

Haberfield as unacceptable. ( page 

106) 

4. Daytime noise at 177 properties across 

the project is predicted to be so bad 

during the years of construction that 

extra noise treatments will be 

required. The is however a caveat - 

the properties will change if the 

design changes. My understanding is 

that the design could change without 

the public being specifically notified 

or given the chance for feedback. This 

means that there is a possibility of 

hundreds of residents being severely 

impacted who are not even identified 

in this EIS. I find this completely 

unacceptable. 

I do not accept the finding in the 

Appendix P that there will be no noise 

exceedences during construction at 

Campbell Rd.. St Peters. There has been 

terrible noise during the early 

construction of the New MS. Why would 

this stop, especially given the 

construction is just as close to 

houses? Is it because the noise is 

already so bad that comparatively it 

will not be that much worse. This 

casts doubt on the whole noise study. 

4. I completely reject this EIS due to 

its failure to consider the 

alternative plan put forward by the 

City of Sydney. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti- WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email • Mobile 
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Name: 
Arihç.a IA_ 

Signature: 

Please include  my personal formation when publishing this submission to your website. 
!,HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last.2 years. 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

A. The social and economic impact study notes the high value placed on community networks and social 
inclusion but does nothing to seriously evaluate the social impacts on these of WestCONnex. Any genuine 
assessment would draw on experience with the New M5 and MA East rather than ignoring it.This lack of 
genuine engagement with social impact reduces the study to the level of a demographic description and a 
series of bland value statement 

B. The EIS states that spoil haulage hours will be restricted but ignores the fact that the same was promised for 
the MA East but these promises have been ignored repeatedly. 

C. The EIS states "Direct and indirect traffic disruptions are likely•to be experienced on local and arterial roads 
in most suburbs that are in close proximity to construction sites. This would include the suburbs of Ashfield, 
Haberfield, St Peters, Camperdown, Annandale, Lilyfield, Leichhardt, and Rozelle." Despite this finding, the 
study then pushes these negative impacts aside as inevitable. There is never any evaluation of whether in the 
light of the negative impacts an alternative public infrastructure project might be preferable. 

D. The impacts on The Crescent and Annandale are massive and were not sufficiently revealed in the Concept 
Design to enable residents to give feedback on the negative impacts on communities and businesses in the 
area. 

E. It is clear from reading the EIS that the impacts of the project on traffic congestion and travel times across the 

region during five years of construction will be negative and substantial. Five years is a long time. At the end 
of the day, the result of the project will also be more traffic congestion although not necessarily in the same • 
places as now. There needs to be a serious cost benefit analysis before the project proceeds further. 

F. Table 6.1 in Appendix Q ( Social and Economic impact) is not an.  accurate report on the concerns of 
residents. It downplays concerns of Newtown, St Peters and Haberfield residents. It does not even mention 
concerns about additional years of construction in Haberfield and St Peters. The raises the question of 
whether this is a result of the failure of SMC to notify impacted residents including those on the Eastern Side 
of King Street and St Peters about the potential impacts of the MA M5 

G. The EIS identifies a risk to children from construction traffic at Haberfield School. I find such risks 
unacceptable and am not satisfied with a promise of a Plan to which the public is excluding from viewing or 
providing feedback until it is published. 
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C)  Signature: 

Attention Director 
Application Number: 551 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your webs ite. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 

Postcode 9s3Le5 Suburb: 

object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

a) It is clear from reading the EIS that the impacts of the project on traffic congestion and travel times across the region 
during five years of construction will be negative and substantial. Five years is a longtime. At the end of the day, the 
result of the project will also be more traffic congestion although not necessarily in the same places as now. There 
needs to be a serious cost benefit analysis before the project proceeds further. 

b) Crash statistics—City West Link and James St intersection. The EIS only analyses crash statistics near the 
interchanges. It does not provide any detail as to the number of crashes at the James St/City West Link 
intersection which, on Transport for NSW's own figures, is the third most dangerous intersection in the inner 
west. Nor does it comment on the two fatalities that occurred on Darley Road near the proposed construction 
site. The EIS needs to detail the increased risk in crashes that will be caused by the additional 170 vehicles a day 
that are proposed to enter and leave Darley Road during the construction period. 

c) The EIS states that by 2033 Ross St will see an increase of so heavy vehicles a day at Peak periods. The greatest increase 
of Heavy vehicles at the PM peak will be in Johnston Street, which will see an increase of about 30-50 vehicles when 
compared to the 'without project' scenario. At Catherine St there will be an increase of 30 heavy vehicles a day at Peak 
periods. These streets will see a huge increase in Heavy vehicle movements if Stage 3 is built. The increase would be 
roughly half this amount if the project did not go ahead. Annexure Fig 26 B2 Section H 

d) The EIS shows a diagrammatic explanation of the way the polluted air will be expelled from the Westconnex tunnels. 
This method will work on straight tunnels of short distance providing there is no traffic congestion. There are already 
signs in tunnel locations in Sydney advising motorists to roll up their windows and put on their 'in vehicle circulating' air 
conditioning. This type of straight line pollution expulsion doesn't work if the tunnels go around corners, which is the 
case with the tunnels from the Rozelle Rail Yards site. 

e) The removal of Buruwan Park between the Crescent and Bayview Crescent/Railway Pde Annandale to accommodate 
the widening realignment of the Crescent would be a particular loss of badly needed parkland in this Inner City area. 
Currently we have fewer parks than almost any suburb in Sydney so this would have a direct impact on local people. 
Buruwan Park also lies on a major cycle route from Railway Pde through to Anzac Bridge, UTS and the CBD. The 
alternative route being suggested is poor and takes no real account of trying to encourage cycling as a mode of 
transport. Cycling should be made as easy as possible toget more ordinary commuters to bicycle and the alternative to 
the current level route directs cyclists to Johnston St and then up Bayview Crescent arguably the steepest road in 
Annandale. 

f) lam concerned that the EIS provides no reasons why the City of Sydney's alternative plan might not be preferable to the 
proposed WestCONnex. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 
4u-ckAriv 	VtciAeci, 

Address: 	3qa 	Li ki k  W  

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 11/k filo 0 c  E0  Lit5-  Postcode 	2_2_014. 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please Include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application, for the following reasons: 

a. I am appalled to learn that more than 100 
homes including hundreds of residents will be 
affected by noise exceedences 'out of hours' 
in the vicinity of Darley Road, Leichhardt. This 
will not just be for a few days but could 
continue for years. Such impacts will severely 
impact on the quality of life of residents. 

b. I am appalled to read in the EIS that more 
than 100 homes across the Rozelle 
construction sites will be severely affected by 
construction noise for months or even years 
at a time. This would include hundreds of 
individual residents including young children, 
school students and people who spend time at 
home during the day. The predicted levels are 
more than 75 decibels and high enough to 
produce damage over an eight hour period. 
Such noise levels will severely impact on the 
health, capacity to work and quality of life of 
residents. NSW Planning should not give 
approval to a project that could cause such 
impacts. Promises of potential mitigation are 
not enough, especially when you consider the 
ongoing unacceptable noise in Haberfield 
during the M4East construction. 

c. Residents of Haberfield should not be asked to 
choose between two construction sites. This 
smacks of manipulation and a deliberate 
attempt to divide a community. Both choice 
extend construction impacts for four years 
and severely impact the quality of life of  

residents. NSW Planning should reject the 
impacts on Haberfield as unacceptable. ( page 
106) 

d. Daytime noise at 177 properties across. the 
project is predicted to be so bad during the 
years of construction that extra noise 
treatments will be required. The is however a 
caveat - the properties will change if the 
design changes. My.understanding is that the 
design could change without the public being 
specifically notified or given the chance for 
feedback. This means that there is a possibility 
of hundreds of residents being severely 
impacted who are not even identified in this 
EIS. I find this completely unacceptable. 

e. I do not accept the finding in the Appendix P 
that there will be no noise exceedences 
during construction at Campbell Rd St Peters. 
There has been terrible noise during the early 
construction of the New M5. Why would this 
stop, especially given the construction is just 
as close to houses? Is it because the noise is 
already so bad that comparatively it will not 
be that much worse. This casts doubt on the 
whole noise study. 

f. I completely reject this EIS due to its failure to 
consider the alternative plan put forward by 
the City of Sydney. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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QAA 	 Name. 

Signature. 	 

Please include 	 my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration :1 HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

wish to submit my objection to the WestConnex_M4-M5 Linkproposals as contained in 
the EIS application # SST 7485. The reasons for objecting_are set out below.  

cris 	 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

c LAddress. 

Suburb: ...... 

 

Postcode. 0-47 

•:* The operational Green House Gas (GHG) assessment is based on the WestConnex Road Traffic Model version 2.3 (WRTM 

v2.3).This model has major flaws and the unreliable outputs of the model put into question the GHG assessment. 

•••• The proposed Inner West Subsurface Interchange, planned as part of Stage 1 (Vol 2B Appendix E p 1), linking the 2 

mainline tunnels with the Rozelle Interchange and the Iron Cove link is of serious concern, there has been little information 

about the Inner West Interchange, its construction or exactly which streets it would affect. At Westconnex Information 

sessions held in the inner west in Sept 2017 staff state the path of the tunnels and the Interchange are 'indicative only'. How 

are residents expected to submit submissions without knowing if their street is affected? 

•••• Both the St Peters Active Recreation Area and the Rozelle Interchange Open Space are a false promise. Unless there is an 

agreement for construction and management these will be grassed wastelands with compromised amenity, adjoined by 

ventilation facilities in Rozelle, divided by above ground portals and difficult to access across busy roads 

• ••• The project would take land intended for housing and employment specified in The Bays Precinct Transformation Plan. 

•••• Significantly, there is nothing in the EIS to ensure that tunnelling would be at a sufficient depth so as not to endanger the 

integrity of homes, including vibration, and noise impacts. Further, without provision for full compensation for damage 

sustained there would be no incentive for contractors, or Roads and Maritime Services, to minimise damage to homes or 

indeed to have any concern for damage sustained. 

•••• Scientists have found that there is no safe level of air pollution. As pollution levels rise deaths and hospitalisations rise too. 

A thorough cost-benefit analysis that takes into account the health effects due to increased exposure is required. 

•• • • Given that these works could be undertaken to deliver toll paying drivers to the privately owned WestConnex, there is 

strong potential for a conffict between private profit and community impacts. The cost of any such integration works should 

very dearly be attributed to the Project cost, and should not impact on the available RMS budget for the State road network 

normal maintenance and improvement budget. 
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I submit my stronaest objections to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as 
contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below. 

Name- 

  

Submission to 

Planning Service; 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

  

Signature. 	  Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

PIPnse include  my personal information when publishing this submission to sour website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made an reportable political donations in the last 2 gears. 

 

Application Number: SSI,7925 

Address: 
Application Name: 
lAkstConnex M9.-M5 Link 

Suburb: 	 ;;Z 	 CCACZb 	Postcode 

0 	Recently Andrew Constance has been quoted numerous times promoting his vision of the transport future and some of 
these views are aired in the EIS but the vision put forward is highly visionary with no practical detail addressing how 
these changes are going to be brought about and so they are totally unrealistic. For example it is starting to be 

commonly accepted that car manufacturers will be reducing production of petrol/diesel cars before 2040 probably 
starting in 2030. It is proposed that electric cars will then take over. It is suggested that cars will be charged over 
night at people's homes. Virtually no one in the Inner City Suburbs has a garage. Are all the streets throughout all the 

suburbs going to be fitted out with charging points outside all the houses, similar to parking meters? We have all 
watched the shambles of the rolling out of the NBN it would be mind blowing to watch what would happen with the 
rolling out of charging points to each household without a garage and it would take gears to achieve. There are 

virtually no recharging points at any Fuel Stations anywhere as get and to set these up will take years. A large part of 
the population run older cars, because that is all they are able to afford. It will take many years for these petrol/diesel 
cars to disappear. Andrew Constance has also said that when everyone is driving an autonomous car average speeds 

will be reduced but as they are not being controlled by individual drivers this will mean they will be able to travel much 
closer together and so there will not be so much delay caused by spread out &ingestion. If this is to be so perhaps the 

suggestion could be made that some mechanism could be employed which would enable these cars to link together; if 

that could be done then they could form -a TRAIN - and then really travel at speed! 

0 	The removal of spoil from. the Rozetle Rail Yards will lead to the largest number of spoil truck movements on the 

entire Stage 3 project: 517 Heavy truck movements a day, of which % are stated to take place during peak hours. This 

will lead to extra noise and air pollution in this area 

0 	Volumes on the main links (the trunks) cannot be as high as what is claimed in the EIS. It is physically untenable. 

The money spent on this stage could have been spent on modernizing the railway signal system so the train service 
could be improved which would benefit the communities west of Parramatta. What commuters out west really need is 

an extension of the heavy rail train system. I object that we were never given a choice about it. 

0 	I object to this stage of WestConnex. which doesn't benefit western Sydney in any way because it doesn't even include 
the links to Port Botany or Sydney Airport which were the main justification for the whole project 
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Submission to: Planning Services, Department 
of Planning and Environment. GPO Box 39, 
Sydney, NSW,2001 

Attention Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: C_- 	Li—'23  
Signature: 

Please include/delete (cross out or circle) my personal information 
when publishing this submission to your website. Declaration: I have 
not made any reportable donations in the last two years. 

Address: L\-- Tz3-3-e ,N) 57 

Suburb: 	G-Lk---g E-- 	Postcode 

I wish to register my strong objections to Stage 3'(M4-M5 Link). My reasons are set out below: 

1. The EIS states that property damage due to ground movement "may occur (Ch X, p y), further stating that 
"settlement induced by tunnel excavation and groundwater drawdown may occur in some areas along the tunnel 
alignment". The risk of ground movement is lessened where tunnelling is more than'35 metres underground. (Vol 
2B Appendix E p 1) The planned Inner West Interchange proposes tunnels which are astonishingly shallow eg John 
St at 22metres Hill St at 28metres Moore St 27metres. Piper St 37metres(Vol 2B Appendix E Part 2) Catherine St at 
28metres(Vol 2B Appendix E Part 1). At these shallow depths, the homes above would indisputably sustain serious 
structural damage and cracking. Without provision for full compensation for damage there would be no incentive for 
contractors or Roads and Maritime Services to minimise this damage. 
2. It is clear that Annandale, Glebe, Rozelle and Lilyfield will be exposed to unacceptable health risks. With four 
unfiltered emissions stacks in the area plus a large number of exit portals, the residents of this area will suffer 
greatly from poisonous diesel particulates. As you are no doubt aware, the World Health Organisation in 2012 
declared diesel particulates carcinogenic. " As you are no doubt aware there are at least 5 schools that will be in the 
orbit of these poisonous fumes and children and the elderly are most at risk to lung ailments. As Education Minister 
Rob Stokes declared in 2017, "No ventilation shafts will be built near any school" 
3. Rozelle Rail Yards will have 400 car parking spaces provided for workers(EiS). The daily workforce for these sites is 
stated to be approximately 550. This means that there will be 150 vehicles will need to park in nearby local streets 
which are already over-subscribed during weekdays by commuters taking the light rail. 
4. Rozelle Interchange and surrounds will experience increased traffic with associated noise and air pollution— most 
particularly at the Crescent, Johnson St and Catherine St, Annandale and Ross Street Glebe. These streets are already 
highly congested at peak times and with a massive.number of extra truck movements and traffic associated with 

•construction will become gridlocked during peak times. 
5. The removal of spoil from the Rozelle Rail Yards will lead to the largest number of Spoil truck movements on the 
entire Stage 3 project: 517 Heavy truck movements a day, of which 46 are stated to take place during Peak hours. 
This leads to extra noise and air pollution in this area. 
6. The removal of Buruwan Park between The Crescent and Bayview Crescent/Railway Parade, Annandale to 
accommodate the widening realignment of the Crescent would be a direct loss of much-needed parkland in this 
inner city area. Further, Buruwan Park lies on a major cycle route from Railway Parade through to Anzac Bridge, UTS 
and the CBD. 
7. Unacceptable noise levels will accompany the construction of this massive interchange. No analysis has been 
provided of the magnitude of increased noise pollution in this area. 
There will also be disturbance of soil which may be thick with contaminants such as lead and asbestos(as was the 
case in St Peters.) You made no provision for the safe removal of these toxic substances in St Peters and I do not see 
any provision in the EiS for their safe removal in this area. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: .,*7 /7,--gt  

Address: //6) cf5C-0 ,t , 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: f51___ 	 Postcode 	c.It.ei a--P\_ev--6)  v--Q 	)..._0, 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signatur • 	„ ...-t"..
_,..... ________

__ 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

a. The latest EIS was released just ten business days after feedback period ended for the Concept Design for the M4/M5 and 
before preliminary drilling to establish a route through the Inner West is completed. WHAT IS THE RUSH? This EIS is 
little more than a concept design and is far less developed than earlier ones. It is composed of many indicate only plans 
such that it is impossible to know what the impacts will be and yet approval is being sought in a rush. The EIS ignores 
more than 1500 submissions, including one of 142 pages from the Inner West Council. 

b. One toll road leads to another 3 being proposed. The EIS's for the M4 East and the New M5 argued the case that serious 
congestion created near interchanges would be solved once the M4/M5 was built. Now it seems this is not the case and 
more roads will be needed to relieve the congestion — WHERE DOES THIS END? According to the M4/M5 EIS the real 
benefits will depend on building the Western Harbour Tunnel, the Airport Link and a tollway heading South. None of 
these projects have been planned, let alone approved but yet are part of addressing the congestion impacts 
acknowledged for the M4/M5link project. Given this how is it possible to know or address the impacts of the M4/M5 Link, 
unless this is just yet more justification for yet more roads? 

c. Research about roads clearly demonstrates that roads create congestion. The WestConnex project is no different and the 
EIS clearly indicates that this is an impact of the M4/M5 and the consequent roads that will follow. WHERE WILL THIS 
END AS THE m4/m5 Link EIS itself indicates the RMS is already hard at work considering how to solve these problems — 
of congestion caused by roads. 

d. Where is the commitment to community consultation and to long term planning when the EIS for the M4/M5 Link is 
released before any response to the extensive community feedback on the M4-M5 Link concept design could possibly have 
been seriously considered. This demonstrates deep government contempt for the people of NSW and the communities of 
the Inner West of Sydney in particular. 

e. The EIS was prepared by global engineering firm AECOM, which also prepared the EIS for Stages 1 and 2. When he 
approved these earlier stages, the then Minister for Planning Rob Stokes pointed to conditions of approval that would 
minimise impacts on communities. But the impacts have turned out to worse than expected. 

f. For example, the AECOM EIS for the New MS failed to deal with how the massively contaminated land fill at Alexandria 
would be managed during construction. After months of sickening odours, the NSW EPA admits that despite fining SMC 
and requiring contractors to take measures to control odours, they have not stopped. It acknowledges that it does not 
have the power to stop work until WestConnex contractors comply with environmental regulations. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 

007669



Submission to: Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attention: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 
Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: 	/,  

Signature: 	diaket. 

Please btdude my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
osdaradon a HA VENOTmadeanyreportablepoliticaldonations in the last 2 years. 

Address: j 0 	leoc.)50,1 	i.  

Suburb: Ne...)6...-4 	Postcode  

I submit this objection to the WestConnex M4-1+15 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application *SSI 7485, for the 
following reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application 

a) Because this is still based on a "concept design" it is 
unknown how the communities affected will not know 
what isbeingdonebelow Their residences, schools, 
business premises and public spaces, particularly if the 
whole project is sold into a private corporation's 
ownership before the actual designs and construction 
plans are determined. The EIS makes references to these 
designs and plans being reviewed but there is NO 
informationas to what agency will be responsible for 
such reviews or whether the outcomes of such reviews 
will be made public. The communities below whose 
homes, business premises, public buildings and public 
spaces this massive project will be excavated and built 
will be completely in the dark about what is being done, 
what standards it is supposed to comply with, what 
inspection or scrutiny it will subject to, and whether the 
private corporations undertaking the work will be held 
to any liability by our government. 

b) The Rozelle Rail Yards are a totally inappropriate area to 
create a new recreational area because the area will be 
highly polluted by unfiltered Pollution Stacks and 
Tunnel Portals. In the EIS it is referred to as an idealized 
area.alt is envisaged that the quantum of active 
recreation within the Rozelle Rail Yards would be 
further developed by others as projects such as The Bays 
Precinctaredeveloped. Thetoncept plan provides 
spaces that could include an array of active recreation 
opportunities and even community facilities such as 
gardens or a school." The suggestion that this would be  

a suitable location for a School is just beyond belief and 
demonstrates that those who have put these plans 
togetherare either staggeringly ignorant or totally 
delusional! At a time when major World cities are doing 
all they can to address the dire problems of pollution this 
is an appalling suggestion that is totally out of touch. 

There are two areas in the Rozelle Rail Yards site where 
construction will be by cut and cover. These are the 
Portals for the Western Harbour Tunnel and the Portals 
for the M4/M5 link This is of particular concern in the 
light of residents experiences in areas of Haberfield and 
St Peters where highly contaminated land areas were 
being disturbed. There was totally inadequate control of 
Austin theseareas, wherethedust would have been 
loaded with toxic chemical particulates. The old Rail 
Yards are highly contaminated land from their past use. 
The EIS gives no specific details of how this highly toxic 
threat is going to be securely managed. It is not 
acceptable for this to be decided only when the 
Construction Contracts have been issued, when the 
community will have no say or control over the 
methodology to be employed for removing vast 
amounts of contaminated spoil. 

I am appalled to learn that more than 100 homes 
including hundreds of residents will he affected by noise 
exceedences 'out of hours' in the vicinity of Darley Road, 
Leichhardt. This will not just be for a few days but could 
continue for years. Such impacts will severely impact on 
the quality of life of residents. 

c)  

d)  
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Signature. 	 
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donations in the last 2 years. 
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Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 
Suburb: 

I submit my objection  to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link as contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485, for 
the following reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application and require preparation of a  
genuine, not indicative, EIS  

Existing vegetation - Leichhardt: 

a) The EIS proposes removal of all vegetation on 
the Darley Road site. There is a mature tree 

located on the site which serves as a visual and 
noise barrier to the heavy City West Link traffic. 
Removal of this tree and other vegetation will 

increase noise impacts to nearby residents and 
affect the visual amenity, with homes having a 
direct line of sight to the City West Link. The 	• 
existing mature tree needs to be retained on this 
and environmental. grounds. 

Current noise measures - Leichhardt: 

b) The EIS states that 'reasonable and feasible 
work practices and mitigation measures would be 
implemented to minimise potential noise impacts 

due to activities occurring at the Darley Road 
civil and tunnel site.' 96-52) This is not good 

enough. The EIS does not contain any detail 

whatsoever of these proposal on which then can 
comment. In addition, there is no requirement 
that measures will in fact be introduced to 

address noise impacts. The approval. conditions 
need to contain detail of specific noise mitigation 

measures that are mandated and can be 

enforced. 

Acoustic shed- Leichhardt 

c) The EIS does not require an acoustic shed and 
states that 'Acoustic barriers and devices at the 
access tunnel entrances would be considered and 
implemented where reasonable and feasible to 

minimise potential noise impacts associated with 
out-of-hours works within the tunnels.' (6-51) 
The EIS needs to mandate that these measures 

are in place. Where mentioned, the acoustic shed 
that is considered offers the lower grade noise 
protection.This is despite the fact that 36 
'sensitive receivers' are identified in the EIS, who 
will have extreme noise disturbance through 
much of the 5-gear construction period. In 

addition, the acoustic shed covers only the spoil 
and spoil handling area and not the tunnel 

entrances and exits. The highest level of noise 
protection, which is only suggested in the EIS, 
needs to be mandated in the EIS. In addition, the 
shed needs to cover both the entrance and exit 
to the site and not simply the spoil handling 
areas. The independent engineer's report 

(commissioned by the Inner West council.) states 
that it is likely, because of the elevated position 
of the site, that it is likely an acoustic shed will 

not contain the noise to an acceptable level_ In 
addition, a temporary access tunnel will be built 

from the top of the site and run directly under 

homes in James Street. These homes will be 
unacceptably impacted by the construction noise 

and truck movements without these additional 
measures. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

. 	f‘  
Name: NA v--.1\-1-- 	fl_f\CAto 

• 
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Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: S 0 t,Nv.i.."- 	\i'll--)- 	Postcodert8I0  

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Signature: 

Please INCLUDE my personal information when publishing this submission to your 
website 

any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as 
contained in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

1. Traffic operational modelling — Leichhardt. The EIS does not provide any operational modelling for 
the Darley Road area (8-11), despite the fact 170 vehicles a day are proposed to enter this highly 
congested (during peak hours) area. Darley Road is a critical arterial road for commuters accessing the 
City West Link and this analysis should be provided so that impacts can be properly assessed. 

2. Crash statistics — City West Link and James St intersection. The EIS only analyses crash statistics 
near the interchanges. It does not provide any detail as to the number of crashes at the James St/City 
West Link intersection which, on Transport for NSWs own figures, is the third most dangerous 
intersection in the inner west. Nor does it comment on the two fatalities that occurred on Darley Road 
near the proposed construction site. The EIS needs to detail the increased risk in crashes that will be 
caused by the additional 170 vehicles a day that are proposed to enter and leave Darley Road during 
the construction period. The EIS needs to detail how this risk of crashes will be managed to an 
acceptable level, which it does not. 

3. Worker parking — Leichhardt. There is provision in the EIS for only a dozen worker car parks and no 
provision for the 100 or so workers who will be "permanently based at the Darley Road site for up to five 
years. A major construction site project should not be permitted in a neighbourhood area without allocated 
parking for all workers. No other business would be permitted to be established without this requirement 
being satisfied — why is it acceptable for this project? In addition, the EIS proposes the removal of 20 car 
spaces used by residents on Darley Road and will remove the 'kiss and ride' facility at the light rail stop. This 
will result in residents being unable to park in their own street and will increase noise impacts from workers 
doing shift changeovers 24 hours a day. The EIS needs to mandate the use of public transport or provide 
for workers to be bussed in if adequate allocated parking is not provided. 

4. Number of vehicle movements — Leichhardt. The EIS states that there will be 170 heavy and light vehicle 
movements a day during construction (5 years). There is no guarantee that these figures are accurate as 
they are indicative only. The effect of these movements will be drastically increased commuter times for 
anyone accessing the City West Link during peak periods. The Darley Road site is equally busy on Saturday 
and this is not accounted for or acknowledged in the EIS. The EIS should not permit this number of vehicle 
movements and should be rejected on this basis as there is no plan as to how this will be managed. Referring 
to a future traffic management plan is inadequate — there is no guarantee that any such plan will be able to 
manage this traffic impact to an acceptable level. 

5. Access routes — Leichhardt. The EIS states that all construction vehicles will enter and leave via Darley 
Road. Although near the City West Link, Darley Rd abuts a large number of small, local streets and homes 
and streets near Darley Road will be impacted by a heavy vehicle movement every 3-4 minutes. This is an 
unacceptable impact. No heavy or light vehicle movements should be permitted on Darley Road whatsoever 
and an alternative route which does not involve Darley Road is the only route that should be approved. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must 

be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other 

parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Postcode: 2,0 Suburb: 
to register nly strong objections to this entire project for 

vio\--(AxNArkp 
Please include / 4Ielte  oss out or circle)  my personal 
information when publishing this submission to your website. 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political 
donations in the late 2 years.  
Address: DA WON/  

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 
Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

After studying the massive EIS document I wish 
numerous reasons. 

1. The EIS was released just 12 days after the closing date for submissions to the Concept Design. This proves 
the Concept Design and the submissions were a sham. There were hundreds of posts on the interactive map 
and there were over thousand written submissions. There is no way these submissions could have been read, 
evaluated, their points integrated, and the 7500 page EIS edited, printed, checked and distributed in 12 days. 
The EIS was obviously prepared prior to the closing of submission to the Concept Design. This is a total abuse 
of the NSW Planning Laws. 

2.The original stated objective of Westconnex had as its fundamental objective the,  connecting to Port Botany. 
The original objective was the improvement of freight access to the Airport and Port Botany. Stage 1, 2 and 3 
do not achieve this goal and this is not addressed in the EIS. 

3.1t is stated that the hugely expensive Stage 3 M4/M5 link is required as a link between the two motorways. 
This is totally untrue. The A3 is the primary eastern link between the two motorways and it is described in the 
State Road network system as the M4- M5 Connector. 

4.The introduction of the EIS clearly states that the information in the EIS is" indicative" of the final design 
only. The reality of this statement means that the project may be completely different to stated plans in the EIS. 
Furthermore although the EIS indicates what is to be expected when construction begins, it also states that only 
after Construction Contractors have been engaged would project designs and methodologies be finally worked 
out and agreed upon. This may result in major changes to the project design and construction methodologies. 
The community would have no say in this process. 

5.The most highly effected area of Stage 3 will be Rozelle with the massive and complex interchange. Nothing 
like this has been built anywhere else in the World and it is highly questionable as to whether it can be built at 
all in the form outlined in the EIS. The EIS does not show any detailed plans as to how this will be achieved. 
There are no constructional details at all, what is shown is a concept only, this is totally unacceptable. 

6.Rozelle Rail Yards will have 400 car parking spaces provided for site wOrkers(EIS). The daily workforce for 
these sites is shown to be approximately 550. This means that 150 vehicles will need to park in nearby local 
streets which are already at full capacity during weekdays from commuters parking and taking the light rail. 

7.There will be 517 Heavy truck movements a day, of which 46 are stated to take place during peak hours from 
the Rozelle Rail Yard the largest amount of spoil truck movement on the whole of Stage 3. This will lead to a 
vast amount of extra noise and air pollution in this area. There will also be disturbance of soil in the old Rozelle 
Goods Yard which will be heavily contaminated with toxic substances. It is highly probable that there will be 
lead and asbestos. (as was the case in St Peters) You made no provision for the safe removal of these toxic 
substances in St Peters and the EIS makes no provision for their safe removal in this area. 

8.The EIS states that property damage due to ground movement "may occur. It states that 
subsidence may occur along tunnel paths due to tunnel excavation and water drawdown. The risk of ground 
movement and subsidence is greater where tunnels are less than 35 metres underground. The planned Inner - 
West Interchange proposes tunnels in that area which are a great deal less than 35metres. The same is true for 
areas of Rozelle where layers of tunnels are proposed. This will definitely lead to structural damage and 
cracking to homes above. Without provision for full compensation for damage there would be no incentive for 
contractors or Roads and Maritime Services to minimise this damage. This is not acceptable 

Submission to: 
Planning Services 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW 2001 

Attention: Director — Transport 
Assessments 

Name: 

Signature: 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: j 0  lin  Couci  

Address: 	1 2,9 	Add isop 	kol 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	Al 	((icilvil (f 	Postcode 

Application Name: Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: ... 

' 	1:Please, include] delete (cross Out or:circle).my personal information 
any reportable political 

when publishing this submission to your siniebite 
donations in the last 2 years. ' Declaration: I HAVE NOT Made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS M4/M5 application, for the following reasons: 

1. There is great concern in the community that King Street, Newtown, will become a 24-hour clearway. The EIS at 7-41 
acknowledges that, and states "Roads and Maritime has no plan to change the existing clearways on King Street". This 
statement is deliberately misleading as it infers that SMC has the authority to establish Clearways on regional roads. Roads and 
Maritime have the unfettered right to declare Clearways wherever and whenever they wish, and RMS has NEVER  stated 
publicly that King Street will not be subject to extended clearways. 

2. The EIS uses maps indicating alignment of the mainline tunnels. It is only when you get to EIS 12-57 (Sydney Water Tunnels) 
that is becomes clear that the alignment and depths of the tunnels may vary very significantly, after further survey work has 
been done and construction methodology determined by the construction contractor. The maps provided in the EIS are only 
'indicative' and are misleading the community. The EIS should be withdrawn, corrected and updated, and reissued for genuine 
public comment based on 'definitive' information. 

3. The EIS refers to concerns that were raised by the community that the route of tunnels in Newtown appeared to go to the east 
of King Street, an area that had had no geotech testing (see at 7-51) SMC staff indicated at. Community information sessions 
that the maps included in the Concept Design were broad and indicative only, and that further details would be available in the 
EIS. The details in the just released EIS indicate both sides of King St but as it is only indicative how is it possible to comment on 
the likely impacts. This seriously casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

4. I strongly object to the way the EIS treats "uncertainties". EIS 6.1 (Synthesis, Page 45) describes the process re project 
uncertainties. "The EIS is based on the concept design developed for the project. ... it is to be expected that some uncertainties 
exist that will need to be resolved during detailed design and construction and operational planning. As described in Chapter 1, 
construction contractors ... would be engaged during detailed design to provide greater certainty on the exact locations of 
temporary and permanent facilities and infrastructure as well as the construction methodology to be adopted. This may result 
in changes to both the project design and the construction methodologies described and assessed in this EIS. Any changes to 
the project would be reviewed for consistency with the assessment contained in the EIS including relevant mitigation measures, 
environmental performance outcomes and any future conditions of approval". Given this I strongly object to the approval of this 
EIS until critical 'uncertainties' have been fully researched and the results (and any changes) published for public comment. 

5. At 7-25 the EIS does not mention the many hundreds of extended written submissions that were lodged in late July and early 
August. These critical 'community engagement' feedback submissions have clearly not been considered in the preparation of 
the EIS. This casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

6. It all very difficult for the community to access hard copies of the EIS outside normal working and business hours. The Newtown 
Library only has one copy of the EIS, and has extremely limited opening hours. This restricted access does NOT.constitute open 
and fair community engagement. 

7. This EIS contains no meaningful design and construction details and no parameters as to how broad changes and therefore 
impacts could be. It therefore fails to allow the community to be informed about and comment on the project impacts in a 
meaningful way. 

I call on the Minister for Planning to reject this project and demand that the government re-think the transport planning for the 
whole metropolitan area taking into account long term sustainability over short-term private profit. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name: 	 ; Email: 	 ; Mobile 	  
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	L
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Address: 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	 OA/LAO-J/1 	Postcode anct ( 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 
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I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as  
contained in the EIS application, for the following reasons, and request the Minister reject the application. 

The business case is fatally flawed in a number 
of ways: 

• It does not factor in the impact of longer total 
journey lengths on urban sprawl, which will 
have a flow-cost for infrastructure and 
servicing. 

• It includes benefits from WestConnex 
supporting more compact commercial land 
use when this is generally not the result of 
motorway investment, and is unlikely to be in 
the area served by Stage 3. 

• It does not attempt to cost the reductions in 
public transport, especially the loss of fare 
revenue. 

• Ancillary road projects necessitated by 
WestConnex, such as the potentially $1BN 
Alexandria-Moore Park Connectivity 
Upgrade, should have been included in the 
Business Case. 

• Impact on property values, costs of noise 
during construction, and loss of business 
should all have been costed and included in 
the Business Case 

• Loss of heritage to the whole community (not 
just property owners) should have been 
included in the Business Case. 

The Business Case for the WestConnex project 
(made up of the New M4, Iron Cove Link and 
Rozelle Interchange, M4-M5 Link, New M5, King 
Georges Road Interchange upgrade and Sydney  

Gateway was not adequate to justify moving to 
environmental impact assessment. 

The Government is spending many billions of 
taxpayer dollars via Metro Rail to try and free 
itself of the restrictions of the City Circle that 
imposes a choke on the whole rail network, but 
is now replicating a the city circle with a 60km 
road network. It does makes sense to focus a rail 
network on the centre of the densest 
employment and residential area of Australia, 
with the greatest economic output per square 
kilometre. However, it is the antithesis of 
common sense, practicality, economic 
productivity, property value creation, 
environmental planning, social planning and 
basic transport planning to replicate it with 
more motorways. 

The M4-M5 Link enables the expansion of the 
WestConnex network to include the Western 
Harbour Tunnel, Beaches Link and M6. These 
motorway projects, were not part of the 
WestConnex business case and are not priority 
projects in any State or Federal roads plan. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: Lk  ug.t_ icl\ /WozsR__171\k 
Address: 52?) a,  oicv„.4 ii.  

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	. 13-AbikiVqi Postcode  tiot( 

	

Name: WestConnex M4 i 	 M5 Link Application N- kp , 	, 	, 
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I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as  
contained in the EIS application, for the following reasons, and request the Minister reject the application.  

1. 	The key intersection performance tables in App H 
(p.258 St Peters and 248 Rozelle) demonstrate 
that many intersections will either worsen (at the 
worst case scenario of LOS F) or remain 
unchanged particularly in 2033, including the 
following intersections: 
• Princes Highway/Canal Road 
• Princes Highway/Railway Road 
• Unwins Bridge Road/Campbell Street 
• Campbell Road/Bourke Road 
• Princes Highway/Campbell Street 
• Ricketty Street/Kent Road 
• Gardeners Road/Kent Road 
• Gardeners Road/Bourke Road 
• Gardeners Rd/O'Riordan Street 
• Victoria Road/Lyons Road 
• Victoria Road/Darling Street 
• Victoria Road/Robert Street 

2. I object to this new tollway because in the past 
tolls have been justified as needed to pay for the 
new road. This is not the case of this tollway that 
will charge tolls for 40 years. This is only to 
guarantee revenue to the new private owner. 

3. The proponent excludes the impact of the 
Western Sydney Airport from analysis of the 
project. This could have a significant impact on 
traffic volumes. 

4. The modelling shows significant increases in 
traffic on Victoria Rd (+20% ADT) which is 
already at capacity. 

5. Most people in Emu Plains, Penrith, Mt Druitt, or 
Blacktown who work in Sydney CBD use the 
trains. What workers travelling to Sydney city 
really need are better and more frequent trains. 
This is just dismissed by the EIS. 

6. Most people in Emu Plains, Penrith, Mt Druitt, or 
Blacktown who work in Sydney CBD use the 
trains. What workers travelling to Sydney city 
really need are better and more frequent trains. 
This is just dismissed by the EIS. 

7. The modelling shows the motorway exceeds 
reasonable operating limits in the peak in less 
than ten years. 

8. The underlying traffic modelling and outputs was 
insufficient to: 
• Demonstrate the need for the project. 
• Understand impacts of dispersed traffic on 

connecting roads, such as the Anzac Bridge, 
and whether they have available capacity to 
meet the predicted traffic discharge. Any 
congestion on exits has the capacity to negate 
all travel time savings to the exit point, given 
the small predicted benefits. 

9. 	Public transport is rejected by the EIS so the state 
government is forcing us to use cars more when 
most major cities in the world are trying to reduce 
the number of cars on the roads. We know this is to 
promote private road operators' profits. I object to 
putting so much public funding to the cause of 
private profit. I urge the Secretary of Planning to 
reject this project. 
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Name: 

Signature: 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 71I85 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning 
Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 311, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT  made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 
-7>1 
	

c71— 
Application Name: 
WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Suburb: 	EA.451A, A___II
Ci Postcode 	1-1 

I object to the WestConnex MLF-MS Link proposals for the following reasons, and request the Minister reject the 
application, and require SMC and RMC to prepare a new EIS that is based on genuine, not indicative, design parameters, 
costings, and business case.  

The Rozelle Rail Yards are a totally inappropriate area to create a new recreational area because the area will be 

highly polluted by unfiltered Pollution Stacks and Tunnel Portals. In the EIS it is referred to as an idealized arealt is 
envisaged that the quantum of active recreation within the Rozelle Rail Yards would be further developed bg others as 
projects such as The Bays Precinct are developed. The concept plan provides spaces that could include an array of 

active recreation opportunities and even community facilities such as gardens or a school" The suggestion that this 
would be a suitable location for a School is just beyond belief and demonstrates that those who have put these plans 
together are either staggeringly ignorant or totally delusional! At a time when major World cities are doing alt they can 
to address the dire problems of pollution this is an appalling suggestion that is totally out of touch. 

The EIS states that spoil handling at the Pyrm.ont Bridge Road Tunnel Site (Cci) will "occur 24 hours a dag, seven days 

a week" for about four gears. Given the land use surrounding the site is dense residential, what mitigation measures will 
be used to control noise, light spill, etc. outside normal business hours? Have alternative living arrangements and/or 
compensation been considered? (P 8-55) 

•:• 	The assessment of Strategic Alternative 3 (Travel Demand Management) should: 
a) Identify key network capacity issues 
b) Consider the opportunity for travel demand management measures to address the road network capacity constraints. 

The measure should aim to retime, re-mode or reduce trips that make less productive use of congested road space. 
c) Draw on a process of multi-modal transport modelling and economic assessment to inform the analysis and assessment 

The EIS does not provide appropriate parking for the estimated 100 or so workers that the EIS states will work every day 
at the site, while other equivalent sites have allocated parking for such workers (Northcote Civil site (150)) and Parramatta 
Road East Civil site (NM It is also noted that the EIS provides for loss of 20 residential parks on Darley Road. Local 
streets are at capacity already because of the lack of off-street parking for mans residents and the Light Rail stop which 
means that commuters use local streets. The EIS states that workers 'will be encouraged to use public transport.' the EIS 
needs to mandate that no trucks or construction vehicles are to park in local streets. There needs to be a requirement that 
is enforceable that workers use the Light Rail stop which is adjacent to the site or a plan to bus in workers 
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Attention Director 	 Name: 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning 
Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 
Application Name: 
WestConnex M4-M.5 Link  

Signature: 
Please 

include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. HAVE NOT 
made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 

Suburb: 
	14--t-w1A-/ 	Postcode )70 4-1 

6 

I submit my objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the reasons stated below, and request the Minister 
reject the application entirely, and cause the proponents to reissue an EIS that is based on .a fully researched, developed, 
and budgeted concept design, and require the proponents to prepare a new business case against that design. 

The EIS (including Appendix H) fails to provide 
traffic modelling outputs to assess impacts of the 
Project on CBD streets and intersections. Given 
the highly constrained and congested nature of 
the CBD, NSW Government policy focusses on 
reducing the number of cars in the CBD in favour 
of public transport, walking and cycling. The 
proponent should provide intersection 
performance results for the following 
intersections: 

a) The ANZAC Bridge off-ramp to Allen 
Street/Botany Road 

b) The Western Distributor off-ramp to Druitt 
Street (buses) 

c) The Western Distributor off-ramp to 
Bathurst Street 

d) .The Western Distributor off-ramp to King 
Street/Sussex Street 

e) Gardeners Road and Botany Road 
D All intersections within the modelled area in 

the Sydney CBD 

The traffic model used is an 'unconstrained' 
model. It assumes that all vehicles will travel on 
the route with the lowest "generalised cost" (i.e. 
combination of time and money). But it does not 
consider whether those routes have the capacity 
to handle all those vehicles. In the real world 
people change their time of travel, mode of 
travel and consider whether to make a trip at all  

to avoid congested routes. As a result travel 
patterns in the real world are very different to 
the patterns identified in models. 

Better use of existing road infrastructure has not 
been analysed as a feasible alternative. The EIS 
only refers to existing RMS programs. An 
analysis of urban road projects recommended in 
the State Infrastructure Strategy Update 2014 
should be conducted as strategic alternatives 
including: 

a) Smart Motorways investments on the M4, the 
Warringah Freeway and Southern Cross 
Drive-General Holmes Drive 

b) Upgrading the Sydney Coordinated Adaptive' 
Traffic System (SCATS) 

The EIS refers to benefits from road projects that 
are not part of the project's scope. The full costs, 
benefits and impacts of these projects need to be 
considered in a transparent process. 

•:* 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application 
# SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Name.  4)79/41° 	/14'14/n4. S  

Signature. 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration : I NAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address.  t  jk (9-ti  

Suburb.  
	 Postcode...' -7  

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link 

A. Rozelle Rail Yards will have 400 car parking spaces provided for workers(EiS). The daily workforce for 
these sites is stated to be approximately 550. This means that 150 vehicles will need to park in nearby local 
streets which are already over-subscribed during weekdays by commuters taking the light rail. 

B. There is a higher than average number of shift workers in the Inner West. The EIS acknowledges that even 
allowing for mitigation measures such as acoustic sheds and noise walls, shift workers will be more vulnerable 
to impacts of years of construction work and will consequently be at risk of a loss of quality of life, loss of 
productivity and chronic mental and physical illness. 

C. There is no evidence provided in the EIS that the ventilation outlets will be date. The EIS simply states that the 
ventilation outlets would be designed to effectively disperse the emissions from the tunnel and are predicted 
to have negligible effect on local air quality (xiv, Executive Summary). This is inadequate and details of the 
impacts on air quality need to be provided so that the residents and experts can meaningfully comment on the 
impact. 

D. EIS social impact study states that "the health and safety of residents should be prioritised around 
construction areas" - this is merely platitudinous in the light of the choice of Darley Rd the third most 
dangerous traffic intersection in the Inner West as a construction site. 

E. SMC have made it all but impossible for the community to access hard copies of the EIS outside normal 
working and business hours. The Newtown Library only has one copy of the EIS, and has extremely limited 
opening hours. Monday and Wednesday: 10am to 7pm. Tuesday: 10am to 6pm. Thursday and Friday: 10am to 
5pm. Saturday and Sunday: llam to 4pm. This restricted access does NOT constitute open and fair community 
engagement. 

F. I am deeply disappointed that the EIS contains little or no meaningful design and construction detail. It appears to 
be a wish list not based on actual effects. Everything is indicative, 'would' not 'will', telling me nothing is actually 
'known' for certain. This is a dangerous and reckless attempt to get approval for a project that is yet to be properly 
designed. 

G. I strongly object to the proposed location of this permanent operational facility on Darley Road. The presence of this 
site contradicts repeated assurances to the community that the site would be returned after construction was 
completed. The ongoing presence of this site will limit future uses of the darley Road site which could serve 
community purposes, particularly given its location directly next to public transport. Its presence removes the 
ability to provide more accessible, safer and direct pedestrian access to the North Leichhardt Light Rail Station. The 
plant location, in a neighbourhood setting is not appropriate. It will reduce property values and have an 
unacceptable impacts on the visual amenity of the area. The streets adjacent to Darley Road are comprised of low-
rise residential homes and small businesses and infrastructure such as this should not be permitted in such a 
location. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details 
must be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to 
other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Name- k..irvxTY 	 
(-7 

Signature 	- 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address:  t"--k 	Lc 

Suburb: 	)(NA_ 	 Postcode-20 

I submit my strongest objections to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as 	Submission to: 

contained in the EIS application # SS/ 7485, for the reasons set out below. 
Planning Service; 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConneicM4-M5 Link 

0 	The decision to build a three-stage toilway instead of expanding public transport has never been subjected to 

democratic decision-making and in fact has been opposed by the great majority of submissions received in response to 

the Environmental Impact Statements for the first two stages. 

0 	I do not consider so many disruptions of pedestrian and cycle wags to be a 'temporary impact. Four gears in the life of a 
community is a long time. The EIS acknowledges that there will be more danger in the environment around construction 
sites. It is a serious matter to deliberately take steps to reduce the safety of a community, especially when as the traffic 
analysis shows there will be a legacy of traffic congestion even in 2033. A promise of a plan is NOT an answer to 

those concerned about the impacts. 

0 	No noise barriers have been proposed. This is unacceptable and appropriate noise barriers should be included in the 
EIS for consideration. (Executive Summary xvii) 

0 	Alternative access route for trucks - Leichhardt: The EIS states that there are 'investigations' occurring into 

alternative access to the Darley Road site. The EIS does not provide ang detail on which residents can comment about 
alternative access which would keep trucks off Darley Road. The plans for alternative access should be expedited. It 

should be a condition of approval that the alternative access is confirmed avid that no spoil trucks are permitted to 
access Darley Road due to the unacceptable noise, safety and traffic issues that the current proposal creates 

0 	We object to the selection of the Darley Road site on the basis that it provides for daily movements of 170 heavy and 
light vehicles accessing Darley Road. This creates an unacceptable risk to the safety of pedestrians accessing the 
North Leichhardt light rail stop as well as bicycle users accessing the bicycle route on Darley Road and entering Canal 

road to join the dedicated bike paths on the bay run. Many school children cross at this point to walk to Orange Grove 

and Leich.hardt Secondary College. The EIS states that an alternative truck movement is proposed which involves use 
of the City West Link with no trucks to access Darley Road. The selection of Darley Road should not be approved if it 
involves any truck movements on Darley Road, which is what it currently provides. 

0 	The original objectives of the project specified improving road and freight access to Sydney Airport and to Port 

Botany. Neither Stage 2 or 3 provides such access. Both the new M5 and the view M'4-M5 Link will dump 1,000s 

more per day onto the roads to the Airport which are already at capacity. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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Name 	 

Signature: 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration : I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address:  *# V2--7  	 

Suburb- 	.N.St\ACTD 	Postcode  2-04  

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I submit my objection  to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link as contained in the EIS application # SSI 7485, for the following 
reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application and require preparation of a genuine, not indicative, EIS  

0 	The EIS states that Darley Road is a contaminated site, likely including asbestos. There is a risk to the community associated with 
spoil removal, transfer and handling. We object to the selection of the site based on the environmental risks that this creates, 
along with risks to health of residents. 

0 	Motor vehicles account for 14% of Particulate Pollution of 2.5 microns and less in Australia. There is no safe level to 
exposure to particulate matter of 2.5 microns and less. Particulate matter is linked with Asthma, Lung Disease, Cancer 
and Stroke. 

0 	The warm and caring words contained in the EIS, ref Sustain ability Management Strategy, have not been reflected in 
the wanton destruction of homes, trees and habitat already. Why should we believe them? 

0 	The EIS states that property damage due to ground movement may occur. We object to the project in its entirety on 
this basis. The EIS states that 'settlement, induced by tunnel excavation, and groundwater drawdown, may occur in 
some areas along the tunnel alignment'. The risk of ground movement is lessened where tunnelling is more than 35, 
metres. However, some tunnelling is at less than 10 metres. This proposed tunnel alignment creates an unacceptable 
risk of ground movement. In addition, the EIS states that there are a number of discrete areas to the north and 
northwest of the Rozelle Rail Yards, to the north of Campbell Road at St Peters and in the vicinity of Lord Street at 
Newtown where ground water movement above 20 milliliters is predicted 'strict limits on the degree of settlement 
permitted would be imposed on the project" and 'damage' would be rectified at no cost to the owner. would be placed 
(Executive Summary, xvii -iii). The project should not be permitted to be delivered in such a way that there is a known 
risk to property damage that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level of risk. 

0 	Noise mitigation — Leichhardt. The noise mitigation proposed in the EIS is unacceptable. No detail of noise walls is 

provided, giving residents no opportunity to comment on whether final impacts are acceptable. This is despite the fact 
36 homes are identified in the EIS as severely affected by construction noise. The acoustic shed proposed is of the 
lowest grade and does not cover the entire site, resulting in noise impacts from the movement of trucks in and out of 
the tunnel access point. The highest grade acoustic shed should be provided, with the shed covering the entire site. 
The additional noise mitigation such as noise walls, need to be det out in detail so that residents can properly 
comment on the impacts. 

0 	The EIS acknowledges that extra construction traffic will add to travel times across the Inner West and have a negative 
impact on businesses in the area. No compensation is suggested. These impacts are not been taken into account of 
evaluating the cost of WestCONnex. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application 
*SS! 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Name. 	 7e- ° 
Signature. 	 

Please Indudo  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Dedatadon : I  HAVE NOTmade any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address:  

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planningand Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director —Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SS17485 Application 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Suburb: 	 Postcode  02o 92 

0 	No need for 'dive' site - Leichhardt. There is no need for the Darley Road site, other than a time saving (tunneling) of 
several months. It is unacceptable that the community should be forced to endure 5 years of severe disruption to 
accommodate the timetable of the private contractors. The EIS should not be approved on the basis that it contains 
provision for the Parley Road site without any proper justification As for its need. 

0 	Rozelle Interchange and surrounds will experience Increased traffic with associated noise and air pollution- most 
particularly at the Crescent, Johnson St and Catherine St, Annandale/Lilyfield/Leichhardt and Ross Street, Glebe. These 
streets are already highly congested at peak times and with a massive number of extra truck movements and traffic 
associated with construction, these streets will become gridlocked during peak times. 

0 	The EIS does not mention the impact of aircraft noise and its cumulative impact. As such, the noise levels identified are 
misleading. I object to the selection of the Darley Road site because of the unacceptable noise impacts it will have on 
surrounding homes and businesses. 

0 	371 homes and hundreds of residences near the Darley Rd construction site will be affected by noise sufficient to cause 
sleep disturbance. The EIS promises negotiation over mitigation on a one by one basis. This is not acceptable to me. On 
other projects those with less bargaining power or social networks have been left more exposed. There is no certainty in 
any case that additional measures would be taken or be effective. This is another unacceptable impact of this project and 
reason why it should be opposed. 

0 	The EIS is misleading because it discusses the creation of14,350 direct jobs during construction. It omits the fact that jobs 
have also been lost because of acquisition of businesses, many of which were long-standing and employed hundreds of 
workers, (Executive Summary xviii) 

0 	The EIS states that 'a preferred noise mitigation option' would be determined during 'detailed design'. This is 
unacceptable and residents have no opportunity to comment on the detailed designs. The failure to include this detail 
means that residents have no idea as to what is planned and cannot comment or input into those plans. (Executive 
Summary xvi) 

0 	For example, the AECOM EIS for the New M5 failed to deal with how the massively contaminated land fill at Alexandria 
would be managed during construction. After months of sickening odours, the NSW EPA admits that despite fining SMC 
and requiring contractors to take measures to control odours, they have not stopped. It acknowledges that it does not 
have the power to stop work until WestConnex contractors comply with environmental regulations. 

Campaign Mailing lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application 
# SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

-N (,(-1  Name. /1 

Signature. 	 

Please include my persoiial information when publishing this submission to your webs ite 
Declaration : 1 HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 
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Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link 

U 

0 	(6-51) The EIS needs to mandate that these 
measures are in place. Where mentioned, the 
acoustic shed that is considered offers the lower 
grade noise protection. This is despite the fact that 
36 'sensitive receivers' are identified in the EIS, 
who will have extreme noise disturbance through 
much of the 5-year construction period. In addition, 
the acoustic shed covers only the spoil and spoil 
handling area and not the tunnel entrances and 
exits. The highest level of noise protection, which is 
only suggested in the EIS, needs to be mandated in 
the EIS. In addition, the shed needs to cover both 
the entrance and exit to the site and not simply the 
spoil handling areas. The independent engineer's 
report (commissioned by the Inner West council) 
states that it is likely, because of the elevated 
position of the site, that it is likely an acoustic shed 
will not contain the noise to an acceptable level. In 
addition, a temporary access tunnel will be built 
from the top of the site and run directly under 
homes in James Street. These homes will be 
unacceptably impacted by the construction noise 
and truck movements without these additional 
measures 

0 	The EIS states that these will occur near the Darley 
Road site. There is no detail provided, nor is there a 
process by which residents can influence such 
decisions. The Inner West Council's documents 
state that Darley Road is not built to normal road 
requirements and safety standards, as it was  

established as an access road for the former goods 
line. Two fatalities have occurred near the site 
location, with many accidents. The Council has been 
trying to make Darley Road a safer route for many 
years. Elwick Street North for example was partially 
closed as a result of a fatality. The approval 
conditions need to make it clear that all road 
closures need to be made in consultation with 
residents affected and that the safety issues are 
adequately addressed. No arterial traffic from 
Darley Road should be allowed to be diverted onto 
narrow local roads 

0 	EIS is Indicative only - The EIS should not be 
approved as it does not contain any certainty for 
residents as to what is proposed and does not 
provide a basis on which the project can be 
approved. The EIS states 'the detail of the design 
and construction approach is indicative only based 
on a concept design and is subject to detailed 
design and construction planning to be undertaken 
by the successful contractors.' The community will 
have no opportunity to comment on the Preferred 
infrastructure Report which forms the basis of the 
approval conditions. This means the community 
will have limited say in the management of the 
impacts identified in the EIS. The EIS needs to 
provide an opportunity for the community to 
meaningfully input into this report and approval 
conditions. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details 
must be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to 
other parties 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  
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Signature. 	 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website Declaration :1 
HAVE NOT  made any reportable po,li&al 4zationj in the last 2 years. 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link 

Postcode2,24—e 

• I am concerned that while the EIS finds that tolls do 
weigh more heavily on lower income motorists, there is 
no serious analysis of the blatant unfairness of letting of 
private consortium toll people for decades in order to 
pay for less profitable tollways for wealthier 
communities. 

• I am concerned that SMC has selected one of Sydney's 
most dangerous traffic spots, Darley Rd in Leichhardt 
for a construction site that will bring hundreds of extra 
trucks and cars into the area on a daily basis for years. 

• Permanent substation and water treatment plant - 
Residents on Darley Rd opposite the site and residents 
in Hubert St will have a direct line of site to the 
Motorway operation infrastructure. The resultant 
impact is a permanent degradation of the visual 
environment, is a loss of amenity and is detrimental to 
the community. This facility should not be permitted 
in this location and the EIS needs tci'demonstrate why 
it is required at this site. If approved, the facility should 
be moved to the north of the site out of line of site of 
residents. The residual land should be returned for 
community purposes, such as green space, with future 
commercial uses ruled out. If the community is forced 
to endure 5 years of severe disruptions due to this toll 
road, the compensation should, at the very least, result 
in the land being returned to the community as green 
space. 

• Darley Road is confirmed as a 'civil and tunnel site 
(dive site) with a 'Motorway Operations' site at one end 
for machinery during the build and will then house 
permanent water treatment facilities, despite evidence 
tendered to the Concept Design explaining that this 
intersection has an high accident rate and is completely 
unsuitable for such a purpose. 

• The traffic around St Peters expected to be heavier 
because of the increased road access to the new 
Interchange will adversely affect our community 
because moving around to our parks and to the shops, 
to the buses and to the train stations, for pedestrians 
and cars, will be more difficult. Our community is 
being sacrificed for the marginal improvement in 
traffic movement elsewhere in Sydney. No measures to 
ameliorate the impact are mentioned. This is 
unacceptable. 

• The EIS does not provide any opportunity to comment 
on the urban design and landscape component of the 
project. It states that 'a detailed review and finalisation 
of the architectural treatment of the project operational 
infrastructure would be undertaken 'during detailed 
design'. The Community should be given an 
opportunity to comment upon and influence the design 
and we object to the approval of the EIS on the basis 
that this detail is not provided, nor is the community 
(or other stakeholders) given an opportunity to 
comment or influence the final design. 

• The latest EIS was released just ten business days after 
feedback period ended for the Concept Design for the 
M4/M5 and before preliminary drilling to establish a 
route through the Inner West is completed. WHAT IS 
THE RUSH? This EIS is little more than a concept 
design and is far less developed than earlier ones. It is 
composed of many indicate only plans such that it is 
impossible to know what the impacts will be and yet 
approval is being sought in a rush. The EIS ignores 
more than 1500 submissions, including one of 142 
pages from the Inner West Council. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name:  ..11 
, 

Address:  
( 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 
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uo 	 Postcode 2_0 ti...0 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signatth  
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publishin 	this-su 	ion-to-your website 
political donati ns n the last 2 years. Declaration: I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

• The latest EIS was released just ten business days after feedback period ended for the Concept Design for the M4/M5 and 
before preliminary drilling to establish a route through the Inner West is completed. WHAT IS THE RUSH? This EIS is 
little more than a concept design and is far less developed than earlier ones. It is composed of many indicate only plans 
such that it is impossible to know what the impacts will be and yet approval is being sought in a rush. The EIS ignores 
more than 1500 submissions, including one of 142 pages from the Inner West Council. 

• One toll road leads to another 3 being proposed. The EIS's for the M4 East and the New MS argued the case that serious 
congestion created near interchanges would be solved once the M4/M5 was built. Now it seems this is not the case and 
more roads will be needed to relieve the congestion - WHERE DOES THIS END? According to the M4/M5 EIS the real 
benefits will depend on building the Western Harbour Tunnel, the Airport Link and a tollway heading South. None of 
these projects have been planned, let alone approved but yet are part of addressing the congestion impacts 
acknowledged for the M4/M5link project. Given this how is it possible to know or address the impacts of the M4/M5 Link, • 
unless this is just yet more justification for yet more roads? 

• Research about roads clearly demonstrates that roads create congestion. The WestConnex project is no different and the 
EIS clearly indicates that this is an impact of the M4/M5 and the consequent roads that will follow. WHERE WILL THIS 
END AS THE m4/m5 Link EIS itself indicates the RMS is already hard at work considering how to solve these problems - 
of congestion caused by roads. 

• Where is the commitment to community consultation and to long term planning when the EIS for the M4/M5 Link is 
released before any response to the extensive community feedback on the M4-MS Link concept design could possibly have 
been seriously considered. This demonstrates deep government contempt for the people of NSW and the communities of 
the Inner West of Sydney in particular. 

• The EIS was prepared by global engineering firm AECOM, which also prepared the EIS for Stages 1 and 2. When he 
approved these earlier stages, the then Minister for Planning Rob Stokes pointed to conditions of approval that would 
minimise impacts on communities. But the impacts have turned out to worse than expected. 

• For example, the AECOM EIS for the New M5 failed to deal with how the massively contaminated land fill at Alexandria 
would be managed during construction. After months of sickening odours, the NSW EPA admits that despite fining SMC 
and requiring contractors to take measures to control odours, they have not stopped. It acknowledges that it does not 
have the power to stop work until WestConnex contractors comply with environmental regulations. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 

007684



Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 

Signature; 

Please include  my perso information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Ad ess: 
	i'Vel'vt' 
Suburb: C--' Postcode 

t
a

e
z

to 
 Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

o The EIS uses the term 'construction fatigue' to refer to 
the continuing impacts of construction. In St Peters 
construction work in relation to the M4 and M5 has 
been going on for years. Approval of this latest EIS will 
mean that construction impacts of M4 and New M5 
will extend for a further five years with both 
construction and 24/7 tunnelling sites. In reality 
'construction fatigue' means residents in St Peters 
losing homes and neighbours and community; 
roadworks physically dividing communities; sickening 
odours over several months, incredible noise pollution 
24 hours a day and dangerous work practices putting 
community members at risk. These conditions have 
already placed enormous stress on local residents, 
seriously impacting health and well-being. Another 5 
years will be breaking point for many residents. How is 
this addressed in the EIS beyond the 
acknowledgement of 'construction fatigue'. This is 
intolerable for the local community who bear the 
greatest cost of the construction of the M4 and M5 
and the least benefit. 

o The EIS at "12-57 describes possible disruptions of 
water supply to a vast area of Sydney as a result of 
tunnelling in the proximity of two major Sydney Water 
Tunnels in the Newtown area, stating "Detailed surveys 
should be undertaken to verify the levels and condition 
of these Sydney Water Assets". Why has an EIS been 
published that infers that the tunnel alignments have 
been thoroughly surveyed and r,esearched, when 
further survey work could dramatically alter the 
alignments in the future? 

o .The EIS identifies hundreds of negative impacts of the 
project but always states that they will be manageable 
or acceptable even if negative. This shows the inherent 
bias in the EIS prow. 

o The assessment and solution to potentially 'serious 
problems described in the EIS at 12-57 (where 
mainline tunnels alignment crosses key Sydney Water 
utility services that service Sydney's eastern and 
southern suburbs) is "based on assumptions about the 
strength and stillness of the water tunnels given that 
limited information about the design and condition of 
these assets was available. Detailed surveys should be 
undertaken to verify the levels and condition of these 
Sydney Water assets. A detailed assessment would be 
carried out in consultation with Sydney Water to 
demonstrate that construction of the M4-M5 Link 
tunnels would have negligible adverse settlement or 
vibration impacts on these tunnels. A settlement 
monitoring program would also be implemented during 
construction to validate or reassess the predictions 
should it be required." The community can have no 
confidence in the EIS proposals that are incomplete 
and possibly negligent. The EIS proposals and 
application should not be approved till these issues are 
definitively resolved and publicly published. 

o It all very difficult for the community to access hard 
copies of the EIS outside normal working and business 
hours. The Newtown Library only has one copy of the 
EIS, and has extremely limited opening hours. This 
restricted access does NOT constitute open and fair 
community engagement. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 
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Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 9kiLto 601 111  ((Postcode 

 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 
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Signature: 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration: I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application, for the following reasons: 

• Experience has shown that construction and other plans by WestCONnex are often regarded as flexible instruments. 
Any action to remedy breaches depends on residents complaining and Planning staff having resources to follow up 
which is often not the case. I find it unacceptable that the EIS is written in a way that simply ignores problems with other 
stages of WestCONnex. 

• Why are two different options being suggested for Haberfield? It is clear that both of these are unacceptable and will 
expose residents to unnecessary traffic danger, congestion and disruption with capacity to enjoy their homes and 
environment. It is insulting that the EIS acknowledges this but offers not solution other than to go ahead. 

• I do not consider so many disruptions of pedestrian and cycle ways to be a 'temporary' impact. Four years in the life of a 
community is a longtime. The EIS acknowledges that there will be more danger in the environment around 
construction sites. It is a serious matter to deliberately take steps to reduce the safety of a community, especially when 
as the traffic analysis shows there will be a legacy of traffic congestion even in 2033. A promise of a plan is NOT an 
answer to those concerned about the impacts. 

• The impact of the project on cycling and walking will be considerable around construction sites. The promise of a 
construction plan is not sufficient. There has not been sufficient consultation or warning given to those directly 
affected or interested organisations. There needs to be a longer period of consultation so that the community can be 
informed about the added dangers and inconvenience, especially when you consider that it is over a 4 year period. 

• Rozelle is an old and historic suburbs of Sydney. The damage that this project would do in destruction of homes, other 
buildings and vegetation is unacceptable, especially when the project would leave a legacy of traffic congestion in the 
area. 

• It is outrageous to suggest that four unfiltered stacks would be built in one area, Rozelle 

• Rather than adding to pollution, the NSW government should be seeking ways to reduce emissions. It is not acceptable 
to argue that worsening pollution is not a problem simply because it is already bad. 

• A lot of work has gone into building cycling and pedestrian routes in Rozelle and Annandale. Interference and 
disruption of routes for four years is not a 'temporary' imposition. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals 
as contained in the EIS application, for the followinq reasons:  

0 	The EIS shows that traffic on the City West Link, 
Johnston St, the Crescent, Catherine St and Ross 
street will greatly increase during the construction 
period and also be greatly increased by the time 
Stage 3 is completed. It states that Stage 3 will do 
nothing to improve traffic congestion in the area in 
fact it will add to the problem. Many of these areas 
are already congested at Peak times. This will be 
highly negative for the local area as more and more 
be9ble try to avow the congestion by Using rat runs 
through the local areas on local streets. 

0 	The mainline tunnel alignment was influenced by a 
number of factors between Haberfield and St 
Peters. It is very concerning that one of these 
factors, states that this route was decided on for: 
"Future connections to the motorway network". This 
is of particular concern in the light of the 
Camperdown interchange removal. Westconnex 
was forced to remove this interchange due to 
pressure from the RPA Hospital, Sydney University 
and The Chinese Embassy. Knowing that the 
Camperdown Interchange was wanted it is highly 
concerning to see-  this r ef erence to future- motorway 
connections but no disclosures outlining where 
these connections maybe. The EIS also states that 
in 2016 extending a tunnel link to the South side of 
the Gladeille Bridge was seriously considered 
rather than to the Iron Cove Bridge but this was 

' 
shelved due to costs. In light of the way residents 
and home owners -have been dealt with by 
Westconnex the fact that other areas are being 
considered for add on sectors to this project is of 
great concern. 

0 	The management of water in the Rozelle Yards is of 
great concern as the site is highly contaminated and 
the construction work that will be carried out will 
cause a great deal of disturbance especially once 
vegetation has been removed. There will be 
potential impacts from contaminated soils, 
leakage/spills of hydrocarbons and other chemicals 
from machinery, vehicles transporting spoil adjacent 
to roads and stormwaters, rinse water from  plant 
washing and concrete slurries. Water from 
tunnelling activity and other works will also introduce 
contaminants. The EIS says that much of this water 
will be treated in temporary treatment facilities and 
sediment tanks before being released to Whites 
Creek and Rozelle Bay. The EIS does not disclose 
what levels of pollution controls-will be implemented 
to make sure that contaminated water is not 
released into White's Creek or Rozelle Bay. This is 
not acceptable. 

0 	In 2033 with the M4 - M5 link the WRTM is 
forecasting reductions in peak travel times between 
the M4 corridor and the Sydney Airport/Port Botany 
area. The times savings that are quoted miniscule! 
Between Parramatta and Sydney Airport the time 
saving is 10 minutes. Between Burwood and 
Sydney Airport the time saving is 5 minutes. 
Between Silverwater and Port Botany the time 
saving is 10 minutes. So for well over $20Billion all 
that can be saved is just a handful of minutest-  This 
total waste of public money is completely 
unacceptable. 

• Campaign- MaIling Lists": I. would' liketo Volunteerand/or be informed-about the anti-WestConnex.campaigns -My 
details must be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not 
be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT mode reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Suburb: Postcode 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

• 1.1599 residences or thousands of residents 
would have noise levels in the evening sufficient 
to cause sleep disturbance. The technical paper in 
EIS acknowledges that this is the case, even 
allowing for acoustic sheds and noise walls. Sleep 
disturbance has health risks including heightened 
stress levels and risk of developing dementia. This 
is simply not acceptable. 

• There is a higher than average number of shift 
workers in the Inner West. The EIS acknowledges 
that even allowing for mitigation measures such 
as acoustic sheds and noise walls, shift workers 
will be more vulnerable to impacts of years of 
construction work and will consequently be 
at risk of a loss of quality of life, loss of 
productivity and chronic mental and physical 
illness. 

• 371 homes and hundreds of residences near the 
Darley Rd construction site will be affected by 
noise sufficient to cause sleep disturbance. The 
EIS promises negotiation over mitigation on a one 
by one basis. This is not acceptable to me. On 
other projects those with less bargaining power 
or social networks have been left more exposed. 
There is no certainty in any case that additional 
measures would be taken or be effective. This is 
another unacceptable impact of this project and 
reason why it should be opposed. 

• 602 homes and more than a thousand 
residents near Rozelle construction sites would 
be affected by noise sufficient to cause sleep 
disturbance even if acoustic sheds and noise walls  

are used..The EIS promises negotiation to provide 
even more mitigation on a one by one basis. This 
is not acceptable to me. As other projects have 
demonstrated, those with less bargaining power 
or social networks have been left more exposed. 
In any case, there is no certainty that additional 
measures would be taken or be effective. 
Experience on the New MS has shown that 
residents who are affected badly by noise are 
being refused assistance on the basis that an 
unknown consultant does not consider them to be 
sufficiently affected. Night time noise is 
therefore another unacceptable impact of this 
project and reason why it should be opposed. 

• I am very concerned by the finding that 162 
homes and hundreds of individual residents 
including young children, students and people at 
home during the day will be highly affected by 
construction noise. These homes are spread 
across all construction sites. The predicted levels 
are more than 75 decibels and high enough to 
produce damage over an eight hour period. Such 
noise levels will severely impact on the health, 
capacity to work and quality of life of 
residents.NSW Planning should not give approval 
for this, especially based on the difficulties 
residents near M4 East, M4 Widening and New MS 
residents have experienced in achieving 
notification and mitigation M4 east and New MS. • 
A promise of some future plan to mitigate by a 
construction company yet to be nominated is 
certainly not sufficient. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 
C.) c-__ 	1- r I-11D c(N.-7  

, 
Address: 	..'0 	 "FC.._—zrz ,z..-..- 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	------a--,--) f:- 	 Postcode  

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: . 

Please include my personal information , ,when publishing this submission to your website 
á? 	repOitable pbNiCal ddnations it  he lait .2 years: -Declaration '' l HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as  
contained in the EIS application, for the following reasons, and request the Minister reject the application.  

0 	Public transport is rejected by the EIS so the state 
government is forcing us to use cars more when most 
TriAjPr Cilig5 Ow wPrIg) RITIFYing W .1" efigce the 
number of cars on the roads. We know this is to 
promote private road operators' profits. I object to 
putting so much public funding to the cause of private 
profit. I urge the Secretary of Planning to reject this 
project. 

0 	The traffic modelling process is not fit for purpose 
and places significant risks on the people of NSW in 
terms of: 

• Traffic impacts that are significantly different 
to those presented in the EIS. 

• Toll earnings that are significantly lower than 
projections - resulting in government 
subsidising the owner for lost earnings. 

0 	There is no statement on the level of accuracy 
0 	and reliability of the traffic modelling process. This 

is a major shortcoming and is contrary to the 
Secretary's Environmental Assessments 
Requirements. Westconnex traffic modelling relies 
on implausible traffic volumes that exceed the 
capacity of the road links and intersections at 
several key locations. 

0 	The great number of heritage houses in the Rozelle 
interchange construction zone has not been 
specifically addressed. Noise and vibration impacts 
can have far more significant impacts on these 
types of properties. There is no functional 
management plan for these risks, no articulated 
complaints investigation process nor any 
articulated compensation and remediation strategy. 

0 	This is despite the RMS being the client for the 
Sydney Motorways Corporation. It would appear 
This is a deliberate strategy of the NSW Government 
to ensure local communities affected by 
construction traffic have no reasonable means of 
managing any complaint. It is undemocratic, against 
the principles of open government espoused in the 
election platform of the current government and 
ultimately escalates community unrest. (P 8-44) 

0 	The EIS states that 'a preferred noise mitigation 
option' would be determined during 'detailed 
design'. This is unacceptable and residents have no 
opportunity to comment on the detailed designs. 
The failure to include this detail means that 
residents have no idea as to what is planned and 
cannot comment or input into those plans. 
(Executive Summary xvi) 

0 	I object strongly to AECOM's approach to heritage. 
The methodology used is simply to describe 
heritage. If it interrupts the project plans, it simply 
must be destroyed. This is not an assessment at all. 
Plans to salvage items do have value but this value 
should not be used as a carrot to justify the removal 
of buildings. 

0 	The project objectives (Part 3.3 of EIS) include 
enabling the construction of motorways over the 
harbour and to the northern beaches. However, the 
traffic impacts of these motorways in Rozelle have 
not been assessed. These projects were not part of 
the business case that justified the WestConnex in 
the first place. This constant shifting of reasoning as 
to why the project is justified points to a 
desperation to find a reason to build it, rather than 
there being a clear need to be serviced. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My 
details must be removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not 
be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 

   

Signature: 
/- I  

  

      

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Please include / delete (cross out or circ ) my personal informatio when publishing this 
submission °  o your website.I HAVE NOT mode reportable political donations in the lost 2 years. 

Address: 

   

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Suburb: 
	 Postcode  

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

A. The impact of the deep tunnelling for the M4-M5 link - in addition to the tunnelling for the new Sydney 

Metro in the same area - in the Tempe. Sydenham, St Peters, Newtown and Camperdown and beyond is an 
unknown hazard to the soundness of the buildings above, and given that two different tunnelling 
operations will take place quite close, the people in those buildings will struggle to get repairs and 
compensation for loss because either contractor will no doubt blame the other. 

D. The EIS uses maps indicating alignment of the mainline tunnels. It is clear from more detailed reading 
deep into the EIS (ie 12-57 Sydney Water Tunnels) that the alignment and depths of the tunnels may 
vary very significantly, after further survey work has been done and construction methodology determined 
by the construction contractor. The maps provided in the EIS are nothing more than 'indicative' and are 
misleading the community. The EIS should be withdrawn, corrected and updated, and reissued for genuine 
public comment based on 'definitive' information. 

C. The justification for this project relies on the completion of other projects such as the Western Harbour 

Tunnel which has not yet been plainned, let alone approved. 

D. Are there other potentially serious problems with Sydney Water utility services (described at EIS 12-57) 
or with other utilities in other suburbs or along the proposed M4-M5 tunnel alignment ? If so, the EIS 
proposals and application should not be approved till these are all disclosed, researched, surveyed and the 

resolution publicly published. 

E. The increased amount of traffic the M4-M5 Link will dump on the roads to and from the St Peters. 
Haberfield and Rozelle Interchanges will disrupt local transport networks including bus and active 

transport (walking and cycling). 
f. I oppose the destruction of any more of Sydney's heritage for WestCONnex. I am appalled that Sydney 

Motorway Corporation is seeking approval to tunnel under hundreds of highly valued heritage buildings in 
Newtown without any serious assessment of risk at all. This heritage belongs to all of Sydney. 

G. I strongly object to the privatisation of the WestConnex project that turns public monies into private 

profit. 
+I. It is clear that the tunnel portals will be major sites for more traffic congestion. Some intersections 

that are currently very congested will be just as bad in 2033. 

I. No road junction as large and complex as the extraordinary spaghetti junction proposed to go 
underground has been built anywhere in the world. The feasibility is not tested. There are no 
international or national standards for such a construction. 
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I submit my strongest objections to the M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS  
application # SSI 7485, and request the Minister to reject the application and require SMC / 
RMS to issue a true, not an 'indicative' and fundamentally flawed EIS 

Name 	- 
	LLz i\rQaA_ 

S ignature. 	  

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration : I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address' 	 

	

Suburb:  Z)c--)\- 	 (—(2A 	 Postcode. 	

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and 
Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport 
Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: 
WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

a) I am concerned that while hundreds of impacts on resident, including noise, loss of business, dust, and lost 
time through more traffic congestion, are identified in the EIS, the approach is always to recommend 
approval and promise vague 'mitigation' in the future. This is not good enough. 

b) The removal of Buruwan Park between the Crescent and Bayview Crescent/Railway Pde Annandale to 
accommodate the widening realignment of the Crescent would be a particular loss of badly needed 
parkland in this Inner City area. Currently we have fewer parks than almost any suburb in Sydney so this 
would have a direct impact on local people. Buruwan Park also lies on a major cycle route from Railway 
Pde through to Anzac Bridge, UTS and the CBD. The alternative route being suggested is poor and takes 
no real account of trying to encourage cycling as 'a mode of transport. Cycling should be made as easy as 
possible to get more ordinary commuters to bicycle and the alternative to the current level route directs 
cyclists to Johnston St and then up Bayview Crescent arguably the steepest road in Annandale. 

c) Impacts not provided — Permanent water treatment plant and substation — The EIS states that there will be 
an office, worker parking and buildings to accommodate this facility on a permanent basis. It does not 
provide any detail as to — noise impacts, numbers of workers on site, any health risks associated with the 
facility. This is simply inadequate and the decision to locate this facility should be subject to a thorough 
assessment and approval process. It should not be approved as part of this EIS as there is simply no detail 
provided about the impact of this facility on the amenity of the area. 

d) The site should be returned to the community as compensation for the imposition of this construction site 
in our neighbourhood for a 5 year period. If the substation and water treatment plant is moved to the north 
of the site, then the lower half of the site (which is the most accessible end) could be converted into open 
space with mature trees planted. As this site is immediately adjacent to the bay run, bicycle parking and 
other facilities that support active transport could be included. This would result increase the green space 
for residents and result in a pleasant green environment for pedestrians, rather than a fenced facility. 

e) The City West Link Eastbound AM and PM peak hour and other locations."Table 7-19 shows that several 
locations are forecast to exceed theoretical roadway capacity with the increased background traffic and the 
construction traffic in the 2021 AM and PM peak hours. However, traffic on the majority of these roads 
would exceed their theoretical capacity even without the construction traffic, simply due to the growth in 
background traffic". So in the full knowledge that this area will be at capacity in 2021, massive amounts of 
construction traffic are going to be added for the whole construction period of 5 years. Even on completion 
it is stated in the EIS that traffic will be worse in this area than 'without the project'. This categorically 
shows that the planning of Westconnex is totally inadequate and needs major changes. It also shows that 
when completed Westconnex will not work. It is abundantly obvious that Rail/Metro is the only option to 
radically overhaul Sydney's failed transport systems 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001  

Name: 

Signature: 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT mode reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 
1_)_7 vk•\-k \-64 -r-A 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Suburb:ev.5  Postcode ,$ 2___044-3  

 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

i. 	The EIS uses the term 'construction fatigue' to refer to the continuing impacts of construction. In St Peters 
construction work in relation to the M4 and Ms has been going on for years. Approval of this latest EIS will mean 
that construction impacts of M4 and New Ms will extend for a further five years with both construction and 24/7 
tunnelling sites. In reality 'construction fatigue' means residents in St Peters losing homes and neighbours and 
community; roadworks physically dividing communities; sickening odours over several months, incredible noise 
pollution 24 hours a day and dangerous work practices putting community members at risk. These conditions have 
already placed enormous stress on local residents, seriously impacting health and well-being. Another 5 years will 
be breaking point for many residents. How is this addressed in the EIS beyond the acknowledgement of 
'construction fatigue'. This is intolerable for the local community who bear the greatest cost of the construction of 
the M4 and Ms and the least benefit. 

In Leichhardt serious safety concerns about the choice of the Darley Rd site have been raised by the Inner West 
Council and an independent engineer's report. Despite countless meetings between local residents and SMC and 
RMS over 12 months, none of the serious and legitimate concerns raised by the residents have even been 
acknowledged. This is a massive breach of community trust and seriously questions the integrity of the EIS. 

iii. The RMS has previously identified the Darley Rd site in Leichhardt as the third most dangerous traffic hazard in the 
Inner West. The NSW Land and Environment Court found that the location of the site couldn't safely deal with 6o 
bottle truck movements a week, but the M4/M5 EIS shows that more than 800 vehicles including hundreds of 
heavy ones will use the site each day as part of construction of M4M5 Link. HOW IS THIS POSSIBLE? why are the 
already acknowledged impacts being ignored. 

iv. It has estimated that if construction goes ahead, some homes in Darley St Leichhardt will have a truck on average 
every 4 minutes just metres from their bedrooms. If experience in Haberfield, Kingsgrove, St Peters and Alexandria 
is anything to go by, residents can again expect the actual experience to be worse than predicted by the EIS. HOW 
IS THIS POSSIBLE? why have the serious and legitimate concerns raised by the residents not even been 
acknowledged. 

v. The EIS identifies hundreds of risks at different construction sites. It relation to these risks the EIS recommends 
proceeding despite the risks; or seeking a way to mitigate risks during the "detailed design" phase. That phase 
excludes the public altogether. That is, the M4/M5 should be approved with no calculation of risks or what 
mitigation may mean for impacted residents. 

vi. EIS social impact study states that "the health and safety of residents should be prioritised around construction 
areas" - this is merely platitudinous in the light of the choice of Darley Rd the third most dangerous traffic 
intersection in the Inner West as a construction site. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 
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I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application # SSI 7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 
Link 

Name......... 

Signature: 

Pkase include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website Declaration :1 
HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the Iasi 2 years. 

Adciress• 	 CkvvkA2VNr.51- 
Suburb' 	 KAJ'CrO tAn\I 	 Postcode 	41_ 

I. The proposal to run trucks so close to homes is 
dangerous. There have been two fatalities on 
Darley Road at the proposed site location. The EIS 
does not propose any noise or safety barriers to 
address this. Despite the unacceptable impact to 
nearby homes, there is no proposal for noise walls, 
nor any mitigation to individual homes. 

II. Why are two different options being suggested for 
Haberfield? It is clear that both of these are 
unacceptable and will expose residents to 
unnecessary traffic danger, congestion and 
disruption with capacity to enjoy their homes and 
environment. It is insulting that the EIS 
acknowledges this but offers not solution other 
than to go ahead. 

III. Rozelle is an old and historic suburbs of Sydney. 
The damage that this project would do in 
destruction of homes, other buildings and 
vegetation is unacceptable, especially when the 
project would leave a legacy of traffic congestion in 
the area. 

IV. The EIS states that Darley Road is a contaminated 
site, likely including asbestos. There is a risk to the 
community associated with spoil removal, transfer 
and handling. We object to the selection of the site 
based on the environmental risks that this creates, 
along with risks to health of residents. 

V. The EIS states that property damage due to ground 
movement may occur. We object to the project in 
its entirety on this basis. The EIS states that 
'settlement, induced by tunnel excavation, and 
groundwater drawdown, may occur in some areas 
along the tunnel alignment'. The risk of ground 
movement is lessened where tunnelling is more 
than 35 metres. However, some tunnelling is at less  

than 10 metres. This proposed tunnel alignment 
creates an unacceptable risk of ground movement. 
In addition, the EIS states that there are a number 
of discrete areas to the north and northwest of the 
Rozelle Rail Yards, to the north of Campbell Road 
at St Peters and in the vicinity of Lord Street at 
Newtown where ground water movement above 
20 milliliters is predicted 'strict limits on the degree 
of settlement permitted would be imposed on the 
project" and 'damage' would be rectified at no cost 
to the owner. would be placed (Executive 
Summary, xvii -iii). The project should not be 
permitted to be delivered in such a way that there 
is a known risk to property damage that cannot be 
mitigated to an acceptable level of risk. 

VI. There is a higher than average number of shift 
workers in the Inner West. The EIS acknowledges 
that even allowing for mitigation measures such as 
acoustic sheds and noise walls, shift workers will 
be more vulnerable to impacts of years of 
construction work and will consequently be at risk 
of a loss of quality of life, loss of productivity and 
chronic mental and physical illness. 

.Rozelle Interchange and surrounds will experience 
increased traffic with associated noise and air 
pollution- most particularly at the Crescent, 
Johnson St and Catherine St, 
Annandale/Lilyfield/Leichhardt and Ross Street, 
Glebe. These streets are already highly congested at 
peak times and with a massive number of extra 
truck movements and traffic associated with 
construction, these streets will become gridlocked 
during peak times. 

VII 
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I object to the WestConnex Mif-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application # SSI  Submission to: 
744?5, for the reasons set out below.  

Name 	- 

Si nature- 
/•.i 

Please inrWe-irzy  personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration: I  HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address 	- 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 74E5 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Suburb. 	 Postcode 	 

 

 

-41,- Acoustic shed - Pyrmont Bridge Road site - 
Despite setting out the noise impacts of 
construction at this site, the lowest grade 
acoustic shed is proposed as mitigation. The 
EIS states that the Acoustic shed 
performance should be 'upgraded' and the 
site hoarding increased to 4 metres 'in select 
areas.' (EIS, 10-119). No detail is provided as 
to how effectively these enhancements will 
manage the noise and vibration impacts of 
construction. 

The Inner City Regional Bike Network has not 
been included among projects assessed 
under Cumulative Impacts. It is identified by 
Infrastructure Australia as a Priority Initiative 
and should be included. 

The original objectives of the project specified 
improving road and freight access to Sydney 
Airport and to Port Botany. We now have 
proposals for Stages 1,2 and 3 and none 
achieve this goal. The community is asked to 
support this proposal on the basis of other 
major unfunded projects, which are little more 
than ideas on a map. This is NOT the way to 
plan a liveable city 

Visual amenity - Pyrmont Bridge Road site - 
The EIS acknowledges that visual impacts 
will occur during construction. However it 
does not propose to address these negative 
impacts in the design of the project. This is  

unacceptable and the EIS needs to propose 
walls, plant and perimeter treatments and 
other measures at appropriate locations to 
lessen the impact on visual amenity. 
(Executive Summary xviii) 

,(4& Of the six areas of disturbance and 11 
Historical Archaeological Management Units 
(HAMUs) identified in Chapter 20 of the EIS, 
none are within the Sydney LGA. 

,fik Increased traffic cannot be accommodated in 
Central Sydney. It will further impede 
pedestrian movement and comfort and 
undermine easy access to public transport 
and reduce access to jobs over large areas of 
the city. It will undermine the attractiveness of 
Central Sydney to internationally competitive 
high productivity firms and their potential 
employees. Overall productivity, is adversely 
affected. 

Map 2 in Vol 1A Chap 5 Pt 1 shows four 
intersecting tunnels, each 3 lanes wide, with 
four toll locations, apparently converging 
under Mayes, Young, Ferris, Moore, 
Catherine, Hill, John, Emma, Styles, Ilka, 
Paling, and the many other surrounding 
streets. The construction of four intersecting 
tunnels at varying depths in a spaghetti 
junction network would exacerbate ground 
settlement and vibrations, and cause homes 
most of which are Federation or earlier above 
the Interchange to be seriously impacted. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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Submission to: Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Attention: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Application 
Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name: —To A tr 	011- 1.  

Signature: 	yL. Nkr, 
Please include /'delete (cross out or circle) my personal information when 
publishing this submission to your website Declaration : I HAVE NOT made any 
reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: Li 	f aytAK 	ff 

Suburb: Mc V (id tv ILG, 	Postcode 20 4 3  

I submit this objection to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in the EIS application # SSI 
7485, for the following reasons, and ask that the Minister reject the application 

• This EIS provides no basis on which to approve such a complex project including the building of interchanges underneath Sydney suburbs 

Rozelle and Leichhardt. It would be absurd to approve the building of up to three tunnels under people's homes on the basis of such flimsy 

information. 
+ Hundreds of risks associated with this project have not been assessed but have instead been deferred to a detailed design stage into which 

the public will have no input. I call on the Department of Planning to reject this inadequate EIS that has been prepared by AECOM that has 

multiple commercial interests in WestConnex. 

+ The EIS at 7-25 refers to 876 comments (limited to 140 characters) made via the collaborative map on the Concept Design 'up to July' that 

were considered in the preparation of the EIS. It does not mention the many hundreds of extended written submissions that were lodged in 

late July and early August. These critical 'community engagement' feedback submissions have clearly not been considered in the preparation 

of the EIS. This casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

+ Increased traffic congestion in areas around portals will increase pollution along roadsides, with predicted adverse impacts on breathing and 

through long-term carcinogenic effects. The maps and analysis of the pollution effects in the EIS should be presented in a way that enables 
them to be understood by ordinary citizens. Instead information is presented in a way that is deliberately obscure and hard to interpret. 

•:• 	This EIS contains little or no meaningful design and construction detail. It appears to be a wish list not based on actual effects.. Everything is 

indicative, 'would' not 	telling me nothing is actually 'known' for certain — and is certainly not included here. 

• EIS 6.1 (Synthesis, Page 45) states. " 	 this may result in changes to both the project design and the construction methodologies described 

and assessed in this EIS. Any changes to the project would be reviewed for consistency with the assessment contained in the EIS including 

relevant mitigation measures, environmental performance outcomes and any future conditions of approval". It is unstated just who would 

have responsibility for such a "review(ed) for consistency", and how these changes would be communicated to the community. The EIS should 

not be approved till significant 'uncertainties' have been fully researched and surveyed and the results (and any changes) published for public 
comment (ie : the Sydney Water Tunnels issues at 12-57) 

+ The original objectives of the project specified improving road and freight access to Sydney Airport and to Port Botany. Neither Stage 2 or 3 

provides such access. Both the new M5 and the new M4-MS Link will dump 1,000s more per day onto the roads to the Airport which are 

already at capacity. 

+ There has been no 'meaningful' consultation with the community. Some areas affected by M3/M5 have not even been letterboxed by SMC. 

These include St Peters and sections of Erskineville. The SMC received hundreds of submissions on its concept design and failed to respond to 

any of these before lodging this EIS. 

+ Unfiltered stacks anywhere in Sydney are not unacceptable. There must be a review of the NSW government's unacceptable policy on this 

issue. I am appalled that the ex Minister for Planning Rob Stokes who approved the New M5 and unfiltered stacks in St Peters and Haberfield 

would declare that he would not have them in his own area. How can residents have any trust in a process that is underpinned by such 

hypocrisy. 

+ The EIS at 7-51 refers to concerns that were raised by the community that the alignment of tunnels in Newtown appeared to go to the east of 

King Street, an area that had had no geotech drilling or testing. SMC staff indicated at Community information sessions that the maps 

included in the Concept Design were broad and indicative only, and that further details would be available in the EIS. No further details have 

been provided. This casts doubt over the integrity of the entire EIS process. 

• Other Comments I would like to make : 
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wish to submit my objection to the WestComex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained in 
the EIS application # SSI 7485. The reasons for objecting are set out below.  

Signature 	 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration :1 HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address 	 

Suburb: Nt"-ZA 	 

 

Postcode Postcode 	'21110  

 

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Ann: Director - Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Nam WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

Name. ItMiL 	  

•••• Heritage items - Camperdown. The EIS also acknowledges that the use of a rock-breaker at the outer extents of the project 

footprint will affect 73 residences, with five heritage items identified as having the potential to be within the 'minimum safe 

working distance'. While some mitigation 'considered', it is not mandated and the requirement to mitigate is limited to 'where 

feasible and reasonable'. The mitigation proposed seems in any event to comprise letter-boxing residents about the likely 

impacts! The protection of heritage items should be mandated, not just considered and there should be a strict requirement 

to protect such heritage items. 

•• • • EIS is Indicative only - Pyrmont bridge Road site - The EIS should not be approved as it does not contain any certainty for 

residents as to what is proposed and does not provide a basis on which the project can be approved. This is because the EIS 

states 'the detail of the design and construction approach is indicative only' and is subject to 'detailed design and 

construction planning to be undertaken by the successful contractors.' 

+ The EIS gives no information about changes to traffic increases entering the Sydney CBD caused by the Westconnex. 

Duncan Gay when asked about this, in connection to huge increases of traffic predicted to enter the city from Westconnex 

at St Peters, would only say that traffic would disperse! So thousands of extra vehicles would magically disperse - where? 

There is no plan for this. RMS has only just started work to identify which roads will need to be upgraded to deal with 

these vast numbers of extra vehicles entering the city. So it is impossible to form an understanding of the true 

Environmental impacts of this project - which is the very purpose of an EIS. 

••• • While the Rozelle interchange remains committed to be opened in December 2023, the design is so preliminary and so 

complex that it needs to be treated as another stage of the project to ensure that potential private sector funders are willing 

to invest, knowing they can heavily modify and/or defer the Rozelle Interchange. 

The removal of Buruwan Park for road widening and the realignment of the Crescent is a particular loss of badly needed parldand. This park 

was established as a nature corridor and a buffer to shield the local residents from City West Link, there are mature trees on this site, it was not 

intended as a children's recreational area with play equipment, the description in the EIS is inaccurate. Buruwan Park also has a main cycle 

route running through it. The alternative route being suggested is poor and takes no account of encouraging cycling as a mode of transport. 

The alternative routes are based on distance only and take no account of time taken or topography. Had this been done then this would have 

changed the assessment for the removal of the existing cycle/walkway bridge over the City West link. There is also no mention of this bridge 

being replaced after construction of the Westconnex. This is not acceptable. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name:  

Address: /6 buLdis 3-4 
Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: --Nle

t,
0 	Postcode 

c
ga 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please Include  my personal information when publishing this suIflission to your website 
Declaration : I HAVE NOT  made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-MS Link proposals as contained in the EIS 
application, for the following reasons: 

1. I do not accept that King Street traffic 
congestion will be improved by this project, 
There should be a complete review of the - 
traffic modelling that does not appear to take 
sufficient notice of the impact of pouring 51000 
extra cars down Euston Rd on top of increases 
in population in the area. Given that there is no 
outlet between the St Peters and Haberfield or 
Rozelle, all traffic going to the C13D, East or 
into the Inner West will use local roads. 

2. EIS 6.1 (Synthesis, Page 45) states. 	this 
may result in changes to both the project 
design and the construction methodologies 
described and assessed in this EIS. Any changes 
to the project would be reviewed for 
consistency with the assessment contained in 
the EIS including relevant mitigation measures, 
environmental performance outcomes and any 
future conditions of approval". It is unstated 
just who would have responsibility for such a 
"review(ed) for consistency", and how these 
changes would be communicated to the 
community. The EIS should not be approved till 
significant 'uncertainties' have been fully 
researched and surveyed and the results (and 
any changes) published for public comment (ie : 
the Sydney Water Tunnels issues at 12-57) 

3. I object to the issue of this EIS only 14 days 
after the period for submission of comments on 
the concept design closed. There is no public  

response to the 1,000s of comments made on 
the design and it seems impossible that the 
comments could have been reviewed, assessed 
and responses to them incorporated into the EIS 
in that time. This casts doubt over the 
integrity of the entire EIS process. 

4. Why is there no detailed information about the 
so called 'King Street Gateway' included in the 
EIS ? 

5. An on-line interactive map was published with 
the M4-M5 Concept Design that indicated a 
very wide yellow 'swoosh' that is upwaOrds of a 
kilometre wide in some sections of the M4-M5 
proposals. SMC have NEVER publicly published 
or acknowledged that the contractor to be 
appointed to build the tunnels will be 
'encouraged' to do so within the yellow swoosh 
footprint, but may go outside the indicative 
swoosh area if found necessary after further 
geotech and survey work. The proposed Sydney 
Water Tunnels surveys (EIS 12-57) could 
potentially see a dramatic change in the tunnel 
alignments in the Newtown area. Why were 
these surveys not done during the past three 
years such that 'definitive' rather than 
'indicative' alignments could be published. The 
EIS should be withdrawn till such time that it 
is a true and fair 'definitive' document open for 
genuine public comment. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name:6\AAQ Ic Aya 

- Address: 	((6, Wsajj 
• 

Application  Number: SSI 7485 Application Suburb:  
171 	

Postcode
c
A90 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 	 .----..._ 

Please include my personal information when publishing this 	mission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration : I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

• The EIS refers to be construction impacts as being 'temporary'. I do not consider a five year construction period to be 

temporary. 

• lam completely opposed to approving a project in which the Air quality experts recommend rather than filtrating 

stacks extra stacks could be added later. 

• I do not consider it acceptable that cycling/pedestrian routes should be changed for four years in Annandale and 

Rozelle in ways that will make cycling more difficult and walking less possible for residents with reduced mobility. 

These are vital community transport routes. 

• The EIS states that property damage due to ground movement may occur. We object to the project in its entirety on 

this basis. The EIS states that 'settlement, induced by tunnel excavation, and groundwater drawdown, may occur in 

some areas along the tunnel alignment'. The risk of ground movement is lessened where tunnelling is more than 35 

metres. However, some tunnelling is at less than io metres. This proposed tunnel alignment creates an unacceptable 

risk of ground movement. In addition, the EIS states that there are a number of discrete areas to the north and 

northwest of the Rozelle Rail Yards, to the north of Campbell Road at St Peters and in the vicinity of Lord Street at 

Newtown where ground water movement above zo milliliters is predicted 'strict limits on the degree of settlement 

permitted would be imposed on the project" and 'damage' would be rectified at no cost to the owner. would be placed 

(Executive Summary, xvii -iii). The project should not be permitted to be delivered in such a way that there is a known 

risk to property damage that cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level of risk. 

• It is clear from reading the EIS that the impacts of the project on traffic congestion and travel times across the region 

during five years of construction will be negative and substantial. Five years is a longtime. At the end of the day, the 

result of the project will also be more traffic congestion although not necessarily in the same places as now. There 

needs to be a serious cost benefit analysis before the project proceeds further. 

• 602 homes and more than a thousand residents near Rozelle construction sites would be affected by noise sufficientto 

cause sleep disturbance even if acoustic sheds and noise walls are used. .The EIS promises negotiation to provide even 

more mitigation on a one by one basis. This is not acceptable to me. As other projects have demonstrated, those with 

less bargaining power or social networks have been left more exposed. In any case, there is no certainty that additional 

measures would be taken or be effective. 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

. Name: 
ilig$ ticSe • 	

e-Nte-lb"\VS 

Address: 	‘‘.3  c\rf.p..,r( 	cz—r- 

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	Oa 	L— 	PostcodeR0 44 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration: I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

1. The Air quality data provided in the EIS is confusing and is not presented in a form that the community can 
interpret. The lack of clarity leads to a suspicion that areas of concern are being covered up. 

2. I am appalled to read in the EIS that more than 100 homes across the Rozelle construction sites will be 
severely affected by construction noise for months or even years at a time. This would include hundreds of 
individual residents including young children, school students and people who spend time at home during 
the day. The predicted levels are more than 75 decibels and high enough to produce damage over an 
eight hour period. Such noise levels will severely impact on the health, capacity to work and quality of life 
of residents. NSW Planning should not give approval to a project that could cause such impacts. Promises 
of potential mitigation are not enough, especially when you consider the ongoing unacceptable noise in 
Haberfield during the M4East construction. 

3. The EIS claims to have saved Blackmore Park and Easton Park due to negative community feedback. I 
am concerned that this is a false claim and that this site was never really in contention due to other 
physical factors. I would like NSW Planning to investigate whether this claim is correct to have heeded the 
community is false or not. 

4. The project directly affected five listed heritage items, including demolition of the stormwater canal at 
Rozelle. Twenty-one other statutory heritage items of State or local heritage significant would be subject to 
indirect impacts through vibration, settlement and visual setting. And directly affected nine individual 
buildings as assessed as being potential local heritage items. It is unacceptable that heritage items are 
removed or potentially damaged and the approval should prohibit such destruction.(Executive Summary 
xviii) 

5. The volume of extra heavy traffic in the Rozelle area and the acknowledged impact this will have on local 
roads is completely unacceptable to me. 

6. The EIS states that 'a preferred noise mitigation option' would be determined during 'detailed design'. This 
is unacceptable and residents have no opportunity to comment on the detailed designs. The failure to 
include this detail means that residents have no idea as to what is planned and cannot comment or input 
into those plans. (Executive Summary xvi) 

7. A lot of work has gone into building cycling and pedestrian routes in Rozelle and Annandale. Interference 
and disruption of routes for four years is not a 'temporary' imposition. 

Campaign Mailing Lists : I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
removed before this submission is lodged, and must be used only for campaign purposes and must not be divulged to other parties 

Name 	 Email 	 Mobile 	  
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I object to the WestGonna. Mit-MS Link proposals as contained in the EIS application # SSI 
7485, for the reasons set out below.  

Name.  (I e2c oA.y -r-g.  ra.-A(.40 TI 

Signature. 	 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
Declaration :1  HAVE NOT made any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address. 
	yvxygP P-c'  

Submission to: 

Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sgdneg, NSW, 2001 

Attn: Director — Transport Assessments 

Application Number: SSI 7485 

Application Name: WestConnex.M14--MS Link 

Suburb: 	vLu1ci4  Postcode 	 

It is clear from the EIS that spoil truck movements will 
not be confined to the City West link At a community 
consultation it was revealed that trucks removing spoil at 
Camperdown would very likely be travelling from the 
James Craig Rd area and in that case would be using the 
additional lane on the Crescent and then turning right up 
Johnston St. This is totally CONTRARY to what 
concerned residents had been promised would not 
happen. It is clear that any assurances given to the 
community in past consultations are totally disregarded 
without consultation later. This is unacceptable. 

The latest EIS was released just ten business days after 
feedback period ended for the Concept Design for the 
M4/M5 and before preliminary drilling to establish a 
route through the Inner West is completed. WHAT IS 
THE RUSH? This EIS is little more than a concept design 
and is far less developed than earlier ones. It is composed 
of many indicate only plans such that it is impossible to 
know what the impacts will be and yet approval is being 
sought in a rush. The EIS ignores more than 1500 
submissions, including one of 142 pages from the Inner 
West Council. 

The proposal to run trucks so close to homes is 
dangerous. There have been two fatalities on Darley Road 
at the proposed site location. The EIS does not propose 
any noise or safety barriers to address this. Despite the 
unacceptable impact to nearby homes, there is no 
proposal for noise walls, nor any mitigation to individual 
homes. 

iv. Because this is still based on a "concept design" it is 
unknown how the communities affected will not know 
what is being done below their residences, schools, 

business premises and public spaces, particularly if the 
whole project is sold into a private corporation's 
ownership before the actual designs and construction 
plans are determined. The EIS makes references to these 
designs and plans being reviewed but there is NO 
information as to what agency will be responsible for such 
reviews or whether the outcomes of such reviews will be 
made public. The communities below whose homes, 
business premises, public buildings and public spaces this 
massive project will be excavated and built will be 
completely in the dark about what is being done, what 
standards it is supposed to comply with, what inspection 
or scrutiny it will subject to, and whether the private 
corporations undertaking the work will be held to any 
liability by our government. 

v. I am appalled that the Sydney Motorway Corporation 
could seek approval to build complex interchanges under 
the suburbs of Rozelle and Leichhardt on the basis of an 
EIS that is based on a concept design rather than detailed 
proposal that includes engineering plans. 

vi. The EIS states that by 2033 Ross St will see an increase of 
80 heavy vehicles a day at Peak periods. The greatest 
increase of Heavy vehicles at the PM peak will be in 
Johnston Street, which will see an increase of about 30-50 
vehicles when compared to the 'without project' scenario. 
At Catherine St there will be an increase of 30 heavy 
vehicles a day at Peak periods. These streets will see a 
huge increase in Heavy vehicle movements if Stage 3 is 
built. The increase would be roughly half this amount if 
the project did not go ahead. Annexure Fig 26 B2 Section 

Campaign Mailing Lists: I would like to volunteer and/or be informed about the anti-WestConnex campaigns - My details must be 
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Name: 

    

     

Signature; 

Please include  my personal information when publishing this submission to your website. 
I HAVE NOT made reportable political donations in the last 2 years. 

Address: 7 3 (..1 	7" 
Suburb: N 	 Postcode  

Attention Director 
Application Number: SSI 7485 

Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link 

I object to the WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals for the following reasons: 

• The EIS states that darley Road is a contaminated site, 
and likely has asbestos. The proposal is that 'treated' 
water will be directly discharged into the stormwater 
drain at Blackmore oval, There are four long-standing 
rowing clubs in the vicinity of this location. This plan 
will jeopardise the integrity of our waterway and 
compromise the use of the bay for recreational 
activities for boat and other users. We object in the 
strongest terms to this proposal on environmental and 
health reasons. There is no detail of the ongoing 
Motorway maintenance activities during operation 
provided in the EIS. The community therefore cannot 
comment on the impact that this ongoing facility will 
have on the locality. This component of the EIS should 
not be approved as this information is not provided 
and therefore impacts (on parking, safety, noise, 
amenity of the area) are not known. 

• It is outrageous to suggest that four unfiltered stacks 
would be built in one area in Rozelle 

• The Air quality data is confusing and is not presented 
in a form that the community can interpret. The lack of 
clarity leads to a suspicion that areas of concern are 
being covered up. 

• Traffic diversions — Leichhardt. The EIS states that 
'temporary diversions along Darley Road may be 
required during construction' (8-65). No detail is 
provided as to when these diversions would occur; 
there is no provision for consultation with the 
community; no detail as to how long the diversions will 
be in place and no comment on the impact of 
diversions on local roads or the amenity of residents. 

Will diversions occur at night? If so, down what 
streets? Diverting the arterial traffic from Darley Road 
down local streets (which are not designed for heavy 
vehicle volumes) will result in damage to streets, Sleep 
disturbances for residents and create safety issues. 
There is also childcare centre and a school near the 
William Street/Elswick Street intersection which will be 
impacted by diverting vehicles onto local roads. It is 
unacceptable for proposed road diversions not to be 
detailed whatsoever in the EIS. The EIS should not be 
approved without setting out the impacts of road 
diversions on residents and businesses. 

• The removal of Buruwan Park between the Crescent 
and Bayview Crescent/Railway Pde Annandale to 
accommodate the widening realignment of the 
Crescent would be a particular loss of badly needed 
parkland in this Inner City area. Currently we have 
fewer parks than almost any suburb in Sydney so this 
would have a direct impact on local people. Buruwan 
Park also lies on a major cycle route from Railway Pde 
through to Anzac Bridge, UTS and the CBD. The 
alternative route being suggested is poor and takes no 
real account of trying to encourage cycling as a mode 
of transport. Cycling should be made as easy as 
possible to get more ordinary commuters to bicycle 
and the alternative to the current level route directs 
cyclists to Johnston St and then up Bayview Crescent 

th'e steepest to'M iii Anriaridale. 
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Attention Director 
Infrastructure Projects, Planning Services, 
Department of Planning and Environment 
GPO Box 39, Sydney, NSW, 2001 

Name: 	t 
V 	° 	---  

Address:  

Application Number: SSI 7485 Suburb: 	 Ncte-Thr.,-\--0 	 Postcode  

Application Name: WestConnex M4-M5 Link Signature: 

Please include include my personal information when publishing this submission to your website 
any reportable political donations in the last 2 years. Declaration: I HAVE NOT made 

I object to the whole of the WestConnex Project, and the specific WestConnex M4-M5 Link proposals as contained 
in the EIS application, for the following reasons: 

I. The volume of extra heavy traffic in the Rozelle 
area and the acknowledged impact this will have 
on local roads is completely unacceptable to me. 

II. The social and economic impact study fails to 
record the great concern for valued Newtown 
heritage 

III. The EIS identifies hundreds of negative impacts 
of the project but always states that they will be 
manageable or acceptable even if negative. This 
shows the inherent bias in the EIS process. 

IV. The consultants for the Social and Economic 
Impact study is HilIPDA. This company has a 
conflict of interest and is not an appropriate 
choice to do a social impact study of 
WestCONnex. Amongst its services it offers 
property valuation services and promotes 
property development in what are perceived to 
be strategic locations. HilIPDA were heavily 
involved in work leading to the development of 
Urban Growth NSW and the heavily criticised 
Parramatta Rd Study. It is not in the public 
interest to use public funds on an EIS done by a 
company that has such a heavy stake in property 
development opportunities along the Parramatta 
Rd corridor. One of the advantages of property 
development along Parramatta Rd that Hill PDA 
promotes on its website is the 33 kilometre 
WestCONnex. 

V. The EIS acknowledges that extra construction 
traffic will add to travel times across the Inner 
West and have a negative impact on businesses  

in the area. No compensation is suggested. 
These impacts are not been taken into account of 
evaluating the cost of WestCONnex. 

VI. The EIS acknowledges that 'rat running' by cars 
to avoid added congestion and delays caused by 
construction traffic will put residents at risk. No 
only solution is a Management Plan, which is yet 
to be developed, and to which the public will 
have no impact. This is completely unacceptable. 

VII. The EIS refers to be construction impacts as 
being 'temporary'. I do not consider a five year 
construction period to be temporary. 

VIII.Table 6.1 in Appendix Q ( Social and Economic 
impact) is not an accurate report on the concerns 
of residents. It downgrades the concerns of 
Newtown, St Peters and Haberfield residents. It 
does not even mention concerns about additional 
years of construction in Haberfield and St Peters. 
It also does not mention concerns about heritage 
impacts in Newtown. I can only assume that this 
is because there was almost no consultation in 
Newtown and a failure to notify impacted 
residents including those on the Eastern Side of 
King Street and St Peters. 
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