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NoW Public Transport  

WestConnex New M5 Submission 
NoW (NoWestConnex) Public Transport is a coalition of community groups working to protect our 

suburbs and environment and promote real solutions for active and public transport. Affiliated 

groups include Wolli Creek Preservation Society and EcoTransit. Other groups include WestCon 

Community Action Groups (Haberfield and Ashfield, Annandale, and Concord and Strathfield 

chapters), and Save Ashfield Park. 

NoW Public Transport strongly objects to the continuing progress of the New M5 on the following 

grounds, expanded below: 

1. The EIS does not contain the evidence to substantiate the claims made in it. 

2. On the evidence provided in the EIS, the WestConnex New M5 will not meet its 

objectives 

3. The EIS objectives are the wrong objectives for NSW 

4. The EIS does not include a wide range of salient evidence. 

5. The EIS underestimates the costs of the WestConnex New M5 

6. The EIS overestimates the benefits of the WestConnex New M5 

7. The EIS methodologies the EIS uses are frequently wrong 

8. The EIS frequently uses its methodologies wrongly 

9. The EIS does not properly consider the alternatives to the WestConnex New M5 

10. The EIS does not properly fulfil the obligations in the Secretary’s Environmental 

Assessment Requirements 

This submission is not an exhaustive list of the faults in the EIS. The EIS is a large document that 

has been months and years in preparation and the community has had less than two months to 

assess it, insufficient time to chronicle all the deficiencies in the EIS, but it is sufficient time to be 

certain that it contains major deficiencies, deficiencies of sufficient magnitude that to proceed with 

the project would be a corruption of proper process and would cause significant avoidable detriment 

to the interests of the people of Sydney and NSW. 

This submission is a compilation of chapters that have been received by from members of the public 

by the website 'A People's M5 EIS' (http://m5eis.org). 

Contributions come from a range of sources, including professionals in a number of fields, from 

residents and businesses owners who will be severely impacted by WestConnex if it proceeds, and 

from other concerned citizens. 

Introduction 

The stated objectives of the New M5 project, which are similar to the stated objectives of the 

overarching WestConnex project, are as follows: 

1. Support Sydney’s long-term economic growth through improved motorway access and  

connections linking Sydney’s international gateways and south-western Sydney and places 

of  business across the city 

2. Relieve road congestion to improve the speed, reliability and safety of travel in the M5 

Motorway  corridor 

http://westconnex.info/?page_id=557#campaign-groups
http://www.wollicreek.org.au/
http://www.ecotransit.org.au/
http://westconactiongroup.weebly.com/
http://westconactiongroup.weebly.com/
http://www.saveashfieldpark.org.au/
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3. Cater for the diverse travel demands along these corridors that are best met by road 

infrastructure 

4. Enhance the productivity of commercial and freight generating land uses strategically 

located near transport infrastructure 

5. Fit within the financial capacity of the State and Federal governments, in partnership with 

the  private sector 

6. Optimise user pays contributions to support funding in an affordable and equitable way 

7. Provide for integration with other WestConnex projects and the proposed Southern 

extension,  while not significantly impacting on the surrounding environment in the interim 

period 

8. Protect natural and cultural resources and enhance the environment 

 

Objective 1 

• Support Sydney’s long-term economic growth through improved motorway access and  

connections linking Sydney’s international gateways and south-western Sydney and places 

of  business across the city 

As addressed by several chapters in this submission, including those by Standen, McClosker and 

Aveling, the New M5 will not enhance Sydney's economic growth, either through improved 

motorway access or in any other way. All three authors question the contribution WestConnex will 

make to congestion, and Aveling in particular questions the claimed benefits.  

Sydney traffic is congested. If WestConnex proceeds as proposed, congestion will get worse for 

most drivers, who are not prepared to pay the tolls required to use the M5 and the New M5. 

Furthermore, the EIS recognises only Sydney’s two current international gateways, and does not 

consider Badgery’s Creek airport, which, when completed, will be a significant third international 

gateway to Sydney. Given the operating constraints on Kingsford Smith, Badgery’s Creek may one 

day be the prime international gateway to Sydney. Consultation on the merits of the WestConnex 

project is incomplete until it considers how best to serve the many travellers and workers who will 

need to commute to it.  

Despite the claimed importance of Kingsford Smith and Port Botany, the planned route for the 

WestConnex does not connect to Sydney Airport or Port Botany. 

Ultimately, the EIS does not provide evidence it will assist economic growth, or even if economic 

growth can be assisted by improved motoway access – not when it comes at such a cost to the tax 

payer. 
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The project does not consider whether better value for the tax-payer dollar could be obtained by 

investing in: 

1. improved road and rail access to Port Botany 

2. improved public transport between Western Sydney and Sydney’s various CBDs 

3. improving ring roads in Western Sydney 

4. supporting and developing businesses in Western Sydney 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 2 

Objective 2 is: 

• Relieve road congestion to improve the speed, reliability and safety of 

travel in the M5 Motorway 

We note the significant difference between the equivalent objective for the M4: 

• Relieve road congestion so as to improve the speed, reliability and 

safety of travel in the M4 corridor, including parallel arterial roads.  

Contributions to the People’s EIS analysis show that any improvement WestConnex makes to the 

M4 comes primarily by moving congestion onto parallel arterial roads.  

As evidenced by Aveling, there should be concern about congestion in roads beyond the portals 

causing traffic to slow including in the tunnel. Local improvements cannot be relied on to address 

this because of induced traffic, because of growth in local population, and because the local roads 

are already bottlenecked well beyond the scope of the analysis performed for this EIS. 

Claims by WestConnex that the project will improve speed and reliability depend on the reliability 

of its approach to traffic modelling - an approach that contemporary experts argue is flawed, as 

demonstrated by Standen and McCosker 

Without congestion charging, or similar, the laws of induced traffic mean that increasing rod 

capacity only increases traffic volumes; it does not reduce congestion. Charging for the M5 without 

congestion charging on alternate routes will increase, not reduce, congestion on those routes. 

The improvements in congestion claimed for the project arise from measures that can be separated 

from the construction components of the project – the reintroduction of charges for using the road.  

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 3 

Cater for the diverse travel demands along these corridors that are best met by 

road infrastructure 

The structure of this objective requires an assessment of which of the many travel demands along 

the corridor are best met by road infrastructure. This assessment is not present in the EIS. Instead, 
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the EIS assumes, rather than demonstrates, that a range of diverse travel needs are ‘best met by road 

infrastructure.’ 

Instead, as contemporary analysis has repeatedly shown, and as is discussed in the section by 

Standen and McCosker the majority of traffic movements are fungible and highly responsive to 

environmental changes including: provision of alternate modes of transport, (for example public 

transport); provision of alternate traffic generators (for example increased local employment 

opportunities); and cost and other signals (for  example congestion charging). 

Providing such alternatives and incentives would free up road infrastructure for use by those road 

users that genuinely have no alternative, and it would do so at a lower cost than the New M5. 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 4 

 Enhance the productivity of commercial and freight-generating land 

uses strategically located near transport infrastructure 

The EIS does not make clear exactly what lands this is referring to. The planned route for the 

WestConnex does not connect to Sydney Airport, Port Botany or the Badgery's Creek Airport. This 

is perhaps a reference to faster travel times that would enhance productivity and attractiveness for 

businesses along the WestConnex route, but only if traffic modelling predictions are accurate. The 

modelling has not been made available for independent review. Modelling by the same firm that 

provided these estimates – AECOM - has on occasion been devastatingly wrong, not least in the 

case of the RiverCity toll road where reliance on AECOM predictions contributed to a 1.68 billion 

dollar loss and commercial failure of the venture. [http://www.wsj.com/articles/aecom-unit-pays-us-

201-million-to-settle-australia-toll-road-lawsuit-1442826365]. 

In the absence of the assumptions behind and the details of the traffic modelling and induced 

transport forecasts, and in absence of a transparent business case, it is not possible to evaluate the 

future impact of the project on land uses. 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 5 

Fit within the financial capacity of the State and Federal Governments, in 

partnership with the private sector 

The EIS does not contain the assumptions behind the financial modelling. But the Updated Strategic 

Business Case contains enough information about traffic volume and time savings to demonstrate 

that the WestConnex fails to return its costs. As Aveling shows, it will have a cost benefit ratio well 

below 1:1. 

The executive business case was found by the NSW Auditor General to be inadequate;  it " did not 

meet best practice standards" and "it was not able to form a view [that] the project is a worthwhile 

and prudent investment … for the NSW government". Nothing has changed 

"Infrastructure NSW should ensure the Major Projects Assurance Framework is fully implemented" 

said the Auditor-General at the time, and this is still true 

now.[http://www.audit.nsw.gov.au/news/westconnex-assurance-to-the-government] 
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Revenue modelling produced by Mehreen Faruqi, the Greens MLC and former engineer, showed 

that even at full capacity, the WestConnex cannot physically carry enough traffic to be financially 

viable - and at full capacity it would be more congested than the M4 and M5 currently are 

[http://www.mehreenfaruqi.org.au/westconnextolls/].  

At full capacity, based on similar infrastructure, the entire WestConnex would have a commercial 

value of perhaps five billion dollars - less than a third of its cost, assuming no cost overruns during 

development. [http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/what-you-need-to-know-about-westconnex-the-

biggest-road-weve-ever-seen-20150313-143ujn.html] 

On all the available evidence, there are alternate projects that will more reliably deliver greater 

improvements to public mobility, for far lower cost than billions of Federal and State funds that the 

WestConnex will absorb - see the section 'Alternatives to WestConnex'. 

All of this should have been properly considered by the EIS.  

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 6 

Optimise user-pays contributions to support funding in a way that is affordable 

and equitable 

Commuters who use the WestConnex will be spending up to eighty dollars a week on tolls, even if 

they use no other tollroads. This will not be affordable for many of the current users of the M4 and 

M5, nor is it equitable when they will receive a service that is only a few minutes better than what 

they currently have, and inferior to what they could have if alternate projects were undertaken 

instead.  The analysis presented by Aveling suggests that this will fund less one third of the $18B 

cost of the WestConnex, leaving at least $12B to be funded from the public purse, by tax payers 

who gain nothing from the WestConnex. . 

Further costs fall on those subject to what is euphemistically called Compulsory Acquisition.  

The EIS business case only considers benefits and not properly, and it does not consider to what 

extent those benefits can and cannot be converted to revenue. It does not include an adequate 

assessment of the indirect costs of the project, and of the opportunity cost of forgoing alternate 

projects. Without this information, consultation cannot legitimately be said to have been 

undertaken. 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 7 

1. Provide for integration with other WestConnex projects and the proposed Southern 

extension, while not significantly impacting on the surrounding environment in the 

interim period 

The EIS itself acknowledges there are significant impacts in relation to noise, loss of housing and 

destruction of heritage. Already, as happened on the M4 widening, there are issues with asbestos 

waste being dumped – and at a school, while at Beverly Hills noise walls have been stripped away 

from the M5 and will stay down for months longer than originally predicted. See, for example, the 

sections contributed by Webster, Hamilton, Calman, Price and VJ. 
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The demonstrated costs do not justify the putative benefits. 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Objective 8 

Protect natural and cultural resources and enhance the environment. 

At least 50 hectares of open space and potential open space and a huge amount of vegetation would 

be lost across the WestConnex routes. A large number of heritage buildings, including homes, 

would be demolished. Communities are being decimated. This objective, to protect natural and 

cultural resources, is not being met. See, for example, the sections contributed by Webster, 

Hamilton, Calman, Price and VJ. 

The demonstrated costs do not justify the putative benefits. 

The New M5 fails to meet this objective. 

Failure to meet Objectives 

Ultimately, the EIS claims to meet all its objectives through the mechanism of reducing congestion. 

The predicted improvement in travel times, by 2021, in the order of 'up to' 10-15 minutes, according 

to the EIS, but only for the longest trips. This small saving - if it eventuates - is insufficient to offset 

the financial cost to road users, the loss of amenity to local communities, the loss of homes, the 

environmental damage, the destruction of heritage, the financial cost to the wider taxpayer, and the 

opportunity cost of not proceeding with alternate projects.  

The EIS assumes unquestioningly that entrenching development towards Sydney’s CBD is a 

desirable goal. Some planners, including the Committee of Sydney’s CEO Tim Williams, argue that 

a key driving principle of planning for Greater Sydney should be decentralisation with an emphasis 

on enhancing the centres of Liverpool and Parramatta, which are nearer the geographic centre of the 

city [http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/committee-for-sydneys-tim-williams-slams-road-building-plans-

for-city-20150428-1mv3vq.html]. 

 

http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/committee-for-sydneys-tim-williams-slams-road-building-plans-for-city-20150428-1mv3vq.html
http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/committee-for-sydneys-tim-williams-slams-road-building-plans-for-city-20150428-1mv3vq.html
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Secretary’s Environmental Assessment 

Requirements 

Assessment of alternatives 

The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements require an “analysis of feasible 

alternatives”.  

Time precludes identifying a full list of failures to analyse alternatives. 

As an example however, demand management is dismissed as an alternative because it would 

“require major changes in social attitudes, travel behaviour and government policy”.  

The first claim, that social attitudes must change, is dubious; social attitudes are already changing – 

road use per person is declining, and this is especially true amongst the young.  

The second claim is simply wrong.  Changes in travel behaviour are not a prerequisite for demand 

management, they are the result of demand management.  

The third claim, that demand management is not an alternative because it is not currently 

government policy, is damning in its implication.  

While changing government policy is not trivial, it is clearly possible.  Changing government policy 

is a feasible alternative. Should proper consideration of an option by the WDA lead to policy 

change being recommended, it is clearly possible that the government of the day can change 

government policy. To acknowledge that this option was dismissed on the grounds that it would 

require a change of government policy is strong evidence that the option was not considered on its 

merits, as is required by the SEARs. 

Alternatives to WestConnex 

At full capacity, based on similar infrastructure, the entire WestConnex tollway is estimated to have 

a commercial value of perhaps five billion dollars – less than a third of its forecast cost. 

In 2012, WestConnex was to cost $10 billion dollars, and the estimated benefits were $12 billion 

dollars. By 2013, it was to cost $11.5 billion dollars. At the end of 2014, it was forecast to cost 

$14.9 billion dollars. During 2015, the estimated cost rose to $15.4 billion dollars, and has now 

reached $16.8B. That’s $16,800,000,000 – about $4,000 for every person in Sydney - whether they 

use it not. 

The current forecast cost of WestConnex already exceeds the original estimate of benefits, and both 

estimates are likely to be optimistic. 

All of this, to move less vehicles than the M4 and M5 do today. 

http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/what-you-need-to-know-about-westconnex-the-biggest-road-weve-ever-seen-20150313-143ujn.html
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Surely, for that much money there have to be better options. And there are. There are a number of 

things that could be done that would, collectively, do more to relieve congestion, for less money, 

and without the pollution and all the other downsides. 

Roads are an inefficient means of moving people. Estimates vary, but during morning peak hour 

under Sydney conditions, a motorway lane is typically considered to move between 2,000 cars per 

hour – with 1.1 to 1.2 people per car, that’s somewhere between 2,200 and 2,400 people per hour. A 

single dedicated bus lane can move perhaps 3,500 people per hour. Depending on the configuration, 

a single light rail line can move around 10,000 people. Whereas a single line of heavy rail can move 

up to 20,000 people an hour, the approximate equivalent of 9 or 10 lanes of cars. 

Ecotransit Sydney, a public transport advocacy group, has been investigating alternatives: 

1. For less than $3 billion the government could build a sliding block signaling.... 

2. For less than $2 billion the government could build a light rail loop that connects Balmain 

to Marrickville, Marrickville to Botany, continue to Randwick, enter the CBD, and go back 

to Balmain via Victoria Road and from Strathfield down Parramatta Road and into the CBD. 

3. Light rail to Parramatta and up Victoria Road might each cost another $1.5 billion. 

Either would move a good percentage of the capacity of the entire WestConnex project, and 

could be built for a fraction of the cost and time of WestConnex. 

4. A new train station could be added to the airport rail line at Doody St, midway between 

Mascot and Green Square, for perhaps $75 million. 

5. To take traffic off the M4, a Bus/train/park-and-ride interchange could provide an express 

service to the CBD from the former site of Pippita Station, on what was once the Abattoirs 

Branch line, now the Olympic Park line. A similar facility could be build at Kingsgrove, to 

do the same for the M5, and for less than $100 million each. 

6. Any number of existing roads in and out of the city could easily, quickly and cheaply have 

one lane converted to bus only or to T2/T3 lanes. Such measures will reduce the number of 

cars but increase the number of people carried. 

7. A more dramatic alternative would be to use an additional two lanes of Sydney Harbour 

Bridge for rail, which is how it was originally designed. The consequence would be 6000 

fewer motorists per hour and up to 50,000 extra rail passengers – for a fraction of the cost 

and time that building WestConnex will take. 

Public transport will not suit everyone. It doesn’t have to. Many commuters are flexible, they switch 

between public and private transport as circumstances change. For example, when the M5 Cashback 

was introduced, congestion on the M5 increased significantly. Conversely, taking even small 

volumes of traffic off the road means that the remaining traffic moves far more quickly. Consider 

school holidays: reduction in the volume of traffic is small, the increase in the speed of traffic is 

significant. A nearly full road still moves quite quickly. A completely full road does not. 

The EIS is required to give these options serious consideration. Instead, it has ignored them or 

dismissed them on the grounds of unsupported assertions, based on modelling that was not included 

in the EIS and has not been independently verified. 

There are a huge number of questions hanging over the WestConnex project. History shows that 

WestConnex is unlikely to meet its objectives and the EIS further undermines confidence that it can 

do so. The New M5 should not be approved until these questions are satisfactorily addressed. If 

they cannot be answered, then the project should not be allowed to proceed at all. 

https://www.youtube.com/user/EcoTransitSydney
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Transport Planning expert Chris Standen 

identifies major flaws in New M5 EIS – 

Part One 
 

Chris Standen - Transport planning and modelling expert.  

 

8. The EIS does not comply with the Secretary Environmental Assessment 

Requirements (SEARS).  

9. There are major issues with the Traffic and Transport Assessment. There is 

insufficient information about the modelling inputs, assumptions and methodology for the 

forecasts to be independently verified. There is no sensitivity analysis of key assumptions.  

10. The social and environmental impacts described in the EIS are unacceptable and far 

outweigh any benefits of the project. Because of flaws in the modelling, the actual 

impacts are likely to be even greater than those forecast.  

11. The project does not meet the project objectives.  

12. Many of the project objectives, such as congestion relief, could be met through better 

management of demand on the existing road network, e.g., through reform of road pricing. 

The corridor already has an extensive and high capacity road network; there is just too much 

demand at present for it to operate effectively. Adding more capacity will not lessen this 

demand; it will only serve to increase it.  

13. A claimed benefit of the project is that daily traffic on the existing M5 East would 

reduce by 20-40 percent due to the new tolls. If it is acknowledged that tolls alone can be 

effective in meeting the main project objective (reducing congestion), then what is the 

rationale for adding more capacity  

14. The project makes little sense from a transport planning and policy perspective. The 

role of motorways is to allow traffic to circumvent densely populated areas. For radial 

transport into and out of urban centres, mass transit is more efficient and economical, and 

has less impact on the human population.  

15. The project is not in the public interest. It will be used by less than 1% of the NSW 

population each day. The rest of the population will pay dearly in terms of higher traffic 

impacts, poorer air quality, and state and federal taxes being diverted from public transport 

and other more worthy causes?  

16. The project has a high financial risk. The flaws and optimistic assumptions in the 

traffic modelling mean that toll revenue is likely to be significantly lower than forecast. 

AECOM has a history of providing over-optimistic traffic forecasts for toll roads, resulting 

in previous financial failures (e.g., Clem7).  

17. The average daily travel time in Sydney has been stable at about 80 minutes per 

person for decades, while the average trip distance has increased substantially (see graph 

below). In this time, billions have been spent on tollways. Travellers are spending more than 
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ever on tolls, yet are not spending any less time travelling. 

 

The higher speed of tollways has simply encouraged people to move further from work, 

drive more, and make longer trips than before, for example, visiting shopping malls instead 

of local shops. It has made road more attractive than rail for freight.  

18. This predict and provide approach to transport planning has been a failure, and 

is being abandoned by advanced nations. In a city of 5 million people, we can never 

provide enough road capacity to enable everyone to live as far from work as they like, 

and drive wherever and whenever they like in free flowing traffic.  

  

The rest of this submission is in four Sections. The first section describes general issues with the 

EIS, the project and the broader WestConnex scheme (Section 1). The following sections will deal 

with non-compliances with the SEARs (Section 2), non-compliances with the project objectives 

(Section 3), and major issues with the Traffic and Transport Assessment (Section 4).  

Section One – Project & Broader Westconnex scheme 

1) The proposed New M5 and broader WestConnex scheme are not in the public interest. 

5. Any personal travel time savings generated by the project will not benefit the 

economy, and will be cancelled out in time by induced demand and induced sprawl.  

6. The New M5 will be used by less than one percent of the NSW population each day. 

The costs will be borne by the whole population.  

7. The project will cause immense social harm. It will destroy long-established 

communities. It will cause an increase in air pollution-related deaths and illnesses. The 

increase in air pollution will further inhibit lung and nervous system development in 

children.  
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8. There are numerous ways of spending $16.8 billion that would deliver a much 

greater social and economic benefit, and would not cause so much destruction.  

2) The EIS authors (AECOM) have not modelled or objectively assessed alternative policy 

scenarios that could meet the transport/accessibility needs of NSW’s growing population 

(individually or in combination), e.g.: 

9. Greater investment in mass/public transport;  

10. Demand management/road pricing reform  

11. Land use planning that places homes, employment and services closer together  

3)  It is no secret that the primary purpose of the WestConnex scheme is to increase the road 

freight accessibility of Port Botany and Sydney Airport, and that private passenger vehicles 

have been included in the scheme as a means of paying for it (through tolls). However, there 

are various policy alternatives for dealing with the growing freight task that have not been 

objectively assessed in the EIS, e.g.: 

11. Improve the capacity and reliability of rail freight.  

12. Increase rail/intermodal freight subsidies to match those of road freight.  

13. Divert container operations to other ports outside the city centre. It does not make 

sense to concentrate container operations in the city centre where road access is costly and 

has significant impacts on the surrounding residential areas. An expansion of the Port 

Kembla container terminal, which already has good road/rail access, would stimulate the 

Illawarra region’s economy.  

14. Freight demand management, e.g., incentivise shorter supply chains and local supply.  

4)  The new intermodal terminals at Moorebank and St Marys, along with the planned 

upgrades to the Port Botany rail freight rail line, will significantly increase the share of 

freight that can leave/enter Port Botany by rail. Against this background, spending $16.8 billion 

on marginal improvements to road freight access must be questioned. Is the proponent (RMS) 

aware of the new intermodal terminals? 

5)  The Traffic and Transport Assessment does not stand up to scrutiny. There is not enough 

information about the methodology, input data or assumptions for the forecasts to be independently 

verified. In particular the assumed toll price, on which the traffic forecasts heavily depend, has not 

been stated. 

6) There is no sensitivity analysis in the Traffic and Transport Assessment. The effects of 

varying key assumptions (e.g., willingness to pay the tolls) have not been described. AECOM has 

a history of overestimating the willingness of motorists to pay for toll roads, resulting in overly-

optimistic traffic forecasts and financial failures (e.g., Clem7). 

7)  There is no modelling/objective assessment of the travel time and accessibility impacts for 

non-motorised modes (walk and bicycle) in the Traffic and Transport Assessment 

8)  The issue of induced demand has not been adequately addressed in the Traffic and Transport 

Assessment. 

9)  Given the major flaws with the Traffic and Transport Assessment, there can be no confidence in 

http://m4eis.org/2015/09/30/note-explaining-automobile-dependence-peak-car-use-and-induced-traffic/
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the accuracy of the other impact analyses in the EIS that are dependent on the traffic 

forecasts, in particular: 

1. Air quality  

2. Noise and vibration  

3. Human health  

4. Greenhouse Gases  

10)   The role of motorways in a multimodal urban transport network is to allow traffic to 

circumvent populated urban areas, and to connect less densely populated areas (where mass 

transit is not justified). For radial transport into and out of employment/activity centres, mass transit 

(e.g., rail) is faster, more efficient, requires less space, and has fewer impacts on highly populated 

urban areas. 

11)  The EIS does not consider the cumulative costs and impacts of adding more urban 

motorways to those previously built through the heart of Sydney since the 1950s. Although the 

economic, social and environmental costs of each individual motorway (as reported in an EIS) may 

be considered by some stakeholders to be acceptable, the cumulative costs are considerable: 

1. Following decades of road expansion and consequential sprawl, Sydney now spends 

about 13% of its GDP on transport, while the average European or Asian city spends only 

between 5% and 8%.  

2. Serious human health impacts due to petrochemical vehicle emissions/smog, 

including:  

1. Lung cancer,  

2. Asthma  

3. Heart disease,  

4. Impaired lung and nervous system development in children living near 

motorways/exhaust stacks.  

3. Waterways contaminated with road runoff (heavy metals and carcinogens in brake 

and clutch dust, exhaust particulates, etc.).  

4. High traffic crash costs (deaths/traumatic injuries and material damage).  

5. Urban sprawl and increasing commuting distances.  

6. Social isolation for non-drivers living in car-dependent suburbs.  

7. Increasing numbers of people losing sleep due to traffic noise pollution.  

8. Impacts on visual amenity (pollution stacks, concrete interchanges, concrete 

flyovers).  

9. Extreme summer temperatures (urban heat island effect).  

10. Community destruction and severance  

11. Destruction of heritage areas/buildings.  

12. Irreversible biodiversity loss.  

13. Less incidental physical activity from walking and bicycling (including to/from 

public transport), resulting in higher rates of obesity, diabetes, cancer and heart disease.  

14. Increased chauffeuring burdens for parents and carers  

15. Less independence for children.  

16. High per-capita greenhouse gas emissions  
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Section Two: New M5 EIS fails to 

meet requirements 

SEARS 

Alternatives 

The SEARS provide for  an analysis of feasible alternatives to the carrying out of the proposal and 

proposal justification, including: 

 an analysis of alternatives/options considered, having regard to the proposal 

objectives (including an assessment of the environmental costs and benefits of the proposal 

relative to alternatives and the consequences of not carrying out the proposal), and whether 

or not the proposal is in the public interest,  

 justification for the preferred proposal taking into consideration the objects of the 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,  

 details of the alternative ventilation options considered during the tunnel design to 

meet the air quality criteria for the proposal,  

 details of the short-listed route and tunnel options from the tender process and the 

criteria that was considered in the selection of the preferred route and tunnel design, 

and staging of the proposal and the broader WestConnex scheme, and in particular access to 

Sydney Airport and Port Botany and improved freight efficiencies.  

Standen’s finding: FAIL  

Comment: The EIS does not include cost-benefit analysis, modelling, or any other objective 

analysis of feasible alternatives. Only cursory descriptions are provided. 

No alternative staging strategies are described or objectively assessed. 

Cumulative aspects and proposal’s relationship to rest of 

Westconnex works 

Details of the proposal’s relationship to and consistency with the broader WestConnex, and an 

assessment of the cumulative impacts taking into consideration the WestConnex program of works. 

Standen’s finding : FAIL 

Comment: Cumulative construction impacts for the New M5 and other WestConnex projects have 

not been modelled/reported. Only a cursory description of cumulative impacts is provided. 

The assessment of operational cumulative impacts does not include past/existing developments, in 

particular existing arterial roads and motorways. Although the economic, social and environmental 

costs of the proposed New M5 on its own may be considered by some stakeholders to be 

acceptable, the cumulative costs of this and previous/existing/planned motorway developments are 

considerable: 
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2. Following decades of road expansion and consequential sprawl, Sydney now spends 

about 13% of its GDP on transport, while the average European or Asian city spends only 

between 5% and 8%.1  

3. Serious human health impacts due to petrochemical vehicle emissions/smog, 

including:  

1. Lung cancer,  

2. Asthma,  

3. Heart disease,  

4. Impaired lung development and nervous system development in 

children living near motorways/exhaust stacks.  

4. Waterways contaminated with road runoff (heavy metals and carcinogens in brake 

and clutch dust, exhaust particulates etc.).  

5. High traffic crash costs (deaths/traumatic injuries and material damage).  

6. Urban sprawl and increasing commuting distances.  

7. Social isolation for non-drivers living in car-dependent suburbs.  

8. Noise pollution from traffic and its impacts on sleep.  

9. Impacts on visual amenity (pollution stacks, concrete interchanges, concrete 

flyovers).  

10. Extreme summer temperatures (urban heat island effect).  

11. Community destruction and severance.  

12. Destruction of heritage.  

13. Irreversible Biodiversity loss.  

14. Less incidental physical activity from walking and cycling (including to/from public 

transport), resulting in higher rates of obesity, diabetes, cancer and heart disease.  

15. Increased chauffeuring burdens for parents and carers.  

16. Less independence for children  

17. High per-capita greenhouse gas emissions.  

Meeting objectives of the entire Westconnex 

Standen : FAIL 

Comment: finds that the project FAILS to meet the Westconnex objectives. This will be covered in 

Part 3 of this submission. 

Impact of New M5 on traffic and transport after start of 

operation 

Requirement: An assessment and modelling of operational traffic and transport impacts on the 

local and regional road network (in consultation with affected councils), and the Sydney motorway 

network, including the consideration of planning proposals, major urban renewal and development, 

the potential cumulative impacts of Stage 3 – M4 South (Haberfield to St Peters), and the impacts of 

potential shifts of traffic movements to alternative routes outside the proposal area (including as a 

result of tolls). 
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Standen Finding : FAIL 

Comment :The assessment of operational traffic and transport impacts is limited to a small 

study area around the project site. However, there will be significant traffic and transport 

impacts outside the study area, and indeed throughout the whole Sydney metropolitan area. 

The assessment of operational traffic and transport impacts ignores delays at new on-ramps 

and off-ramps. 

The EIS does not include any objective assessment or modelling of impacts on pedestrians and 

bicycles using the local and regional road network. 

Pedestrian and bicycle movements have not been included in the strategic model (WRTM) nor the 

intersection models (LinSig). There is no forecast of the impacts on walking and bicycling travel 

times and accessibility. 

As such the EIS does not provide a complete “assessment and modelling of operational traffic and 

transport impacts”, it provides only an objective assessment of motor vehicle and public transport 

impacts within a small part of the area affected. 

Induced traffic 

Requirement: Induced traffic and operational implications for public transport (particularly with 

respect to strategic bus corridors and bus routes) and future public transport opportunities. 

Standen Finding : FAIL 

Comment: Induced demand has not been adequately accounted for because: 

1. The model ignores the induced demand caused by long-term transport decisions of 

individuals and firms, including:  

 Residential location choice – the project will encourage more people to move further 

from work (sprawl), thereby increasing average travel distances/demand.  

 Work location choice – the project will encourage more people to work further from 

home, thereby increasing average travel distances/demand.  

 Car ownership choice – the project will encourage more car ownership and use.  

 Firm location choice – the project will encourage firms to locate in locations further 

away from their labour supply/customers/suppliers than they otherwise would, thereby 

increasing travel distances/demand.  

2. To my knowledge, there has been no long-term evaluation/verification of the methodology used 

to forecast induced demand (New Zealand Transport Agency Economic Evaluation Manual 

(EEM)). Induced demand by its nature materialises over several years, as people gradually move 

home/work location etc. Without a long-term evaluation/verification of the methodology, there can 

be no confidence in the induced demand forecast produced. 

Cyclists and Pedestrians 

Requirement: Impacts on cyclists and pedestrian access and safety and consideration of 
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opportunities to integrate cycleway and pedestrian elements with surrounding networks. 

Standen : FAIL 

Comment: The EIS does not include any objective assessment or modelling of impacts on 

pedestrians and bicycles using the local and regional road network. 

Pedestrian and bicycle movements have not been included in the strategic transport model (WRTM) 

nor the intersection models (LinSig). There is no forecast of the impacts on walking and bicycling 

travel times and accessibility. 

Air Quality 

Requirement: An assessment of construction and operational activities that have the potential to 

impact on in-tunnel, local and regional air quality. The air quality impact assessment must provide 

an assessment of the risk associated with potential discharges of fugitive and point source emissions 

on sensitive receivers. 

Standen: FAIL 

Comment: An accurate assessment of air quality impacts is dependent on an accurate assessment of 

traffic and transport impacts. Because the traffic and transport impacts have not been correctly 

modelled, the air quality impact assessment is worthless. 

Human Health Impacts 

An assessment of human health impacts. 

Standen: FAIL 

Comment: An accurate assessment of human health is dependent on an accurate assessment of 

traffic and transport impacts. Because the traffic and transport impacts have not been correctly 

modelled, the human health impact assessment is worthless. 

Noise Impacts 

Requirement: An assessment of the noise impacts of the proposal during operation, consistent 

with the Road Noise Policy (EPA, 2011) and NSW Industrial Noise Policy (EPA, 2000). 

An accurate assessment of noise impacts is dependent on an  accurate assessment of traffic and 

transport impacts. Because the traffic and transport impacts have not been correctly modelled, the 

noise impact assessment is worthless. 
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http://www.smh.com.au/comment/the-way-we-justify-investments-in-road-projects-like-

westconnex-doesnt-add-up-20151129-glaq7g.html 

Section Three Chris Standen : Forty ways 

Westconnex fails to meet objectives 
 

Westconnex has key objectives that the whole project is supposed to meet. 

The stated objectives for the project were contrived to fit the project after it had already been 

announced. In a democratic strategic planning process, objectives are set first based on the 

needs and desires of the community, and then alternative projects/policies are appraised 

against their ability to meet those objectives. 

Westconnex’s stated objectives have no associated targets by which their achievement can be 

ever be determined. For example, how can it ever be determined if the objective to “maintain 

regional air quality” has been met?  

Objectives/targets need to be: 

1. Specific  

2. Measurable  

3. Achievable  

4. Relevant  

5. Time-bound  

Even though the objectives of Westconnex have been contrived to fit the project, the project still 

does not meet them. 

Each objective below is accompanied by an explanation of why the project does NOT meet that 

objective. ( Ed: We counted them and there are 40)  

1. Support Sydney’s long-term economic growth through improved motorway 

access and connections linking Sydney’s international gateways and south-western 

Sydney and places of business across the city.   

 There is already an extensive and high–capacity road and motorway network linking 

Sydney’s international gateways (Sydney Airport and Port Botany), Western Sydney and 

places of business across the city. The operation of this network could be improved 

significantly with demand management such as road pricing reform. There is no need for 

costly and destructive new motorways.  

 The most efficient and economical way to link large trip generators is with mass 

transit. A single motorway lane can transport only 2000 passengers per hour, under ideal 

conditions. A single railway line can transport 20,000 passengers per hour.  

2. Relieve road congestion to improve the speed, reliability and safety of travel in the M5 

Motorway corridor. 

http://www.smh.com.au/comment/the-way-we-justify-investments-in-road-projects-like-westconnex-doesnt-add-up-20151129-glaq7g.html
http://www.smh.com.au/comment/the-way-we-justify-investments-in-road-projects-like-westconnex-doesnt-add-up-20151129-glaq7g.html
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 There is no evidence that increasing road capacity and building urban motorways can 

relieve road congestion in the long term, because the added capacity simply induces more 

demand.  

 As travel speeds increase, so do travel distances, i.e., increasing the speed of the road 

network encourages urban sprawl. Perversely, this sprawl has the effect of reducing the 

population’s accessibility to employment, education and services, and increasing transport 

costs (because people have to travel longer distances.  

 Road congestion is inevitable in any large city, in the absence of adequate demand 

management. There can never be enough road capacity to satisfy the latent demand for 

driving, where everyone can live as far from work as they like, and drive whenever they 

like, to wherever they like in free flowing traffic. It is geometrically impossible.  

 Congestion on Sydney’s roads is the main thing keeping private vehicle travel 

demand in check. If this congestion is relieved temporarily by increasing the road supply, 

then demand will increase until a new equilibrium between supply and demand is reached 

(i.e., congestion will return to its previous level)  

 A better objective would be to give as many people as possible a reasonable 

alternative to sitting in traffic. How many people would really prefer to spend hours each 

week crawling along a dark tunnel inhaling truck fumes, than sitting in a modern train that 

takes them swiftly to their destination, where they can use the time to relax, read, work etc.  

 A claimed benefit of the project is that daily traffic on the existing M5 East would 

reduce by 20-40 percent due to the new tolls. If it is acknowledged that tolls alone are 

effective in meeting the project objective (reducing congestion), then there is no rationale for 

adding more capacity.  

 More intersections in the study area will have an LOS of F with the project (4) 

than without it (3) in 2021.  

3. Cater for the diverse travel demands along these corridors that are best met by road 

infrastructure. 

There is already more than sufficient capacity along these corridors to cater for all the essential 

vehicle travel. Non-essential vehicle travel could be discouraged through better demand 

management, e.g., road pricing reform. 

4. Enhance the productivity of commercial and freight generating land uses strategically 

located near transport infrastructure.  

 This objective could be more easily and more economically achieved by improving 

the operation of the existing road network with demand management, e.g., road pricing 

reform.  

 It has to be questioned whether a highly populated inner city area is the optimal 

location for some commercial and freight generating land uses. Could some of them be 

relocated to less populated areas, where the transport costs and externalities are lower?  

5. Fit within the financial capacity of the State and Federal Governments, in partnership with 

the private sector. 

The project has a high financial risk. The flaws and optimistic assumptions in the traffic modelling 
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mean that toll revenue is likely to be significantly lower than forecast. AECOM has a history of 

providing over-optimistic traffic forecasts for toll roads, resulting in previous financial failures (e.g., 

Clem7). 

6. Optimise user pays contributions to support funding in an affordable and equitable way. 

 More than 99% of the NSW population will not use the project each day, but they 

will still have to pay for it through general taxation.  

 Many of the potential users will be from low-income households who cannot afford 

to live near employment centres or railway stations. They will have to pay high tolls while 

higher-income households have access to cheaper roads and public transport. This is hardly 

equitable.  

7. Provide for integration with other WestConnex projects and the proposed Southern 

extension, while not significantly impacting on the surrounding environment in the interim 

period 

 There will be significant impacts on the surrounding environment.  

 There is a high risk that future stages of the WestConnex scheme will never go 

ahead, due to the likely financial failure of the preceding stages.  

8. Manage tunnel ventilation emissions to ensure local air quality meets NSW Environment 

Protection Authority (EPA) standards 

 The emissions from the exhaust stacks and tunnel portals will not be filtered.  

 Local air quality near the project is already poor, with air toxin levels regularly 

exceeding standards. Even when they do not exceed standards, they still cause health 

problems. There is no safe level of air pollution.  

 The project will result in poorer local air quality. The air quality modelling in the EIS 

is worthless because it is based on flawed traffic modelling.  

9. Maintain regional air quality 

 Regional air quality in Sydney is already poor, with air toxin levels regularly 

exceeding standards. Even when they do not exceed standards, they still cause health 

problems. There is no safe level of air pollution.  

 The project will result in poorer regional air quality. The air quality modelling in the 

EIS is unreliable because it is based on flawed traffic modelling.  

10. Manage in-tunnel air quality to stringent air quality standards 

The in-tunnel air quality will be poorer than that for surface roads. People using the tunnels on a 

regular basis will have a higher risk of lung cancer, asthma, heart disease and other diseases. The 

health of children being driven through the tunnels is a particular concern. 

11. Minimise energy use during construction and operation 

 Roads are one of most energy-intensive ways of moving people and freight. Road 

construction is also energy-intensive.  

 The project will encourage longer travel distances (sprawl), which will result in 
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increased transport energy use.  

 The project will encourage travellers to switch from energy-efficient public transport 

to energy-inefficient private vehicles.  

 Transport energy use could be better minimised by:  

1. Providing for energy-efficient transport modes (public transport, 

walking, bicycling).  

2. Land use planning that places homes closer to employment and other destinations. 

12. Manage noise impacts in accordance with the NSW Road Noise Policy and realise 

opportunities to reduce or mitigate noise  

 Traffic volumes on surface roads will increase, resulting in increased noise pollution.  

13. Provide for improvement of social and visual amenity 

 The project will reduce social and visual amenity.  

1. The concrete interchanges and pollution stacks will be visually 

obtrusive.  

2. The increased traffic volumes on surface roads will result in lower 

amenity (more noise pollution, more fear and intimation, increased crash risk etc.).  

3.  The increase in petrochemical exhaust emissions from the tunnel portals, pollution stacks 

and surface roads             will result in increased smog and reduced visibility and air quality. 

14. Minimise impacts on natural systems including biodiversity 

 The project will cause irreversible biodiversity loss.  

 The project will contribute to climate change through increased greenhouse gas 

emissions. This will result in further biodiversity loss and damage to natural systems.  

15. Protect surface and groundwater sources and water quality including management of 

contaminated areas 

 The project will result in increased VKT ( Vehicle Kilometres Travelled) , and 

therefore more contaminants (brake and clutch dust, hydrocarbon particulates etc.) being 

deposited on roadways and washed into waterways.  

16. Reduce susceptibility to, and minimise impacts of, flooding 

 The project will contribute to climate change through increased greenhouse gas 

emissions. This will increase the risk of flooding and other extreme weather events, not just 

in Sydney, but worldwide.  

17.  Integrate sustainability considerations throughout the design, construction and operation 

of the project, including consideration of the Infrastructure Sustainability Council of 

Australia (ISCA) Sustainability Rating tool scorecard 

 The project is not a sustainable development.  

1. Not economically sustainable. The costs far outweigh the productivity 

benefits.  
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2. Not socially sustainable. It will destroy and sever communities, and 

result in poorer public health, more car dependency, more transport inequity, and 

more social isolation.  

3.  Not environmentally sustainable. It will result in higher greenhouse gas emissions and 

irreversible biodiversity loss. 

Also read  

This Sydney Morning Herald  comment piece by Chris Standen also focuses on Westconnex’s 

failure to meet objectives and how that issue is linked to investment decisions 

City of Sydney report finds  Westconnex will not meet its core objectives 

 

 

 

  

Section four: Myriad flaws in Westconnex 

Traffic Model 
 

http://www.smh.com.au/comment/the-way-we-justify-investments-in-road-projects-like-westconnex-doesnt-add-up-20151129-glaq7g.html
http://www.urbanalyst.com/in-the-news/new-south-wales/3191-westconnex-will-not-meet-its-objectives-city-of-sydney-commissioned-report.html
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General Comments 

The Traffic and Transport Assessment does not stand up to scrutiny. There is not enough 

information about the methodology, input data or assumptions for the forecasts to be 

independently verified. 

The study area ( area that is analysed)  is too small to capture adequately the traffic and transport 

impacts of the project. The project will affect home location choice, work location choice, trip 

generation, destination choice, mode choice and route choice across the whole metropolitan area. 

For example, people travelling between Penrith and the Airport will have a number of options 

(train; drive via M7/M2; drive via M4; drive via M7/M5; drive via un-tolled roads). 

The resulting changes in travel behaviour will have implications for local and regional traffic and 

transport throughout the Sydney metropolitan area. For example, more Penrith residents may be 

encouraged to drive to the city rather than use the train, which will (a) increase traffic volumes and 

associated impacts on local/regional roads in/around Penrith and (b) reduce rail patronage, which 

could in turn lead to reduced service frequencies affecting remaining rail users. 

The Traffic and Transport Assessment does not assess or even acknowledge these traffic and 

transport impacts beyond the study area. 

There is no sensitivity analysis in the Traffic and Transport Assessment. The effects of varying 

key assumptions (e.g., willingness to pay the tolls) have not been described. 

The travel time calculations do not appear to include delays at on-ramps and off-ramps. 

Although it is not even mentioned in the Traffic and Transport Assessment, the Business Case 

states that ramp metering ( signals to regulate flow onto the ramps) will be used. This will cause 

delays for travellers entering/exiting the M5; these delays have not been included in the Traffic and 

Transport Assessment. 

Travel time and accessibility impacts for non-motorised modes (walk and bicycle) have not 

been modelled or objectively assessed. 

Impacts of disruptive technologies on future driving demand have not been not considered 

(e.g., automated vehicles). 

Inter-generational changes in vehicle ownership, driver licensing and transport preferences 

have not been considered. 

Changes in aggregate measures have not been provided for the whole study area, nor for the 

wider metropolitan area, e.g.,: 

1. Overall increase in VKT.  

2. Change in average trip distance.  

3. Change in average trip duration.  

4. Change in total travel time.  



 

 NoW Public Transport WestConnex New M5 Submission 

 27 

Comments on specific sections 
( The references here are to sections in Appendix G) 

a)  Appendix G, Section 3 Strategic Context 4.2.1 

The stated justification for the project is based on the discredited ‘predict and provide’ approach to 

transport planning, whereby it is assumed that transport demand will continue to grow, and that 

capacity must be increased to accommodate it. In practice, transport demand in cities is limited by 

capacity: as capacity increases, so does demand (induced demand). It is geometrically 

impossible to provide enough roadway capacity to accommodate all the latent demand for driving 

(i.e., where everyone can live and work where they want, and make all the driving trips they want, 

when they want, to wherever they want in free-flow traffic) in a city of Sydney’s population. 

Furthermore, the most efficient way to accommodate the transport and accessibility needs of a 

growing population is through mass transit and better land use-transport integration. Urban 

motorways are a very inefficient way of moving people around. A single traffic lane can transport a 

maximum of only 2000 people per hour (in ideal conditions); asingle railway line can transport 

20,000 people per hour. 

The statement “It is acknowledged that any investment in motorway infrastructure has to be aligned 

with supporting public and active transport initiatives to achieve an increase in capacity, while 

aiming to reduce the reliance and demand of private vehicles on the future road network” is 

contradictory: increasing motorway capacity will only serve to increase private vehicle demand. 

b) Appendix G, Assessment methodology, 4.2.2 

 There is not enough information about the modelling methodology for it to be 

replicated and the outputs independently verified.  

 The transport model (WRTM) has not been made available for independent 

verification.  

 The model input data and assumptions have not been made available for independent 

verification. What toll prices have been assumed?  

 The study area is too small to capture all the transport impacts of the project. The 

project will affect transport demand and behaviour across the whole metropolitan area.  

 Insufficient detail on the Value of Travel Time Saving (VTTS)/Willingness to 

Pay (WTP) model:  

1. What are the form and parameters of the model?  

2. If it was based on stated preference surveys, then how has the issue of 

hypothetical bias been addressed?  

3. Has the model been validated? Previous toll choice models in 

Australia have overestimated WTP for toll roads.  

4. Does the model include the negative utility of the tunnel environment 

(monotony, no natural light, poor air quality)?  

5. What value of WTP has been used in the WRTM?  
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6. What is the confidence interval around the WTP value used?  

7. Does the WTP estimate take into account tolls that motorists currently 

pay (toll saturation)? E.g., a road user may be willing to pay an additional $10/day if 

he/she currently pays nothing, but not willing to pay an additional $10 if he/she is 

already spending $15 on tolls.  

 Why has the weekend period not been modelled, when current weekend traffic 

volumes are higher than weekday traffic volumes in some places?  

 Insufficient information about the travel zone structure in the Westconnex 

Road Traffic Model ( WRTM)   

1. What are the travel zones based on? How big are they?  

2. How are intra-zonal trips modelled?  

3. How are trips to/from external zones modelled?  

  Induced demand has not been adequately addressed.   

1. The model ignores the impact of the project on the long-term transport 

decisions of individuals and firms, including:  

 Residential location choice – the project will encourage 

more people to move further from work (sprawl), thereby increasing average 

travel distances/demand.  

 Work location choice – the project will encourage more 

people to work further from home, thereby increasing average travel 

distances/demand.  

 Car ownership choice – the project will encourage more 

car ownership and use.  

 Firm location choice – the project will encourage firms 

to locate in locations further away from their labour 

supply/customers/suppliers than they otherwise would, thereby increasing 

travel distances/demand.  

2. To my knowledge, there has been no long-term evaluation/verification 

of the methodology used to forecast induced demand (New Zealand Transport 

Agency Economic Evaluation Manual (EEM)). Induced demand by its nature 

materialises over several years, as people gradually move home/work location etc. 

Without a long-term evaluation/verification of the methodology, there can be no 

confidence in the induced demand forecast produced.  

 Insufficient detail on origin-destination demand matrix generation:  

1. What are the form and parameters of the generalised cost function?  

2. How were shortest paths calculated?ion:  

 Insufficient detail on trip generation:   

1. What are the form and parameters of the trip production function, and 

how was it estimated?  

2. What are the form and parameters of the trip attraction function, and 

how was it estimated?  

3. How were trip productions and trip attractions balanced?  
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 Insufficient detail on trip distribution/modal split:   

1. What are the form and parameters of the gravity model used?  

2. What are the form and parameters of the deterrence function used?  

3. How has modal split been estimated?  

 Insufficient detail on road traffic assignment:   

1. Is assignment stochastic or deterministic?  

2. What link loading/flow function was used? What parameters were 

chosen?  

3. Were intersection delays included?  

 Insufficient detail on public transport assignment:  

1. How were access and egress points determined?  

2. How were route strategies determined?  

 Non-motorised trips ( pedestrians, cyclists) were not included in the WRTM or 

LinSig modelling. (LinSig is a traffic modelling package for the assessment and design of 

traffic signal intersections, either individually or as a network that comprises of a number of 

intersections.)   

 Impacts on accessibility have not been modelled/assessed.   

1. Most transport is not an end in itself – it is a means to access work, 

education, services etc. How does the project affect accessibility?  

 Equity and equality impacts not described.  

1. How many people have better accessibility with the project?  

2. How many people have poorer accessibility with the project?  

3. Do benefits/impacts accrue to any population groups more than others, 

e.g., people with a disability or on low incomes?  

 Downs-Thomson Paradox is not considered  (Ed: According to the Downs-

Thomson paradox, improved road capacity increases travel times  because it attracts more 

users to the road and away from public transport.)  

1. The project will attract passengers away from public transport to 

driving. As such, public transport patronage will be lower than it would be without 

the project. This could result in public transport service levels being cut, which will 

encourage further mode shift from public transport to road.  

 No sensitivity analysis. ( Ed: The parameter values and assumptions of any model 

are subject to change and error. Sensitivity analysis , broadly defined, is the investigation 

of these potential changes and errors and their impacts on conclusions to be drawn from 

the model.)   

1. Given the numerous assumptions and approximations in the model, 

there needs to be some sensitivity analysis, e.g. How will traffic volumes be affected 

if (when) the WTP for the toll turns out to be lower than the point estimate used?  
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c)  Section 7   Assessment of construction impacts 4.2.3 

 Impacts on travel times for all modes (driving, public transport, walk and 

bicycle) have not been assessed/reported. The construction activities (Ed: in some cases 

over three years)  will delay travellers in a number of ways:  

1. Additional construction/workforce traffic.  

2. Temporary road and lane closures.  

3. Speed limit reductions.  

4. The increased parking occupancy rates will mean additional time 

looking for parking.  

 Cumulative construction impacts for the New M5 and other concurrent projects 

have not been modelled/reported. Only a cursory description of cumulative impacts is 

provided. ( Ed: The M4 East construction period coincides would coincide with the New 

M5 project if approved)  

d)   Section 8 Future conditions without the project 

 Has the impact that the forecast decreases in LoS will have on travel demand 

been fed back into the demand model? The decreases in LoS will reduce travel demand 

by influencing a number of long and short term travel choices:  

1. Home location choice;  

2. Work location choice;  

3. Destination choice;  

4. Mode choice;  

5. Departure time choice; and  

6. Route choice.  

As such, it is unlikely that the future ‘do minimum’ scenarios will be as bad as claimed. We 

know that congestion is self-limiting – as LoS declines, travellers will adjust their travel 

behaviour/choices to avoid congestion. 

 Tables 69, 70, 74, 75, 77 and 78 do not include the base year (2012) values, so the 

future ‘do minimum’ scenarios cannot be compared with current conditions.  
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Ed: Where is the baeline? What are current conditions? Note also the shift in traffic to Stoney Creek 

Road that is already congested  

 Tables 72, 73 and 76 use 2014 as the base year, instead of 2012 as used elsewhere 

in the EIS. To understand the impacts of the project, a consistent baseline must to be 

used.  

 An assessment of the impacts on walking and bicycle demand and travel times 

has not been provided.  

e)   Section 9 Future year traffic volumes and patterns 

 Tables 79, 80, 81 do not include the base year (2012) values, so the future ‘with 

project’ scenarios cannot be compared with current conditions.  

 Figures 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72 do not include the base year (2012) values, so the 

future ‘with project’ scenarios cannot be compared with current conditions.  

f)  Section 10 Future conditions with the project 

 Delays at on-ramps and off-ramps have been omitted from the travel time forecasts, 

so actual travel times will be significantly higher than those forecast.  

 The reported travel times savings have been selectively chosen to show only those 

routes where travel times are forecast to decline (i.e., the M5 itself). The impacts on travel 

times for adjacent routes have not reported, in particular Stony Creek Road, Canterbury 

Road Forest Road and Queens Road. Travel times on these routes will increase significantly 

due to the large increase in traffic diverting to avoid the M5 tolls.  

 Network performance measures (VKT, total travel time, average speed etc.) for the 

whole study area (nor for the whole metropolitan area) have not been modelled/reported. 

Only performance measures for the immediate area around the St. Peters Interchange have 

been reported. Without this information, the  

 An assessment of the impacts on walking and bicycle demand and travel times has 
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not been provided.  
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The New M5, an underground carpark, ending 

in a traffic jam 
Ben Aveling – Co-Convenor, Alexandria Residents Action Group 

 

From about 2019, the M5 will terminate at Sydney Park.  

70,000 vehicles are forecast to use Euston Road. This is more traffic than uses Victoria Road. It is 

almost ten times the traffic that Euston Road currently handles, or can handle. 

 

An extra lane in each direction will be added to Euston Road. According to the EIS, the north-

bound lane will go as far as Maddox Street, where it becomes a new left-hand turn lane, channelling 

traffic off Euston Road and into Maddox Street.  

It will no longer be possible to turn right onto Sydney Park Road from either Euston Rd and 

probably not from Mitchell Rd either. Drivers wanting to reach the Princess Highway or May St 

will have drive around Sydney Park to Campbell, or rat-run north through local roads to King 

Street. It seems likely that the intent is to encourage drivers to use WestConnex instead of the free 

alternatives.  

We know that Green Square is already generating significant traffic, and that this will increase, and 

that Ashmore Estate will also generate significant traffic. The EIS does not consider the traffic that 

will be generated by Ashmore Estate and Green Square will be a problem, because it says that they 

will finish construction before Ashmore Estate and Green Square reach full capacity. They are not 

concerned with the effects on the local road system that will result from the construction of 

WestConnex. 

They should be. According to the EIS, the new roads are going to make traffic worse, not better.  

http://arag.org.au/author/benaveling/
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AM Traffic 

 

PM traffic 

A is good. F is ‘over capacity’. 

According to the modelling in the EIS, 'With Project' will make Euston Rd two levels of service 

worse than it would be 'Without Project', a drop from LoS A to LoS C. The problem is, Euston is 
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not currently LoS A, either in the morning peak despite what Table 99 says, but especially not in the 

afternoon peak where, as Table 100 says, it already LoS D, at best.  

If as forecast, WestConnex New M5 lowers Euston Rd by two LoS, it will not be from LoS A to 

LoS C, it will be from LoS D to LoS F, or worse. 

Euston struggles to carry 7,600 cars a day. Expanding it from one or two lanes out to two or three 

lanes is not going to allow it to carry 60,000 or 70,000 cars. That’s 50% more traffic than Victoria 

Road can carry. But even if you added 10 lanes, you won’t get 10 times as much traffic down the 

road. You might not get any more than the 7,600 cars you get now. 

As soon as you reach the end of the widening, these roads go back to the same number of lanes as 

they have now. Even if they were widened all the way to the ocean, the roads that they feed are also 

bottle necked. Technically, Euston Rd should already carry more cars than it does, except that there 

isn’t anywhere for that traffic to go. WestConnex won’t change that. It will probably make it worse. 

The same is true of the Princess Highway. It is bottleneck, surrounded by bottlenecks. Adding the 

New M5 cannot improve total traffic throughput by much, if at all. While it will add a capacity, 

because your 'bottle' still ends in the same bottle necks, you don't get any more cars per hour. The 

effect only that you actually travel slower because there are more cars than before, and you will do 

it underground. But you still end up at the same bottleneck.  

The only reason to believe that the M4 and M5 might improve (and this is what the EIS says will 

happen) is because people won’t be able to afford to use them – they will use free roads instead. If 

that happens, then the M4 and M5 will become faster, but only for those that can afford to use them, 

while roads like Parramatta Rd and Stoney Creek Rd will become slower.  

The only way that WestConnex will improve congestion on the M4 and the M5 is by forcing 

anyone who can’t afford the tolls to find another road. Even many of those who will continue to 

travel on the M4 and M5 will be worse off for it – compared to what they have now. The M4 and 

M5 may be slightly faster, but will be more expensive. That they will, for some people, be 

preferable to the free alternatives as they will be under WestConnex, does not mean that those 

people would not have been better off with the 'Without Project' M4 and M5. 

However many lanes are added to Euston Rd and other local roads, they will still be gridlocked, 

because of Induced Traffic. Despite the projections that 'the next Stage will fix everything' which 

has always been said and has not been true yet, Euston Rd and Campbell Rd will block up, and the 

ramps will block up as well. Whatever the performance of the New M5 itself, it will still be a tunnel 

to a traffic jam, and it will still have a carpark at the end of it. 

WestConnex will create a road system that will carry less people than before, with a few traveling 

slightly faster but at a price, while the rest are traveling slower than ever. 

In short, WestConnex is an expensive way to make Sydney's roads worse. 
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The Business Case does not add up 

 

 

 

The $18 billion bill for WestConnex dwarfs spending on other forms of transport infrastructure. As 

an example, the chronically underfunded Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan and Fixing Country 

Roads program have a combined budget of only $7 billion over the next 10 years. 

The WestConnex Strategic Business Case was released on 20 November 2015. It contains high-

level numbers, but only some of the assumptions behind them. It claims that, in today’s dollars, 

WestConnex will cost $13.5 billion and deliver $21 billion worth of benefits. But a look at the 

detail shows a different picture. 

Of the $21 billion worth of benefits, $13 billion are ‘travel time’ savings, the dollar value of the 

time saved by users of WestConnex over all the different sections of road that will make up the 

whole WestConnex. 

The strategic business case does not say how much time each user will save, or how many users 

there will be. But it does include sample trips from which we can tell approximately how many 

minutes each section of the WestConnex will save users, and the business case does say how many 

vehicles are expected to use each section by 2031. With these numbers we can work out that 

WestConnex users are expected to save up to 45,000 hours a day. 

The strategic business case includes estimates of the value of one hour to five different types of 

users (commuters, light commercial vehicles, heavy commercial vehicles, business and other). The 

average is $38.67 per hour, giving the 45,000 hours to be saved in 2031 a value of $630 million – 

but remember that a dollar now is worth more than a dollar in 15 years’ time. The business case 
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warns that benefits will be lower in years prior to 2031, and much lower in the years between now 

and 2023, when the final stage is scheduled to open. 

If $630 million of travel time benefit were to be delivered in each of the 46 years between 2023 and 

2051, then the total benefit might be as high as $18 billion. However, the business case claims that 

the total travel time benefits will be $55 billion, three times what the numbers in the business case 

actually indicate. On the numbers, there will be a shortfall of $37 billion. In today’s money, this 

represents a shortfall of $8.1 billion in benefits. 

Benefits are not the same thing as revenue but the two are closely related. The lower the benefits, 

the lower the revenue. The private sector will be paid to build WestConnex but any shortfall in 

revenue will ultimately be covered by taxpayers. An $8 billion hole will mean painful tax rises or 

cuts to other spending, either through less spending on other roads, on other government services, or 

through tax increases. 

If benefits other than travel time saving are also overstated, or if traffic projections are optimistic, or 

if the value of saving an hour is less than $38.67, or if the cost of building and operating 

WestConnex blows out, then the resulting hole in the NSW State budget will be higher than $8 

billion. 

While there is the option of increasing tolls by more than currently planned, this is unlikely to help. 

Commuters are already expected to pay more than $10 each way, to save between 5 and 15 minutes. 

Tolls are already planned to rise at 4% per year. By 2039, the toll will reach $20 each way. Some 

lane closures are planned, to ‘encourage’ commuters to use the tollway, but higher tolls would still 

reduce the number of people using WestConnex, making the shortfall larger, not smaller. 

Tunnels are incredibly expensive, and commuters are hardly flush with spare cash. Brisbane’s 

Airport Tunnel, the Clem 7 tunnel, EastLink Melbourne, Sydney’s Cross City Tunnel, and the Lane 

Cove Tunnel have all been financial disasters. The strategic business case fails to demonstrate that 

WestConnex will be different. The benefits are dubious but the risks are real. The onus is now on 

Mike Baird and his Government to explain how they will protect the taxpayer and the budget. 

The Australian National Audit Office is considering auditing the WestConnex business case. The 

strategic businesses case demonstrates the urgent need for such an audit. Taxpayers of NSW and 

Australia deserve accountability in how their money is spent. 

The following figures are all from Technical Paper 2 of the Updated Strategic Business Case.  

The Economic Appraisal claims that, at present value, WestConnex will cost $13.5 billion and will 

deliver $22.2 billion in benefits, of which $12.9 billion are ‘travel time savings’. Another $6.2 

billion of claimed benefits are reduced ‘vehicle operating costs’, and another $1.5 billion are 

‘reliability benefits’. There are another $1.65 billion of ‘non-user benefits’. 
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All of the claimed benefits result from the claimed reduction in congestion. 

Time saving per vehicle is not directly provided, but estimates of the ‘value of travel time saving’ to 

each class of vehicle are provided. 

 

Dividing the total value by the value per hour gives us an estimate of the total hours expected to be 

saved over the evaluation period (34 years – 2019 to 2052). 

 $M present value $M total $ per hour Total hours (Millions) 

business 4305.9 18303.4 53.6 341.481 

commuter 1687.6 7290.7 21.32 341.965 

other 991.8 4541.3 21.32 213.007 

lcv 3389.3 14094.9 37.83 372.585 

hcv 2528.3 10895.1 69.57 156.606 

total 12902.9 55125.4  1425.645 

Dividing the total hours into the total dollars shows that the forecast average benefit per hour is 

$38.67.  

1.425 billion hours over 34 years is about 137,000 hours per weekday (assuming commuter and 

business trips are Monday to Friday, and all other trips are evenly spread over the week, and that all 

weeks are equal). 
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 Total hours (Millions) Days/Year 

business 341.481 260 

commuter 341.965 260 

other 213.007 365 

lcv 372.585 365 

hcv 156.606 365 

total 1425.645  

The forecast number of vehicles using each section of the road is as follows: 

 

The total number of sections travelled is 788,100. (This is higher than the total number of trips 

because most trips traverse multiple sections.) 

Chart 3 shows claimed time savings per vehicle for selected trips. 

  

If we map the trips, we get the following: 
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We can read the data off the chart, and the number of sections off the map, and we see that the 

expected time with and without WestConnex is as follows: 

Selected Trips Without 

WestConnex 

With 

WestConnex 

Minutes saved Sections 

traversed 

Saving per 

section 

Sydney 

University to 

Wattle St, 

Ashfield 

25 min 15 min 10 min 2 5.0 min 

Liverpool to 

Leichardt 
55 min 49 min 6 min 4 1.5 min 

Liverpool to 

Sydney 

University 

61 min 49 min 12 min 4 3.0 min 

Summer Hill to 

Airport 
41 min 26 min 15 min 5 3.0 min 

Strathfield to 

Airport 
41 min 25 min 16 min 5 3.2 min 

Parramatta to 

CBD 
46 min 38 min 8 min 3 2.7 min 

Penrith to 

Airport 
74 min 58 min 16 min 4 4.0 min 
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Penrith to CBD 89 min 67 min 22 min 4 5.5 min 

Average 54.0 min 40.9 min 13.1 min 3.88 3.39 min 

With this data, we see that the time saving per section is 3.39 minutes, indicating that the travel time 

saved will be 788,100 * 3.39/60 = 44,490 hours per day. Strictly, this is the value per weekday, but 

in the absence of information as to what to expect on the weekend, we probably don’t have a better 

option than to assume that weekdays are reasonably typical of all days. If we use the average value 

of travel time saved from the strategic business case, then 44,490 hours per day is a benefit of 

around 627 million dollars a year. It feels a little odd to use a constant value of time, but this is what 

the business case says, and it is consistent with Transport for NSW Guidelines. Applying an uplift 

for wage inflation would increase the total benefit by more than it would increase the net present 

benefit, because in the short term, allowing for an increase in wage inflation makes little difference 

– it only makes much of a difference towards the end of the evaluation period which has little effect 

on net present value. 

Given that $12.9 billion of the claimed benefits are travel time savings, an error of the order of $8.1 

billion is almost 2/3rds of the claimed benefit. Vehicle operating cost benefits, reliability benefits 

and almost all of the $9.3 billion of other claimed benefits should in theory be proportional to travel 

time savings, and this indeed is what Figure 5-1 shows. If the other benefits are similarly overstated, 

then the total user benefits may have been overestimated by up to $14.3 billion, or more. 

And it be must be allowed, benefits are not revenues. If the benefit to one user is $53.60 an hour, 

but the benefit to another user is $21.32, then the maximum charge that can be levied is $21.32.  

By way of comparison: 

The budget for the Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan is $2.9 billion over 10 years. 

The budget for the Fixing Country Roads program is $4 billion, also over 10 years. 

In this year’s budget, the State Government has allocated $103.3 million for the Western Sydney 

Infrastructure Plan. 

Over 10 years, the Western Sydney Infrastructure Plan will include: 

• an upgrade of The Northern Road to a minimum of four lanes from Narellan to Jamison 

Road, Penrith;  

• construction of a new east-west motorway to the airport between the M7 Motorway and The 

Northern Road (to be known as the M12 Motorway);  

• an upgrade of Bringelly Road to a minimum of four lanes between The Northern Road and 

Camden Valley Way;  

• construction of the Werrington Arterial Road by upgrading Kent Road and Gipps Street to 

four lanes between the Great Western Highway and the M4 Motorway;  

• an upgrade of the intersection of Ross Street and the Great Western Highway; and  

• a $200 million package for local roads upgrades, to be delivered across five rounds over ten 

years.  
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For 2014-15, $43 million was spent under the Fixing Country Roads program. For 2015-2016, $50 

million was made available to the 109 regional councils eligible for funding under the Fixing 

Country Roads program – less than $500,000 per council. Over 10 years, there is only $4 billion 

allocated for all of regional NSW. 

 

  

Notes: 

All numbers used are Present Value except where indicated otherwise. 

A number of the assumptions in the technical paper have been questioned elsewhere, including: 

traffic volume forecasts, time travel saved, and the value per hour of travel time saved. For the 

purpose of this analysis, the numbers in the technical paper have been used as presented. Because 

these assumptions are wrong, then the benefits will be even lower than have been estimated here. 

It may also be worth noting that while business trips are assumed to be almost 24% of all trips; 

Transport for NSW’s Principles and Guidelines for Economic Appraisal of Transport Investment 

and Initiatives recommends assuming that 8% to 12% of trips will be business trips. As business 

trips are much more valuable than average, the expected value of travel time would be between 

10% and 13% if the Transport for NSW recommendation were followed. This discrepancy needs to 

be explained. 

 

 

 



 

 NoW Public Transport WestConnex New M5 Submission 

 43 

Beverly Hills resident rejects WestCONnex 

impacts on South West Sydney 
Kathy Calman - spokesperson for the Beverly Hills/Kingsgrove WestCONnex Action Group 

For those of you who are not familiar with our suburbs, the communities of Beverly Hills, 

Kingsgrove, Bexley North, Earlwood and Arncliffe lived through years of construction for the first 

M5 circa 2001, (Legacy M5). 

The legacy M5 resulted in a ‘Berlin Wall’ effect that separated our community into two. The North 

and South sides.  It also had a devastating impact on residents in regards to pollution. Turrella and 

Earlwood, with an unfiltered exhaust stack, and Bexley North and Arncliffe with tunnel portals 

(openings). 

Homes, the trees and parks taken. Years of construction, and then, to thank us for our endurance, we 

were handed cheap, visually divisive noise walls and poor urban design.   The urban design and 

landscaping was of such a poor standard that Allambee Crescent Nth Beverly Hills actually features 

in the RMS Landscape and Design Principles as an excellent example of what NOT to do. 

Allambee Crescent Nth Beverly Hills circa 2015. 

 

Screenshot from the RMS Urban Landscape Design Principles 

 

https://www.facebook.com/notowestconnexbeverlyhills/?fref=ts
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The noise wall is visually divisive and bears no contextual relationship to the setting in this 

residential area on the Northern side of the M5 East  

It is a credit to Council and a few residents of these communities that they took the repair of our 

environment into our own hands.  We had no choice because the RMS would not. 

“Landscaping” by the Community & Canterbury Council – maturing growth circa 2015  
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The M5 turned out to be a noisy congested old fashioned solution to traffic congestion. But the 

NSW government has learned nothing. Again last year we found ourselves faced with new projects. 

 Firstly there was the expansion of the King Georges Road Interchange and now a duplicate of the 

old failed M5 – call the New M5 

What standard of repair can we expect from Westconnex 15 

years later?  

A review of the current KGR M5 Interchange Landscape Design shows that nothing has changed in 

the last 15 years. WestCONnex has already demonstrated the same scant regard for communities 

and offers only minimal rehabilitation after construction. 

We are faced with the mature vegetation being stripped away as the walls are torn down for the 

early stage of the widening of the King Georges Interchange, which according to Westconnex’s 

own figures will leave the intersection at the worst Level of Service (F). We have engaged with 

every part of the process. At a landscape review meeting some months back, AECOM Landscape 

Designer (Frank) advised residents that hundreds of metres of wall would remain bare because it is 

easier for maintenance crews to inspect.   When we showed him evidence lifted from RMS’s own 

Urban Landscape Design Principles on how to deal with pinch points, we were later advised that 

there are now ‘new WestConnex Urban Design Principles’. 

When we questioned why the Cooloongatta Rd bridge section would contain transparent walls, we 

were told it was to protect cyclists. When we could find no reference to this in any of the cyclist 

safety guideline documents we were referred to, we were told that it was a ‘new WestConnex Safety 
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Guideline’ criteria. Unfortunately, it wasn’t available to be shared with the public. There is so much 

material that’s not shared with the public! 

One could be forgiven for thinking WestConnex are making it up as they go along. 

The picture below is near the Cooloongatta Rd. Bridge. It’s an example of native plantings 

successfully used in legacy M5 to improve the visual harshness of a concrete noise wall in a narrow 

space.  These shrubs reached the top of the wall, just prior to being destroyed by  in September 

2015.   The new plan for this section is transparent noise walls.  Community backlash, including the 

involvement of local MPs, have forced WestConnex to reduce the length to 12 metres, down from 

the original 28 metres. 

 

Westconnex Framework for design – objectives or merely 

buzzwords? 

• leading edge environmental responsiveness  

• connectivity and legibility  
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• place making  

• livability and urban renewal  

• memorable identity and a safe, pleasant experience  

• a new quality benchmark.  

Let’s review the New M5 Linear walk impacts against these objectives from a community 

perspective. We can then decide whether it is reasonable for the  community to accept them. 

Why does the M5 Linear Park matter? 

The M5 Linear Park is an off-road shared path that runs parallel to the M5 East Motorway 

between Belmore Road, Riverwood and Bexley Road, Kingsgrove.   The M5 Linear walk is used by 

hundreds of people each day. 

The linear pathway is an important active transport artery that connects the community members to 

each other, as well as schools, shops and train stations. Older children can safely cycle to sports 

training or friends’ homes without having to cross a road. 

It’s  a lovely place to walk or cycle aiding both physical and psychological well-being, reducing 

stress and reconnecting with nature. Within a highly built urban environment, such as at Beverly 

Hills, you highly value our remnant of natural bushland and plantings that complement it. 

Now unbelievably, much of this natural and planted landscape along our linear walk – including the 

critically endangered Cooks River Clay Plain Scrub Forest – is planned for destruction. 

WestCONnex designers have taken the opportunity with their noise wall design to enhance the 

motorist experience. 1200 metres of transparent noise walls to the north and 700 metres to the south 

would provide drivers with views across the golf course, Beverly Grove Park and Tallawalla St. 

Park. From the walker’s perspective, almost two kilometres of our pathway would overlook lanes of 

motorway from behind a plastic wall. 

This design is neither reasonable nor moral for our community to accept. 

M5 Linear walk – Cooks River Clay scrub forest. Beverly Hills North circa 2015 
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The above scene would be replaced by a transparent noise wall allowing the walker a view of 10 

lanes of motorway.   An artistic impression below. Fancy walking here? 
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The photo below is the Southern side of the M5 Linear Walk west of Tallawalla Street.   This is 

near WestCONnex’s  proposed location for an unfiltered exhaust stack and a motorway operations 

complex and tunnel portals. 

 

This section of our walkway will be replaced by a uniform and monotonous landscape design 

(pictured below). The human brain is hardwired to appreciate the diversity, the complexity and the 
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changing form of our environment, whether built or natural. 

A dominant feature in this landscape would be a 33 metre tall unfiltered exhaust stack and a 

motorway complex. This ‘chimney’ stack will spew concentrated toxins from a 9 km tunnel – a 

reminder to all us walkers and cyclists of the constant serious threat to our health. 

The enjoyment of walkers would be further marred by high noise. The tunnel portals require noisy 

industrial size fans to manage vehicle emissions which would add to the ever present high traffic 

noise. 

An unfiltered exhaust stack in the valley of Kingsgrove is not reasonable for our community 

and should not be accepted. 

 

Beverly Grove Park 

Beverly Grove Park is a peaceful environment except for raucous birds delighting the community at 

dusk and the laughter of children at play. It’s  a quiet haven from traffic, protected by a noise 

mound.  But the park was not always like this. After the first M5, it took years before the soil 

regenerated enough to support vegetation. Today, trees have just reached the sufficient maturity to 

support native fauna.  If left alone they would grow a lot more, creating more shade and cooling. 

WestConnex would acquisition the whole park for a construction compound: 

• Hoarding (four metres high)  

• Temporary noise barriers (around 2.5 metres high)  

• Car parking  

• Tunnel shaft within an acoustic spoil shed and associated haulage  

• Site offices and crib area  

• Storage areas  
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• Access between the northern and southern side for construction traffic via the existing 

Kindilan Underpass  

• Sedimentation pond  

Tunnelling works will be conducted 24 hours per day. Heavy truck movements would transport 

tunnel spoil (including asbestos) past hundreds of homes and two schools via Kingsgrove and 

Moorefields Roads. Residents would have to endure  a truck movement every minute, 24 hours per 

day. 

It’s not reasonable for a community to accept such volumes of heavy truck movements 

through its residential streets. 

It’s not reasonable for any community to accept the standards of asbestos removal as 

witnessed at the Alexandria Landfill at St Peters. 

Beverly Grove Park – North. 

 

After 4 years of construction, 10.7 hectares of our Beverly Grove Park would be retained for 

the M5, with only 2.6 hectares returned to the community.   The below diagram shows the proposed 

rehabilitation. Note the transparent noise walls and the view of the unfiltered exhaust stack in the 

valley – and the minimal plantings that even after 10 years fail to obscure the noise walls. 

The drawing depth indicating size of the park is questionable. 
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Artists impression of Beverly Park later. Are people expected to feel good about walking and their 

children playing near an unfiltered ventilation stack? 

By the end of the 2020s, the park may be dotted with some trees again  

It is not reasonable  for a community to accept a landscaping design that benefits the motorist 

at significant expense of residents. 

Now lets look at Beverly Grove Park South. This path will become an access road to the 

Motorway complex. 
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Kindlean Underpass 

The community fought for this  underpass in the legacy M5 project. It’s key to community links. 

 The current underpass is 26 metres long. Even at night, the underpass is short enough  for 

pedestrians not to fear apprehensive. It is well lit with a clear view of the surroundings. 

The WestConnex proposal would extend the underpass by a further 50 metres. In effect, it 

would become a long 76 metre tunnel. Clear views of the surroundings and a sense of quick 

escape would be lost. This could lead to a sense of foreboding for those entering the tunnel. 

This may inhibit walkers, particularly women, from exercising in the evening.   Given these 

cumulative impacts on the M5 linear park, it’s obvious that it will be used less and because it is 

used less, it will not be as safe. 

The impact of these changes for residents who use the M5 Linear pathway should be assessed 

as ‘High’. No mitigation is proposed in the EIS. It is therefore not reasonable for the 

community to accept the loss of their parks and social amenity. 
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Artist impression of a significantly longer tunnel 
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Westconnex’s justification for proposed urban landscape 

designs 

Rhe RMS and Westconnex do not consider the cumulative impacts of road construction of the 

legacy M5 and the New M5  on our community in the EIS. This is disengenuous. They then justify 

even further destruction of our suburbs. Our environment becomes merely ‘an already disturbed 

LGA’. This is not acceptable. To quote one of many examples, the EIS discusses the Motorway 

Operations Complex in the following way: 

“The MOC2 shares a boundary with the M5 Linear Park. Although this narrow parkland is used 

for public recreation, the land is zoned SP2 Infrastructure and is closely associated with the M5 

East Motorway, having been created as a legacy project for the construction of the motorway. The 

change within the MOC2 site (from public open space to the MOC2) does constitute a significant 

character change from the existing condition, but as the zoned SP2 Infrastructure, this change is 

(therefore ) acceptable within the anticipated character of the site considering the current zoning. 

Using other areas within the M5 Linear Park as a bench mark, the narrowed pedestrian and cycle 

access around the edge of the MOC2 would not be out of character for this linear park.” 

Yes, there are instances where the amenity of the pathway is a low standard, such as behind 

Gareema Circuit heading to Kingsgrove Road (pictured below). Although these visually divisive 

sections do exist,  the fact that they exist shouldn’t then be used as the benchmark of ‘the character’ 

that provides the excuse to degrade the rest of our walkway and urban environment to the same low 

standard. 

It is not reasonable for the community to accept such justifications for the destruction of the 

environment. 

Location – M5 linear walk behind Gareema Circuit Business Park. Circa 2015. Example of sub-

standard urban design that should never become a ‘benchmark’ of character. 
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Westconnex Framework – does it meet objectives? 

The Westconnex Framework objectives are supposed to have been developed to create a project that 

best benefits road users and the community: 

• leading edge environmental responsiveness  

• connectivity and legibility  

• place making  

• livability and urban renewal  

• memorable identity and a safe, pleasant experience  

• a new quality benchmark.  

Let’s revisit these objectives in light of the impacts. 

The loss of the Cooks River Clay Plain Scrub Forest 

The new M5 tunnel from King Georges Rd to St Peters will destroy 1.4 of 1.87 hectares of critically 

endangered Cooks River Clay Plain Scrub Forest. This was a condition of approval for the legacy 

M5. So  precious is this woodland that it is protected by a fence.  According to the EIS, 

WestCONnex has not been able to locate a ‘like-for-like’ to offset the loss. Instead, the EIS has 

deliberately adopted language that suggests this forest is ‘insignificant” and has ‘low long term 

viability’.  In reality, it is a healthy stunning forest. 

It is not reasonable for the wider community to accept that although there are no appropriate 

offsets for significant impacts on biodiversity, WestCONnex should be permitted to destroy a 
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critically endangered bushland in its path. 

The loss of tree canopy 

WestConnex plans to expose almost 2km of the pathway to transparent noise walls. Minimal 

revegetation is planned as the aim is to provide motorists with perspective and pleasant views 

across the park. The presence of a  prominent new structure, a 33 metre high unfiltered exhaust 

stack, will continually remind residents that they are breathing dangerous pollutants. 

It is not reasonable for a community to accept that priority is given to motorists at the expense 

of residents. 

Loss of safety 

The current M5 Linear Park provides a pleasurable walk for most of the journey.  The 

WestCONnex proposal will be significantly reduce its size. Many trees will be destroyed and 

replaced with  views  of a 10 lane motorway. The enjoyment of this walkway will be   significantly 

diminished. The current level of patronage makes this walkway safe. The loss in amenity will result 

in less patronage. 

It is not reasonable for a community to accept a loss of safety when exercising or visiting 

shops, schools and train stations. 

Conclusion 

I strongly reject and urge others to reject the new M5 and the entire WestCONnex project on the 

grounds that:the NSW Government is rushing ahead without forethought or care for the 

consequences of a project. I believe that the project will destroy much of what we value and will be 

a substantial waste of public money. 

I object to the fact that the cumulative impacts of motorways are not assessed. The impacts 

resulting from the legacy M5 combined with the new M5 should have been considered in the EIS. 

It is unreasonable to ask the same community – within 15 years – to go through construction 

and loss again. 

I further object to WestConnex community liaison staff concealing information from 

residents. The KGR M5 Interchange EIS stated that noise walls will be reinstated in their current 

form. 

Westconnex have never properly disclosed that their plans include hundreds of metres of 

transparent walls to benefit the driver experience and perspective.   It is indeed shocking that almost 

2km of our walls will be plastic. That is not reasonable for a community to accept. 

In considering this whole project, never forget that the communities of Beverly Hills, 

Kingsgrove, Bexley North, Earlwood and Arncliffe lived through years of construction for the 

first M5 circa 2001, (Legacy M5) and have been leaving with its impacts ever since. 
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Westconnex postpones planning for climate 

change until “detailed design” phase 
Dr Jennifer Hamilton – Adjunct Lecturer, New York University and visiting fellow at UNSW  

It is wrong that strategies to manage climate change risks have been put off to “detailed planning” 

stage. 

The Climate Change Risk Assessment portion of the M5 EIS conjures an image of a durable 

roadway system withstanding the tests of a changing climate. While the document incorporates 

climate change into the risk profile of the project, it ultimately recommends very little in the way of 

direct risk management strategies other than the “consideration” of various potential risks in the 

next phase of the design process and a few non-binding suggestions as to what these design 

adaptations might look like (see pages Chapter 25-9 & 25-10). 

Paperbark trees in Euston Road, Alexandria will be replaced by a widened road to cater 

for thousands of extra polluting cars and trucks. Photo by Lorrie Graham 

It should be said, however, that the EIS does  accepts the science of anthropogenic climate change 

as stated in the 2013 IPCC reports and uses climate scenario modelling provided by the CSIRO and 

the BoM to inform its risk assessment. 

On the potentially sprawling and unwieldy subject of climate change, this section of the document 

is careful to define its parameters. It “considers the impact of future climate change on the 

https://m5eis.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/new-m5-eis_vol-1c_chapter-25_climate-change-risk-and-adaptation.pdf
http://lorriegrahamblog.com/


 

 NoW Public Transport WestConnex New M5 Submission 

 59 

project, rather than the impact of the project on the future of climate change” (25-1) In other 

words, this portion of the EIS is concerned with how to construct and maintain the M5 

portion of Westconnex so the roads and occupied lands (in particular the Cooks River, 

Alexandria Canal and Landfill) withstand the projected extreme weather events and sea level 

rise in a changing climate. For information on the potential impact of the project on Climate 

Change, the EIS points readers to Chapter 22 and Appendix U, and for the People’s EIS summary 

of this section, see Owen Price's report. 

Risks of failing ventilation and gas capture identified 

The extended risk assessment in Appendix W outlines all the potential risks identified by the 

consultants, many of which are deemed low or negligible and thus do not warrant any consideration 

or action. The risks determined to be medium are listed on pages 25-7 and 25-8. According to the 

framework, “the assessment would identify and implement adaptation measures to comprehensively 

address high and extreme risks. The decision to implement adaptation measures for medium 

risks would also be considered during detailed design“ (25-8) It is worth highlighting that 

none of the potential climate change risks are determined to be “high” or “extreme”, only 

“medium”. So although the detailed design will be required to consider all risks determined to be 

medium, including the potential impacts of sea level rise on the Alexandria Landfill gas capture 

system, possible failure of ventilation systems due to bushfire or dust storm or increased risk of 

motor vehicle accidents in extreme weather events, they are not impelled by this assessment to 

actually change the project at all. 

A key question remains: to what extent will these “medium” climate change-related risks to the 

structural integrity of the roadway and public health and safety actually be considered and 

incorporated into the design of the roadway given that the life of the road is expected to be 100 

years? This remains entirely unclear. 

The bigger question raised by this portion of the document is not about the risks posed to the road 

and its uses by climate change, but rather what is the role of the project within a changing climate? 

This question is, as was quoted above, explicitly avoided in the climate change risk assessment and 

the avoidance of which reveals the deeply ideological position of this EIS. The EIS effectively 

concludes that the road will help to decrease air pollution and thus not contribute to climate change 

(See Owen), but at the same time it is designed to support the very same systems of trade, 

employment, production and consumption that are driving climate change. In this regard, it is worth 

noting that the only real acknowledgement of the project’s role in relation to climate change is 

deeply cynical and stated in the first paragraph of this section: “The NSW Government has 

acknowledged that, despite efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, some climate change is now 

inevitable. The Government aims to minimise the impacts of climate change on natural and built 

environments, communities and the economy” (25-1). This statement represents the full 

incorporation of climate change science into a business as usual approach to development. 
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Traffic and Transport – Comment on New M5 

Construction impacts 
Anthony McCosker. 

The scope of the modelling does not allow for the full, system-wide effects of the construction 

traffic to be analysed sufficiently. Increasing the scope of the assessment would go some way to 

identifying the true impact of the construction on traffic, and would also better allow the cumulative 

impacts of the project on traffic and transport to be gauged. 

Community facilities close to the construction works are supposedly given in Chapter 15 (Social 

and Economic), but the report states that “During the construction of the project, there is the 

potential for positive and negative impacts on residents, businesses, road users (including 

commercial and freight vehicles), users of community facilities and the wider community” 

(Appendix G, p. 100, emphasis added)—what will the positive impacts be? These are not outlined 

and difficult to imagine, especially as they relate to traffic and transport. 

 

“Tunnelling works (including fitout works but excluding blasting) would be undertaken 

24 hours a day, seven days a week to minimise the overall length of construction and 

the duration of any associated amenity impacts on the local community. All activities 

that support tunnelling would also be required to be undertaken 24 hours a day, seven 

days a week. Handling of spoil at the surface would be required as stockpiling large 

amounts of spoil within the main alignment tunnels would not be feasible. Spoil is 

therefore required to be transported from the main alignment tunnels to stockpiles on 

the surface (within acoustic sheds and non-acoustic sheds), prior to haulage from the 

site” (Appendix G, p. 99). 

In other words, spoil will be carried by heavy vehicles at all times, including peak times, 

leading to a greater disruption of local and regional road networks, and continuously 

throughout the night, which will be highly disruptive to residents located along local road 

networks upon which they travel. 

Insufficient employee car parking is provided at many of the construction compounds (Appendix 

G, p. 186). This includes: 

• Kingsgrove North construction compound, 170 employee parking spaces on-site, likely 

employee peak 200  

• Arncliffe construction compound, 220 employee parking spaces on-site, likely employee 

peak 300  

• Canal Road construction compound, 290 employee parking spaces on-site, likely employee 

peak 320  

• Campbell Road Bridge construction compound, 10 employee parking spaces on-site and 

likely employee peak of 15  

The temporary impact on car parking in St Peters and Mascot due to construction includes: 
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• Albert Street—loss of 44 on-street car parks  

• Campbell Road (between Campbell and Sydney Park Roads)—loss of 111 car parks  

• Euston Road (between Campbell and Sydney Park Roads)—loss of 112 car parks  

• Burrows Road (south-west of Campbell Road)—loss of 38 car parks  

• Burrows Road (north-east of Campbell Road)—loss of 23 car parks  

• Euston Road (north of Sydney Park Road)—loss of 24 car parks  

• Burrows Road (north-east of Campbell Road)—loss of 23 car parks  

• Euston Road (north of Sydney Park Road)—loss of 24 car parks  

• Huntley Street (east of Euston Road)—loss of 32 scar parks  

• Barwon Park Road (north of Campbell Road)—loss of 6 car parks  

• Princess Highway—loss of 30 car parks  

• May Street—loss of 50 car parks  

• Unwins Bridge Road—loss of 39 car parks  

• Brown Street—loss of up to 16 car parks  

• Florence Street—loss of up to 16 car parks  

• St Peters Street—loss of up to 12 car parks  

• Hutchison Street—loss of up to 10 car parks  

• Gardeners Road (west of Bourke Street)—loss of 10 car parks  

• Gardeners Road (between Kent Road and Gardeners Road)—loss of 47 on-street car parks 

and 20 off-street parks  

• Bunnings Mascot—loss of 25 off-street car parks  

• Bourke Road (north of Bourke Street/Gardeners Road intersection)—loss of 26 off-street car 

parks  

The total figure is not given in the report, but it totals to 691 lost car parking spaces due to 

construction, in the St Peters and Mascot areas alone. This is in addition to the insufficient 

employee parking provision as outlined above, which will further add to the deficit of local 

parking 

No further mention of these deficits and their likely impacts on residents, workers, visitors or 

businesses, or any plan to mitigate these impacts, is made in the report other than stating: 

“Residents and businesses could be negatively impacted by construction workers parking on local 

streets, with decreased parking available for business customers…Construction personnel would be 

encouraged to use public transport, active transport or other options, such as car-pooling” 

(Appendix G, p. 192) 

Level of Service (LoS) of roads, as modelled in the report, drops surrounding the construction 

compounds at the Western and Bexley Road surface works, the Arncliffe surface works and 

the St Peters surface works locations. Construction of the WestConnex project is directly 

attributable for these rises and if a poor LoS on roads is seen of enough of a concern by the NSW 



 

 NoW Public Transport WestConnex New M5 Submission 

 62 

Government to introduce the WestConnex project in the first place it is unclear why declining LoS 

on roads locally as a direct result of construction is not of greater concern in the report, and dealt 

with more effectively throughout. 

Traffic congestion in parts of South West will worsen as a result of Westconnex and the level of 

service will decline during the years of construction  

It is noted in the report that construction traffic from the Western and Bexley Road surface works 

construction compounds alone will consist of 4,860 vehicles a day (Appendix G, p. 146), 64% of 

these heavy vehicles, which (especially given the proportion of heavy vehicles) will have a 

significant impact on road functioning and amenity of all road users and residents 

The St Peters construction precinct will lead to 3,035 additional construction light vehicle 

movements and 2,218 heavy vehicle movements daily. Further, “as the construction compounds 

are surrounded with local roads, use of the local roads is unavoidable to support the construction 

activities” (Appendix G, p. 185-186), so all of these movements will be occurring on local roads 

(including Canal Road, Campbell Road and Burrows Road) 

“Almost 3.2 million cubic metres of surplus spoil to be generated by the site, which then 

requires offsite reuse or disposal. No decision has been made as to where to dump the 

spoil as yet, however potential sites given include 330 Captain Cook Drive, Kurnell 

(15km from project site), 738-780 Wallgrove Road, Horsley Park (40km away), 75 

Townson Road, Schofields (55km away), on land west of Riverstone (60km away) 

and/or at 49 Manorhouse Boulevard, Quakers Hill (60km away).” 

Cumulative construction impacts are insufficiently projected and consequently 

insufficiently addressed: 
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• The King Georges Road Interchange Upgrade will occur concurrently with the 

New M5 project, yet cumulative impacts are simply waved away and not given 

sufficient analysis  

• The WestConnex stage 1 will also occur simultaneously, however again it is 

stated that cumulative impacts are unlikely. Such a fleeting analysis ignores the 

potential for construction fatigue, for long-term changes to travel and shopping 

behaviour and to changes in overall amenity for road users, among other likely 

impacts as a result of these projects being undertaken simultaneously  

• The Marrickville Metro Shopping Centre upgrade will also occur concurrently to 

the project, yet is again overlooked in terms of potential impacts other than 

construction traffic, which in itself will be significant when considered against 

that from the M5 project  

• The Green Square development, Mascot Station Town Centre Precinct 

Masterplan and Wolli Creek redevelopment area are each again overlooked in 

terms of their potential impacts on traffic and transport. Given their proximity to 

the M5, the scale at which these projects are to occur and the already poor LoS 

of roads around the project area, greater analyses (and, likely, measures) are 

necessary to adequately deal with the combined and multiplied effects of these 

developments on traffic in the area  

Given the modelled and potential impact of this project during its construction phase, 

the environmental management measures (Appendix G, p. 207-208) proposed are 

deemed insufficient in scope, intent and detail. Each measure is responded to briefly 

below: 

General Impacts 

Environmental Measure Proposed 

Develop Traffic Safety Management Plans and Related Controls 

Road dilapidation reports prepared for certain roads 

Comment  

Both these measures are an insufficient response given high volume of construction 

traffic generated and predominantly local street access to construction compounds. 

Such plans should be provided  alongside the EIS so the traffic and transport impacts 

are able to be satisfactorily assessed 

Road Network Performance and Delays  

Environmental Measures Proposed 

Construction staging and temporary works developed to minimise impact on 

existing M5 and provide safe separation between work areas and traffic lanes 

Comment 

Insufficient response given the modelled, forecasted impacts and as most construction 

compounds are noted to be operational from 2016 to 2019. This is standard practice 
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and cannot be claimed to be an environmental management measure to address “Road 

network performance and delays” 

Vehicle routes developed which maximise the use of arterial roads 

Comment  

Insufficient response given the EIS report itself notes that “the construction compounds 

are surrounded with local roads, [so] use of the local roads is unavoidable to support 

the construction activities” (Appendix G, p. 185-186). More strategically and 

contextually appropriate construction compound placement could have mitigated this to 

an extent. Despite this “measure”, local roads remain essential to almost every heavy 

or light construction vehicle movement 

Over dimensioned vehicles procured through specialist haulage companies with 

permits from Roads and Maritime 

Comment  

This is outside of the scope of the “Road network performance and delays” impact and 

instead is both standard practice (procurement through specialist company) and a 

requirement for the operation of such vehicles (permit obtained from RMS). The effects 

of these vehicles on road network performance are not actually dealt with through the 

measures listed 

Lane occupancies planned to provide a safe work area, continued lane capacity 

and avoiding peak traffic periods 

Comment  

This “measure” refers to an action necessary under WH&S laws (provide a safe work 

area) and standard road construction practice 

Pedestrian and Cyclist Movements  

Environmental Measures Proposed 

Measures to “safely manage pedestrians to and from bus stops, car parks, 

shopping centres, businesses, homes and any directly affected schools during 

construction. This includes selecting site compound access and egress points which 

avoid school children pedestrian access routes.” 

Comment  

Insufficient detail given in Traffic and Transport report to identify those locations that 

will be affected in terms of pedestrian accessibility and amenity, particularly schools 

and children’s pedestrian access routes. Such measures should be outlined in greater 

detail as part of this EIS report 

Alternative cycle routes provided 

Comment  
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Insufficient detail given in Traffic and Transport report to identify those locations that 

will be affected in terms of cyclist accessibility and amenity, and no details as to the 

extent that such routes will cause increased on-road wait times, increased journey time 

and distance given closures to shoulders and detours, and reduced overall amenity of 

the area, as stated in the EIS. Also no detail on how cyclist safety on local streets will 

be maintained given heavy vehicle usage on these streets 

Public Transport  

Environmental Measures proposed 

Proposed bus stop and route changes would be discussed with service providers 

prior to works, and passengers notified. Temporary facilities supplied as necessary 

Comment  

Insufficient response to “Public transport” considering extent of effects of increased 

construction traffic and works on accessibility to stops, local and stop amenity, safety of 

public transport users, and travel times. 

“Where bus stops are relocated, pedestrian access will be maintained including 

(if possible) disabled facilities” 

Comment 

Insufficient measure. This action should ensure that pedestrian access is maintained at 

the same or higher level, including provision of disabled facilities at any temporary 

stops provided 
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Westconnex threatens few surviving Green 

and Golden Bell Frogs at Arncliffe 
Grant Webster – environmental scientist  

The new M5 (WestCONnex) EIS makes it clear, there will be unavoidable serious impacts to the 

endangered Green and Golden Bell Frog (Litoria aurea) and the critically endangered community 

Cooks River Castlereagh Ironbark Forest, if the road is to go ahead. 

 Green and Golden Bell Frog threatened 

The Green and Golden Bell Frog was once one of the most common frog species found on the east 

coast of New South Wales and it was once abundant in the swampy eastern suburbs of Sydney. 

This all began to change in the 1970’s when the ongoing impacts of habitat loss, habitat degradation 

and habitat fragmentation were amplified by cumulative effects of urban consolidation and 

development including roads, cars, pollution, cats, dogs, the introduced plague minnow and finally 

with the introduction of the amphibian chytrid fungus (chytridiomycosis), this was the final straw 

for the bell frog which was now suffering death by multiple causes. The most common frog in 

eastern Sydney had become the most endangered by the 1990’s. 

By this time the bell frogs were reduced to a series of small ‘key populations’ scattered along the 

coastal fringe of New South Wales. Four of these populations were located in Sydney – Arncliffe 

(Kogarah Golf Course – the population at risk from this development), Homebush Bay, Kurnell and 

Greenacre. It is now almost 2016 and the situation for the bell frogs of Sydney has not improved. 

With the exception of the Homebush Bay population which has expanded into newly constructed 

wetlands throughout Sydney Olympic Park, the remaining populations in Sydney have been ignored 

and left to dwindle with their habitats largely succumbing to weed invasion and modified water 

quality. The status of the Greenacre population is unknown, the Kurnell population has suffered 

apparent extinction and can no longer be found, and the Arncliffe population has managed to just 

hang on with the most recent population estimates being 30 to 50 adults. 

With this being the case the small and fragile Arncliffe population, what may be the second last 

population of bell frogs in Sydney, is now to be at the centre of a massive four year development for 

westCONnex. 

The Arncliffe Bell Frog population is confined to Kogarah Golf Course and the adjacent RTA 

ponds and occupy and area covering about 40 Ha. For the westCONnex development, 7.82 Ha of 

bell frog foraging, dispersal, sheltering and potentially breeding habitat is to be removed from the 

golf course. This is expected to have “direct impacts” on the bell frogs, including: mortality and 

injury of individuals during clearing of shelter habitat, decommissioning of ponds, during operation 

of permanent facilities and decreased habitat value of the RTA ponds (where the frogs breed). 

Decreased habitat value of the RTA pond includes “indirect impacts” of shading, dust, noise, 

vibration and lighting from the adjacent works. As part of their mitigation measures frog exclusion 

fencing, translocation and captive breeding have been suggested as solutions. 
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New M5 could kill off GGBF population on Kogarah Golf 

Course 

So what does this mean for the Arncliffe bell frogs? It could very well mean the end for the 

population. Taking into consideration the population is already very small (<50 individuals over 40 

Ha) and entirely restricted to Kogarah Golf Course, the destruction of 7.82 Ha of dispersal habitat, 

the addition frog exclusion fencing confining individuals to the area around the RTA ponds and 

reduced quality of the RTA ponds over four years (or four breeding seasons) can only result in 

detrimental impacts on the frogs. The construction on Kogarah Golf Course is occurring 

immediately adjacent to the RTA ponds on the area of the golf course the frogs most often use for 

dispersal and occasionally breeding. Given that bell frogs are a widely dispersing species that often 

utilise different breeding sites (depending on site suitability in different years) confining them all to 

the one place would likely result in a higher level of cannibalisation, especially of juveniles which 

need to be able to disperse away from the pond to avoid the adults. 

RTA ponds now in poor condition 

The suitability of the RTA ponds to see the bell frogs through this tough time must also be 

considered, if this is where they are expected to breed and survive. The RTA ponds are now over 15 

years old, densely covered in vegetation and did not support any breeding in 2014. Bell frogs have 

shown preference for new ponds, ponds with open areas free of vegetation and require grassy areas 

adjacent to the pond for foraging. Under the new arrangement the suitability of the RTA ponds to 

support the bell frogs is severely reduced. Bell frogs will only breed in water if the temperature is 

above 22 degrees, and in a shaded pond covered in dust and vegetation reaching this critical 

temperature for breeding may be problematic. 

Loud noise may interfere with breeding 

Loud noise has been demonstrated to interfere with breeding of larger frog species, so with 24 hr 

construction activities producing noise and lighting at night, it is easy to see how the frogs may not 

feel secure enough for breeding to occur, that’s if the water even reaches 22 degrees! If the RTA 

ponds are unsuitable for breeding the frogs may wish to look elsewhere, this will be very difficult 

for them if the ponds are surrounded by frog exclusion fencing and if the additional ponds are 

also removed on the golf course the frogs will be left with nothing. Further, as colonising 

species, if any frogs happen to be on the wrong side of the frog fencing than any hole in the ground 

that fills up with water after rain in the construction zone may become the new favourite hangout 

for the local frogs which would result in a stop work procedure should they be found on site. 

Translocation rarely works 

As for their mitigation measures, frogs are expected to be translocated off site, however this rarely 

works as frogs will often return directly to the place they are taken from. This is where the frog 

fencing hopes to prevent frogs from being injured or killed as they disperse over the construction 

site, but by confining them all to the one small area; it is really a double edged sword. WestCONnex 

have also suggested captive breeding to maintain stock of the frogs while works continue. This may 
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be the only chance the frogs have, and only if it is done properly. As breeding may not occur while 

construction is happening, if captive breeding was done carefully and with the ongoing release of 

tadpoles on site over the years of construction it may be sufficient to see the population through, 

however it may result in a bunch of very well fed adults around the RTA ponds surviving on 

juveniles which could not disperse beyond the frog fencing. Only a breeding program that regularly 

supplements tadpoles over the years of the construction would help, a bulk tadpole release at the 

end of construction won’t help as re-establishment of bell frogs in areas where they have been 

depleted in the past has not been shown to work. As bell frogs are rather easy to breed in captivity a 

captive stock can be and should be maintained over the course of the works. 

Despite the mitigation measures proposed, this is really disaster for the Arncliffe bell frogs. If death 

by multiple causes is responsible for the bell frog decline across New South Wales, it is easy to see 

how death by multiple causes resulting from westCONnex may be the end for the bell frogs here 

too. The EIS also does a good job of downplaying the threat to the bell frogs, it highlights that there 

are several populations in Sydney without referring to the status of each one, it suggests the area of 

golf course to be developed is not as important to the frogs as it is, despite being the main area of 

dispersal and foraging habitat for the bell frogs it may also be an important additional breeding area. 

The EIS states that breeding has not occurred outside the RTA ponds since 2000, however this is 

untrue as I myself have recorded breeding in the golf course ponds as recently as 2009. Further no 

additional bell frog surveys, outside the scope of regular annual monitoring have been conducted to 

assess the population or better understand the population dynamics. In a delicate system like this, 

any interference could be disastrous, and the picture being painted by westCONnex for the frogs is 

exactly that. 
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Photo of Green and Golden Bell Frog mating on Kogarah Golf course – by Grant Webster  

Cooks River Castlereagh Ironbark Forest 

Sydney’s native vegetation communities have been subjected to intense clearing in the last 200 

years. Some of these unique communities include Sydney Blue Gum High Forest (>95% cleared), 

Cumberland Plain Woodland (94% cleared), Sydney Turpentine Ironbark Forest (95-99.5% cleared) 

and Shale Sandstone transition forest (>80% cleared). All of these communities are listed as 

endangered or critically endangered. Cooks River Castlereagh Ironbark Forest (CRCIF) is another 

one of these critically endangered Sydney vegetation communities, sitting on about 95% cleared. 

Sydney’s natural heritage is clearly very threatened by ongoing development with so much of our 

native forest already gone to ‘development’ and expansion. 
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EIS underestimated impacts on critically endangered 

bushland 

A small patch of CRCIF occurs in the westCONnex development footprint, 1.87 Ha of intact forest 

known as Beverly Grove Bushland. For the construction of the road 1.4 Ha of this forest is expected 

to be cleared. Although they note it is only a small amount of the total area of remnant CRCIF 

(about 0.1%) the impacts on this community are worse than implied. What is interestingly omitted 

from the EIS is that fact that by reducing the size of Beverly Grove Bushland to 0.47 Ha it 

actually reduces the size of the patch to below 0.5 Ha, the critical size threshold for a patch of 

forest, meaning the remaining patch of bushland will no longer be considered CRCIF! They 

should state the total loss of extent of CRCIF will be 1.87 Ha. This also means the remaining 

bushland will not be entitled to the ‘protection’ of a critically endangered ecological community 

that it currently has. 

Cooks River Iron Bark forest – EIS neglects to mention Westconnex will wipe out so much, the rest 

won’t be regarded as worth labelling critically endangered  

Drawing  down of groundwater 

More bad news for the local forest communities including the CRCIF is the drawdown of 

groundwater for the tunnelling associated with westCONnex. The EIS states that the vegetation 
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communities may be dependent on groundwater and that with the reduction of groundwater certain 

plant species may be negatively affected especially in dry periods. However what the impacts of the 

reduction of groundwater on these communities will be is unclear. 

Threatened Swamp Sclerophyll Forest also to go 

In addition to the CRCIF to be cleared, a 1.82 Ha patch of threatened Swamp Sclerophyll forest (on 

Kogarah Golf Course) will also go, and a grand total of 10.8 Ha of vegetation (both native and 

exotic) is highlighted for clearing for this project. In the present context of climate change any 

clearing of vegetation without appropriate re-vegetation of another area is irresponsible, especially 

when the vegetation is being cleared for a carbon producing road! 

Conclusion 

The true biodiversity costs of this project are much greater than that presented by westCONnex, 

including the likely loss of the Arncliffe bell frog population and the practical loss of 100% of 

Beverly Grove CRCIF. In addition, the loss of Swamp Sclerophyll forest, hollow bearing trees, loss 

of foraging habitat for the threatened Grey-headed Flying Fox, loss of ecologically unassessed 

urban areas (private residences) and with the implications of climate change (both from 

construction and use of the road) the biodiversity costs of this project really begin to tally up. Along 

with the displacement of people and the expenditure of money ($16.5 billion!), the environmental 

costs really should have us scratching our heads and asking “is it all really worth it?” 

For more on the Cooks River Iron Bark forest read 

WestCONnex plans to destroy critically endangered forest  

For more on the Green and Golden Bell Frog read: 

Westconnex could cause endangered frog species to croak it : 

http://www.altmedia.net.au/westconnex-could-cause-endangered-frog-species-to-croak-it/109324 

 

http://m5eis.org/2016/01/04/westconnex-plans-to-destroy-critically-endangered-forest/
http://www.altmedia.net.au/westconnex-could-cause-endangered-frog-species-to-croak-it/109324
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Westconnex plans to destroy critically 

endangered forest 
Contributed by an author who is happy to known as‘VJ’  

Introduction 

The new M5 tunnel from King Georges Road to St Peters will destroy 1.4 hectares (78%) hectares 

of the best part of the 1.8 hectares of the critically endangered Cooks River Clay Plain Forest at 

Kingsgrove, also known as the Cooks River Castlereagh Forest of the Sydney Basin (CRCIF). 

This destruction of valuable rare forest is just one of many contentious and damaging Westconnex 

outcomes. The NSW Government is rushing ahead without forethought or care for the 

consequences of a project that will destroy much of what we value and will be a substantial waste of 

public money. 

. 

Items of Significance – New M5 impacts on critical 

environments in Sydney 

In the M5 WestConnex EIS at page 12 of the M5 – Biodiversity Assessment Report identified the 

Green and Golden Bell frog as one of three items of high significance that were assessed for 

potential impacts from the project. ( Ed: The People’s EIS will soon publish material on the Green 

and Golden Bell Frog ). Another is the endangered ecological community of Cooks River / 

Castlereagh Ironbark Forest which is part of the Sydney Basin Bioregion. 

Cooks River Clay Plain Forest (Cooks River/Castlereagh 

Ironbark Forest (CRCIF)) 

Section 184 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

provides a list of threatened ecological communities that includes the Cooks River/Castlereagh 

Ironbark Forest of the Sydney Basin Bioregion . It is placed within in the critically endangered 

category which means it is facing extreme risk of extinction. 

The duplication of the M5 will comprise a new multi lane road link and connections to new vehicle 

tunnels between the current M5 east of King Georges Rd to St Peters. 

Previously a critically endangered site listed under the EPBC Act would have been independently 

analysed by the Federal Department of Environment. However early last year, the Federal Minister 

for the Environment Greg Hunt pushed through a system of delegation from the Department of 

Environment to state departments. He reached a bilateral agreement with the NSW government to 

delegate its powers to state Department of Planning approval processes that are are heavily balanced 

in favour of developers. 

The New M5 is subject to the requirements of the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for Major 

http://www5.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/epabca1999588/s184.html
http://www5.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/epabca1999588/s182.html
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Projects which was approved by the Federal Department as the policy against which a threat to 

endangered species such as the one to the CIRIF can be considered. This means that the impacts of 

the new M5 are being  assessed  within the framework for Biodiversity Assessment (FBA) with the 

production of a Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) and a Biodiversity Offset Strategy (BOS). 

The BOS outlines the offsets required for unavoidable biodiversity impacts, that is, those residual 

impacts which remain after impacts have been avoided, minimised and mitigated to the extent that 

is reasonable and feasible (Page ix New M5 EIS Biodiversity Offset Strategy – Executive Summary 

Appendix T Page 5 sets out the steps taken so far.) 

What is telling is that the EIS Executive Statement (Appendix T) blatantly states the ‘aim of this 

Biodiversity Offset Strategy (BOS) is to demonstrate that appropriate offsets for the residual 

impacts to biodiversity are available and can be delivered. In other words despite no offsets being 

available it was confident it was reasonable to destroy the forest in the path of the new M5. 

The New M5 EIS – Offsets 

The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH)  have developed a Biodiversity Banking and 

Offsets Scheme called ‘BioBanking’. It is designed to address the loss of biodiversity values from 

habitat degradation. 

This scheme claims that Biobanking will ‘help address the loss of biodiversity values, including 

threatened species, due to habitat degradation and loss’. This scheme however, is not rigorous and 

has no integrity. Put simply it is a trading scheme, environment for money. It is wide open to 

manipulation making Biodiversity offsets a potential sham that do not provide strong protection for 

the Australian environment. 

An offset scheme should have clear parameters for example there must be clear demarcation 

between an offset and a no-go zone to make a clear statement that offsetting is not an appropriate 

strategy. This had never been more essential than to a ‘critical habitat and threatened species or 

ecological communities that can withstand no further loss.’ (For more on this read Fundamental 

Principles for Best Practice Biodiversity Offsets Originally published in IMPACT! Issue 96, 

September 2014 – NSW EDO.) 

It is significant the WestConnex have not been able to find a ‘like for like’ forest, because there are 

none comparable to the CRCIF. A couple of landholders are said to be perhaps interested in a 

Biobanking Agreement but this is all extremely vague and not determined. The WestConnex EIS 

then goes on to state that: “When a proponent is unable to locate a ‘like for like’ offset after taking 

reasonable steps, there is an option for ‘supplementary measures.’  Supplementary measures are 

then suggested but there is again no clear information about which might be selected. (P9 EIS 

Executive Statement Appendix T) In fact, it is clear that no certain arrangements would need to be 

made for offsets until years after approval is given. 

So, Westconnex is seeking approval to wipe out a condition for the old M5 approval without 

providing any detailed justification or even a clear offset policy. 

The NSW Environment and Heritage Department have abrogated their responsibility for protecting 

 the environment and to the citizens of NSW by subsidising the destruction of the very things they 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/biodivoffsets/bioffsetspol.htm
https://m5eis.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/new-m5-eis_vol-2h_app-t_biodiversity-offset-strategy.pdf
https://m5eis.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/new-m5-eis_vol-2h_app-t_biodiversity-offset-strategy.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/biobanking/
http://www.nela.org.au/NELA/Documents/Fundamental_Principles_for_Best_Practice_Biodiversity_Offsets.pdf
http://www.nela.org.au/NELA/Documents/Fundamental_Principles_for_Best_Practice_Biodiversity_Offsets.pdf
https://m5eis.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/new-m5-eis_vol-2h_app-t_biodiversity-offset-strategy.pdf
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should be protecting. The department has effectively made itself redundant by allowing a developer 

run planning process to replace genuine evidence based biodiversity assessment. 

Cooks River / Castlereagh Ironbark Forest of the Sydney Basin Bioregion. (CRCIF)  

The Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest of the Sydney Basin Bioregion (CRCIF) ecological 

community in the critically endangered category (17/3/2015). The same ecological 

community Cooks River/Castlereagh Ironbark Forest in the Sydney Basin Bioregion is also listed 

under the New South Wales Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. 

  

(Photo by V. Elton 6/12/2015 – Cycle path through CRCIF Kingsgrove looking west – M5 on the 

left)  

This CRCIF referred to by the WestConnex is located near Beverly Grove Park, Kingsgrove, NSW, 

bordering the current M5. This forest type is currently in good health for its location. A cycle path 

splits the two CRCIF (photo above). The author visited the site on December 12, 2015. 

Page 13/104 New M5 – Biodiversity Assessment provides some history: 

Surveys in 2014 confirmed the presence of CRCIF in the west of the project corridor, adjacent to 

Canterbury Golf Course and the M5 Motorway totalling to 1.8 hectares. The CRCIF patch of 

bushland was intentionally avoided by the original M5 project and is now managed for 

conservation by Roads and Maritime in accordance with the M5 approval conditions. 

The Assessment then downgrades the importance of this critically endangered forest: 

‘While this represents a very small proportion, at less than 0.1 per cent, of the total remnant CRCIF 

http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/129-conservation-advice.pdf
http://www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/threatened/communities/pubs/129-conservation-advice.pdf
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/determinations/CooksRiverCastlereaghIronbarkForestSydneyEndComListing.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/determinations/CooksRiverCastlereaghIronbarkForestSydneyEndComListing.htm
http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/determinations/CooksRiverCastlereaghIronbarkForestSydneyEndComListing.htm
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vegetation (estimated at 1828 hectares (DotE 2015)) within the Sydney Basin Bioregion, it 

comprises the majority of CRCIF within the development site’. 

Once again the EIS language condemns this remnant as insignificant (0.1%). 

This CRCIF is a one of countless examples of a forest being reduced to fragments due to human 

destruction. It was once much larger before the M5 went through, a condition of that was to leave 

1.8 hectares of CRCIF (fenced inside an Ark – photo below). The New M5 seeks to destroy that. 

  

(Photo by V. Elton – 6/12/2015 – CRCIF (aka Cooks River Clay Plain Scrub Forest) – Kingsgrove 

– M5 Linear Ark)  

As seen in the photograph above, the CRCIF is considered so precious and scarce that it is protected 

within a fenced area within the M5 Linear Park -although the P has dropped of Park leaving  ‘Ark’. 

An ark is a place of refuge – designed to protect the things within – so that is appropriate. 

The New M5  from Kings Georges Road plan to remove 1.4 hectares (78%) of this forest, the most 

valuable of the CRCIF, everything behind this sign, this Ark fence. The New M5 will leave just 0.4 

of a hectare (1 acre) which is on the other side of the cycle path (also fenced for its protection) yet 

some of this forest will also be destroyed. 

After describing the forest as a remnant, in an extraordinary manipulation on words, the EIS goes 

on to say of this critically endangered forest: 

The 1.4 hectares to be impacted under the worst case scenario is considered to be of low long-term 

viability due to its high perimeter to area ratio, isolation from larger patches of remnant bushland, 

considerable edge effects from the adjacent M5 Motorway (lighting impacts, noise, human 

disturbance), and the current influence of the adjacent golf course run-off (high nutrients and 

altered hydrology). 

When those responsible for the WestConnex EIS study couldn’t find another like for like for offset 

bargaining chip (EIS p193 Biodiversity Assessment Report – BAR – Appendix G), they tried a 

different tact, using language to describe the outlook for the forest of low long term viability in 

order to give the impression its loss won’t matter as its won’t survive anyway. There is no analysis 

or explanation for the claim that promised protection by the RMS which was a condition for 

approval for the M5 has failed to prevent the forest from  deteriorating. 

When I visited this site in December 2015 and walked between the separated CRCIF forests there 

were Currawongs everywhere (at least nine), in trees calling or on the ground basking in the sun in 

relative safety.  In between and with the currawongs were honeyeaters (at least four). At the western 

end Fairy Wrens (at least ten) were more prevalent foraging on the ground and flitting from ground 

to trees.  Insects were audible and visible showing it was a viable habitat. 

I have rarely seen this forest type in my life. The clay is still evident in areas and the Melaleuca 

within and proximate to moist ground depressions were plenty (see photo below). What I found was 

a healthy stunning forest opposite to the one described in the EIS which they consider to be of low 

long term viability. Yet this forest has endured for years regardless of being encroached by edges, 

cycle-ways or golf courses etc. It is currently protected from degradation by high fences and by the 
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law. 

(Photo by V. Elton 6/12/2015 – CRCIF Kingsgrove – Inside the Ark)  

Some of the trees show a great deal of age (see below) and are still thriving. Sadly the M5 will 

destroy everything in these photographs. 

 

(Photo by V. Elton – CRCIF – Kingsgrove – Inside the Ark showing the age of some trees) 

The CRCIF at Kingsgrove is a high priority site of conservation significance and an amazing story 

of survival. It is disappearing fast and needs to be classed as off limits to urban development. 

The severe reduction of CRCIF from 1.8 hectares of highly viable (regenerating) and stunning 

Cooks River Clay Plain Scrub Forest (its previous title) will leave the remaining one acre without 

the numbers of ‘like trees’ for natural regeneration and that will ensure it is eradicated. 

Photo by V. Elton 6/12/2015 – CRCIF Kingsgrove – Inside the Ark  

 

 The Cooks River Scrub on the left will be destroyed. On the right the Turpentine Forest will be 

removed and replaced by plastic wall so that residents are forced to look down at the tollway 

Conclusion 

Our governments cannot continue to pave the way for the destruction of Australia’s unique 

environment (flora and fauna) degrading human health and destroying Sydney’s heritage. 

If the WestConnex project business case ever becomes sufficiently transparent (to be independently 

assessed) it would show a devastating waste of our taxes for a road that will destroy so much when 
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there are more effective ways to move people than always building more roads. 

This forest (CRCIF) is irreplaceable for this region of Sydney. The Offset program is an illogical 

and damaging process espoused by the NSW Government and the NSW Environment and Heritage 

Department. The State Significant Planning process which heavily favours development should 

never have been allowed to stand in for the Federal process. The loss of this critically endangered 

forest takes away a genuine asset  (as it should be) and replaces it with a devastatingly sad loss. If 

this thought process is allowed to continue, it will result in the complete destruction of other 

critically endangered forest types and animals throughout NSW and Australia. 

Not only is the critically endangered bush going to be destroyed but the bush on the other side of 

the walk and cycleway is going to replaced by a transparent wall looking down at the tollway. 

The M5 Linear walk serves dual purposes. It is an important active transport artery that connects the 

community to each other, as well as schools, shops and train station. It is also, just simply, a lovely 

place to walk or cycle aiding both physical and psychological well-being, reducing stress and 

reconnecting with nature.  

An abundance of research shows that trees improve our air, soil and water-quality. They improve 

mental health and well-being, reduce anger and aggression, and provides a sense of place. Canopy 

coverage over paved surfaces is a cost-effective means of mitigating heat islands and reducing 

emissions of hydrocarbons involved in ozone depletion.  

With tree canopy in our inner suburbs at a low 16%, the protection of what we have now becomes 

even more important. Hundreds of people each day use the M5 linear walk. The high patronage 

makes it a safe place, even late into the evening.  

WestConnex plan to destroy this critically endangered woodland. In its place will be a transparent 

noise wall, the purpose being to “enhance the motorist experience with views across the golf course 

and Beverly Grove Park”. Not too many people would want to take their walk with a view of 10 

lanes of traffic just on the other side of a plastic wall.  

WestConnex spells the destruction of not just this unique environment, but the safety and amenity 

of the overall M5 linear walk.  

It represents a significant loss to biodiversity. It represents a significant loss to the people of 

Beverly Hills and Kingsgrove (for whom we had already lost so much with the legacy M5 in 2001) 
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Review of Greenhouse Gas emissions estimates 

for Westconnex Stage 2 New M5 EIS 
 

Dr Owen Price, South Sydney Greens and Senior Research Fellow, University of Wollongong. 

The EIS for stage 2 of the Westconnex motorway attempts to calculate future emissions from the 

construction and operation of the road and from the vehicles that will use it. The construction phase 

causes a large one-off Greenhouse Gas emissions (473,000 tons), but the vehicles using the road 

will generate the most emissions (~7 m tons/yr). The calculations for the construction and operation 

(14,000 tons/yr) seem reasonable. However, the EIS predicts that by 2031, Greenhouse Gas (GhG) 

emissions from road use will decrease by 229,000 t/yr compared to a scenario based on doing 

minimal road works (2.9% decrease) and this prediction is flawed. The calculation takes several 

factors into account: the general projected growth of road traffic across Sydney; the likely 

preferences of road users to change their current routes to use the new toll; the reduction in 

congestion from adding new capacity and induced travel (the tendency for more journeys to be 

undertaken just because of the increased ease of travel). 

The calculation of a Greenhouse Gas saving is based on three basic deceits: 1) it conceals the 

predicted actual change in GHG emission (27% increase over 10 years); 2) there is a huge 

underestimation of the induced travel effect); and 3) the comparison with a do-minimum scenario is 

a false comparison. 

1. Actual 27% increase in emissions. The modelling predicts an actual 27% increase in GHG 

emissions between 2021 and 2031 with the project (though there are no statistics to compare 

with current emissions). This is completely incompatible with Australia’s commitment to 

reduce GHG emissions by 28% by 2030 or with the agreements reached at the Paris 

Conference to be carbon neutral by 2050. We need to be moving rapidly to reduce road 

travel which is inefficient. For example, road haulage emits three times more GHG than rail 

for the same tonnage. The presentation of the EIS, focussing on the purported saving 

compared to a do-minimum scenario is deeply dishonest in that it conceals the dramatic 

increase in emissions that will occur under this project, as well as under the do-minimum 

scenario.  

2. False comparison. The EIS compares GhG emissions from traffic to a scenario without 

major road works. Considering that billions of dollars of public money is being spent on the 

project, the proper comparison should be with one where that money is invested in an 

alternative project that delivers a reduction in road use (and hence emissions). The 

predictions assume that road traffic will be about 107,000 journeys per day in each direction 

in 2021 and 130,000 by 2031. As an alternative, a bi-directional light or heavy rail line could 

reduce this by as much as 40%, providing a much larger reduction in GhG emissions.  

3. Induced travel. There is a basic understanding in transport economics that if you add 

capacity on a congested road network, the number of vehicles using the network will 

increase until the congestion returns. While the EIS acknowledges such an “induced travel” 

effect, there is no explanation in the 258 page transport report about what assumptions were 
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used. The report seems to have hugely underestimated the effect, as can be seen in some of 

the predicted traffic volumes. For example, it predicts if that all of Westconnex is built, 

traffic flows in the project area will be reduced by 10% and on the Pacific Highway around 

the Cook River by 70% compared to the do-nothing scenario. This conclusion must be based 

on some childishly naive assumptions. In reality, users of these roads will adjust to any new 

ease of movement by increasing journeys. The main reason that the EIS predicts a reduction 

in GHG emissions is that there will be less congestion, based on these predictions of 

relatively low-flow. But, if the full effect of induced travel is taken into account, the level of 

congestion will be the same in 2031 as it is now, and there will be more vehicles affected. 

Thus, instead of a decrease of 2.9% compared to the do-nothing scenario, a 20-30% increase 

is more likely.  
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Serious gaps in AECOM EIS for Landfill site, 

says environmental scientist 
Charlie Pierce - environmental scientist and Laboratory Manager, with professional experience in 

the regulation of NSW landfills.  

Alexandria Landfill – a community problem from Dial a Dump to Westconnex  

In December 2014, the Westconnex Delivery Authority forcibly acquired the massive Alexandria 

Landfill own by Dial a Dump. This is the site on which it plans to build the massive St Peters 

Interchange. Like all long term landfills, it is a highly polluted site. 

The community experienced countless pollution problems with the site during the years that Dial a 

Dump owned it Eventually, after a Sydney Morning Herald expose of environmental problems with 

the site, including that it was  used for illegal dumping of asbestos , the NSW Environmental 

Protection Authority (EPA)  issued Clean Up notice to remove asbestos from what is known as 

Stockpile 21 in the south west corner of the site. When Dial a Dump failed to comply with this 

notice, the EPA extended the notice. The asbestos had still not been removed when Westconnex 

quietly compulsorily acquired the contaminated site. The landfill site closed and the Clean-Up 

notice lapsed. 

Since 2015, Westconnex have been moving material including asbestos contaminated waste from 

the site and taking it to Erskine Park in Sydney’s West. There have been serious allegations that 

Westconnex did not have relevant approvals for these activities or for the huge amount of 

excavation and other work that is being carried out on the site. There have been numerous 

complaints to the EPA about poor practices in the removal of asbestos and more recently noise 

complaints due to very loud rock crushing. Legal investigations are continuing into these matters. 

 

Open truck leaving asbestos stockpile at Alexandria Landfill. No hose down was observable. 

After the Westconnex Delivery Authority was turned in to the private Sydney Motorway 

http://www.smh.com.au/environment/pollution-trail-to-megadump-20111217-1ozxi.html
http://www.altmedia.net.au/westconnex/102227
http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/cleanup-of-asbestos-on-westconnex-site-in-st-peters-under-scrutiny-20150925-gjuvbw.html
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Corporation in October 2015, the land was again transferred to NSW Roads and Maritime Services. 

In November 2015, NSW EPA issued a fresh  clean-up notice for Stockpile 21. In fact, residents 

had observed and photographed activities on this stockpile for many months before the fresh notice 

had even been issued. There were media reports that Westconnex was not consistently following 

regulations of wetting contaminated soil before removal, both at St Peters and Erskine Park where it 

was dumped. 

In addition to the $13 million of public funds, AECOM has been paid to produce this EIS, it also 

received an additional contract of nearly $2 million to develop a plan for an environmentally safe 

way to close the site. 

According to a SMH report last week, Sydney Motorway Corporation claims to have already spent 

$50 million cleaning up the site. The information below raises serious questions about whether 

concerns about costs are leading it to cut corners and go for cheaper options. It also raises questions 

about whether Westconnex was misleading the public when it claimed no remediation or excavation 

was happening. 

The matters raised by Charlie Pierce are serious ones for the health and safety of the local 

community and workers now and into the future. They must be dealt with transparently. There 

needs to be an independent review of the New M5 EIS. 

Pierce is commenting on those parts of the EIS that deal with the Alexandria Landfill site. This is 

complex material. More time should have been given for the community to be able to get 

independent advice on a huge range of technical issues. 

Brief summary  

1. The New Clean-up notice was not even mentioned in the EIS. This means that 

information about sampling, testing and removing asbestos is also not included.  

2. There are unacceptable high levels of ammonia which would not have been expected 

from a landfill that supposedly only accepted inert materials. There is no provision for 

an industrial discharger to allow material to be safely released into the sewer. There is no 

explanation for this in the EIS.  

3. Groundwater issues – Inadequate testing and assurance framework involving 

potentially dangerous compounds  

4. Capping of landfills is a crucial issue during landfill closure. The EIS proposes a level of 

capping which preferences minimising capping over best practice.  

5. No discharge license could be found for RMS. If it has no licence, discharging is illegal.  

6. No details are provided for how phenolics are being handled. This is a serious oversight.  

7. No leachate modelling is provided in the EIS. The requirement for this was mentioned 

many times in the Landfill Guidelines.  

  

1. New Clean-Up notice not mentioned in EIS 

The Clean-up notice issued on 6 November 2015 for License 12594 was not mentioned in EIS. The 

https://newmatilda.com/2015/10/02/westconnexs-asbestos-problem/
https://newmatilda.com/2015/10/02/westconnexs-asbestos-problem/
http://www.smh.com.au/nsw/landfill-site-stoush-could-blow-out-westconnex-cost-20160124-gmcuq3.html
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matters raised were discussed with the EPA prior to 6 November and well before the public release 

of the EIS. Why wasn’t this matter included in the EIS? 

This Clean up notice requires Roads and Maintenance Services to: 

• commence sampling, testing and removal of asbestos waste material in accordance with the 

Proposal by no later than 7 December 2015. It is essential that this compliance be reported 

as part of the EIS program to provide surety for the community that RMS is competently 

managing this contamination issue. What are the results of this testing?  

• must undertake air monitoring carried out for the detection of airborne asbestos fibres in 

accordance with the Air Monitoring Regime during the removal of any material from 

Stockpile 21 (asbestos stockpile). These results must be publicly released to provide 

residents with confidence that their health has not been compromised. RMS should disclose 

the results of this testing.  

• When sampling, testing and removal of asbestos waste in accordance with this notice is 

occurring Stockpile 21 must be sectioned off and access restricted to all staff or any other 

persons. What evidence is there that these security measures were completed in time to meet 

the conditions of this notice?  

• No leachate modelling is set out in the EIS. This was required by the Secretary of Planning  

2. Ammonia Release 

Ammonia is released in solid waste landfill through protein degradation under anaerobic conditions. 

If this landfill had been an inert waste landfill and a resource recovery facility for the last 30 years, 

where did these elevated ammonia concentrations originate? This is evidence that there was a 

significant putresible component to the waste in the past which means there needs to be a level 

of protection during closure commensurate with international best practice which includes 

the NSW Draft Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Landfills 2nd edn JN 2015-0111. 

Sydney Water’s ammonia Trade Waste Limit for the site is 100 mg/L (as NH3-N). The average 

concentration was reported to be 127 mg/L and the maximum was 404 mg/L. Normally, Sydney 

Water would require an Industrial discharger to commence a project to meet their criteria. Failing to 

do so would mean that the discharge to sewer can no longer continue. The technology to install a 

simple nitrification cell is not complex and most large landfills and other industrial dischargers with 

high ammonia levels have these in place. It is unclear why Sydney Water has not made this a 

specific requirement for the Alexandria Landfill. The EIS did not identify plan B should Sydney 

Water cancel the discharge license. 

Where would  RMS dispose of 730,000 litres of leachate a day if it cannot be discharged to 

sewer?  

3. Other Groundwater contamination/Leachate Issues 

• Historically, total recoverable hydrocarbons was an indicator parameter used as an 

inexpensive means to determine what other contaminants may be present. Testing results 
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show that the TRH C34to C40 concentrations were elevated. Organic contamination in this 

carbon range includes Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH’s). The EIS identified this 

group of compounds as one of the contaminants of concern following AECOM’s Phase 2 

investigation. Given this level of contamination and concern noted in the phase 2 

investigation, it seems unlikely that Naphthalene was the only PAH detected in the 

leachate. Were other PAH’s tested and identified? If not, why not?  

• This project’s environmental consultants have contracted Australian Laboratory Services 

(ALS) as their accredited service provider for analytical testing. Section M3 of EPL licence 

4627 requires that all testing be done by methods on NSW EPA’s Approved Methods 

list. ALS sulfate testing is by their in-house method EN/ED041 G (Sulfate by discrete 

analyser method) which is not on the list of approved methods.  

• ALS have a variety of testing methods that are priced on the basis of detection level and 

sensitivity. Like many other laboratories ALS have a less expensive GCMS option for 

straight injection of extracted solvent in the GCMS (EP075/76) for quantifying phenol 

containing compounds. This method routinely under represents many compounds like 

pentachlorophenol as it requires derivatisation for full quantitation. As this is a more 

expensive option, inexperienced consultants will choose this compound.It is noted that 

pentachlorophenol is commonly found in leachate samples found to contain phenol.  

• Section 4 of EPA’s Landfill Guidelines specify that the ionic balance should be ± 5 %. 

It was found to be up to 10 % during this assessment which is twice the guideline value. 

This is seen as another indicator of the poor quality assurance framework and lack of 

environmental expertise associated with this entire investigation.  

4. Closure Cover 

• Landfills continue to emit contamination for more than 50 years following site closure. For 

this reason it is essential to follow prescribed practices to ensure that public health and the 

environment are not at risk. Capping (the top layer of a closed landfill) is designed to inhibit 

infiltration of water through the landfill to ensure that leachate generation is minimised. The 

NSW EPA established benchmark techniques in the Landfill Guidelines for capping to 

ensure that all landfills are designed to control environmental emissions. The capping 

advocated in the M5 EIS has a greater focus on minimising the depth of the capping 

layer rather than meeting EPA benchmark requirements.As there is evidence that 

significant putresible waste was received at the facility, it is essential that the capping 

material meet the requirements from the guidelines that will be in place as it is 

closed. The EIS purports to include the Landfill Closure and Management Plan 

(LCMP) but the details in the EIS are inadequate to be considered as a closure plan. 

The EIS clearly states that the proponents negotiated with the EPA for a closure 

program which would result in standards that fall well below targets in the 

Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Guidelines. ( Ed: AECOM were paid $2 million 

in addition to $13 million for the whole EIS to develop this plan.)   

• Looking at the “Alexander landfill Closure Plan Typical Capping Layer” (Figure M5-LDS-

SKT-700-320-DR-7805A) as a benchmark, the following deficiencies are noted in relation 
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to the Landfill Guideline Benchmark:  

• The Alexander Landfill cap has a re-vegetation level set at 500 mm. The EPA 

guideline is a revegetation layer at least 1000 mm thick and comprising clean soils 

and vegetation with root systems that will not penetrate into lower layers. The upper 

200 mm should be a topsoil layer, which can include compost to help with vegetative 

establishment and growth. The revegetation layer should promote water removal by 

evapotranspiration and runoff; protect the sealing layer from desiccation and/or 

damage; and sustain microbial populations that oxidise a proportion of any methane 

passing up through the cap. Clearly the proposed vegetation level does not meet the 

benchmark.  

• The proposed Alexander Landfill cap has a minimum 500 millimetre thick low 

permeability material layer with permeability of10 –8 metres per second. The EPA 

requirement for solid waste landfills is a composite sealing layer, comprising a lower 

compacted clay layer and an upper flexible membrane liner. The compacted clay 

layer should be at least 600 mm thick, with an in-situ saturated hydraulic 

conductivity of less than 1 x 10–9m/s. The clay should contain no rock or soil 

clumps greater than 50 mm in any dimension. The Alexander landfill is 17 % less 

thick and the permeability is 10 times greater than the benchmark. Using simple 

maths (83 % x0.1), the Alexander landfill is only about 8.3 % as effective as the 

guideline benchmark.  

• The EPA Landfill Guidelines permit a lower level of protection in only two cases, 

when there was no putresible waste disposed or landfills located in remote arid 

zones. This was not the case for the Alexander Landfill.  

5. Botany Sands Groundwater Extraction Bores. 

• The groundwater collected in the groundwater extraction bores from the landfill was 

collected in 50,000 L tanks and discharged into the stormwater drains. An examination of all 

licences held by RMS could not locate any legal discharge licence near the Alexander 

Landfill. If RMS does not have a EPL discharge licence than these discharges have been 

illegal ever since the RMS took control of the site. There is no evidence of any contaminant 

assessment of these discharges nor comparison compliance with water guideline values.  

6. Gas Testing Results  

• Table 12 shows vinyl chloride levels as high as 485 ppb in the test samples of landfill gas. 

This data in 5.6.2.2 is reported without commentary. Since this compound was found at 

relatively high concentrations in the gas, it is likely that it will be detectable in the ground 

water and should be tested. Vinyl chloride comes from break down of compounds like 

trichloroethene and perchloroethene by dehydrohalogenation alkyl halides. For these 

reasons, not testing nor reporting on the presence of this group of compounds (volatile 

halocarbons) is seen as an oversight.  

• In Section 5.6.2.3 for estimating landfill gas generation rates it was assumed that food waste 
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was removed from the C&I waste stream. This assumption is baseless given the types of 

gases present and the ammonia level in the landfill leachate. What were the qualifications of 

the team that made these assumptions? Does a new landfill EIS need to be developed?  

7. Table 14 

(This table can be found on p 37 of Appendix F ) 

The Landfill Guidelines require phenols be tested as Total phenolics which is identified as the 

summation of 17 individual phenol-containing compounds identified by USEPA Method 8040 

(USEPA 1992). This usually requires GCMS testing following derivatisation in modern accredited 

laboratories. Many inexperienced consultants often attempt to test for total phenol using the 4 

amino-antipyrine (AATP) colourimetric method or GCMS testing without derivatisations since 

these options are much cheaper. The EIS does not provide details of the specific methods 

undertaken in this investigation. This is a serious oversight. The 4 AATP method suffers from two 

problems, it routinely underestimates phenolic concentrations and it does not identify the phenol 

compound present. Phenol containing compounds have grossly different toxicities so it is important 

to know which compound is present. Chlorinated phenolics also have lower acceptable 

concentrations when discharging to sewer. 

8. Water Modelling. 

Landfill environmental management is centred on the need to control water as it moves through a 

landfill. There are several management options but to make correct decisions it is necessary to 

conduct a thorough water modelling assessment to examine the mass balance of water entering the 

system from above and below. This EIS CLMP did not address the issue or strategy for water 

modelling. Leachate modelling was identified as a necessary requirement in Section 2.3 of the 

Landfill Guidelines and was mentioned over 50 times throughout the guidelines. Failure to 

provide any real modelling is a a serious oversight. 

As stated previously, vinyl chloride and other halogenated volatiles found in the landfill gas 

testing should be analysed in the groundwater as these are often a good markers of landfill 

contaminated groundwater since they are often in the front of the plume. 

  

 

https://m5eis.files.wordpress.com/2015/11/new-m5-eis_vol-2a_app-f_landfill-closure-management-plan.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phenols
http://www3.epa.gov/airtoxics/hlthef/vinylchl.html
http://www3.epa.gov/airtoxics/hlthef/vinylchl.html
http://www3.epa.gov/airtoxics/hlthef/vinylchl.html
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Conclusion 

Most of the claimed benefits arise from activities that are peripheral to the core project. They could 

equally well be delivered as standalone projects. As such, they can provide no justification for the 

wider project, and indeed, it is a failure of process that they have not been listed as alternatives to 

the current project.  

It is a failure of process that where alternatives have not been considered, even where they are 

required to have been considered. Where alternatives are acknowledged, they are dismissed without 

being properly considered.  

The purpose of an EIS is not to determine the best way of doing something that should not be done 

at all. It is to determine both what the best way of doing something is, and whether the probably 

benefits of doing so are reasonably likely to exceed the possible costs by an adequate margin. 

This EIS does not do that. It acknowledges that this project is not viable on its own, but it assumes 

that the acknowledged and numerous shortfalls in this project will be fixed by the next project. It 

asks us to trust that this project will be different, or if it isn't, the next project will make things 

better, not worse.  

The reputation of RMS has been damaged by each failed Toll road project it has presided over, of 

which there have been many. The reputation of the Department of Planning is now on the line. If 

this project is approved despite its myriad manifest deficiencies there are two certainties. The first 

certainty is that the reputation of the Department of Planning will be damaged. The other certainty 

if this obviously inadequate project is approved, is that the next project – the M4-M5 link - will be 

worse. 

To be legitimately performed, the consultation process requires the sharing of all available and 

relevant information, including the best available assessment of the cost and benefits. Until this 

information is made available and reviewed, consultation cannot properly be said to have happened. 
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