Dear Emma,

Thank you once again for all the organising & support that you gave myself & all residents in
relation to this inquiry. We appreciate it & the support of the whole committee.

In response to Daniel Mookhey’s question taken on notice;
Question taken on notice;

1. Inso far as you reached an agreement, are you in position to shed light on the difference
between Sydney Metro’s first position and the position you agreed? Did it go up or down?

The difference between the first position and the last position.

Answer:

Sydney Metro’s last offer that my husband Jason & | agreed upon had an approx. increase of
73.19% from their first offer in Dec 2020.

There was an increase of 73.19%.

Please also see the attached correction to the transcript. The words ‘we are’” are replaced
with the word ‘or’.

Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact me either by

email or

Kind regards,

Christine Vella
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own place and give our kids everything that we could. But also for my neighbours, ultimately it is their
superannuation as well. When you are 76 years old and someone rips that in half, it is very scary and terrifying.
Everybody has a story and everybody's home should be treated with respect. If the Government can minimise
acquisitions and they are not then they should be held accountable. That should be number one.

Number two, going through this process, like we said, the construction footprint of Orchard Hills is
absolutely massive. We do not have any adequate answers as to why that is so. There should be regulations in
relation to that. If there is not a necessary reason to take someone's home, it should not be taken. There needs to
be accountability held for that. As for the uplift, the main problem we have in establishing the valuation of our
home is the legislation. I feel and my husband feels—and I think it is a general feeling of the community—that
the legislation is heavily weighted towards the Government. It is not until you get into the process—it has been a
huge learning curve.

A year ago my husband and I thought we were well aware of the process. We had met many times with
Transport for NSW. We felt we were well schooled in compulsory acquisition and the process to come—but we
were not. At every turn we were hit with unexpected legislation, which made it very, very difficult to establish
even a relatively okay valuation of our property. It is good enough to say that $100,000 is a lot of money, but
$100,000 is no good to me if it cannot buy me what I have. As soon as government representatives knock on your
door you have instantaneously lost your home and are removed from your area because there is no way that you
can establish a proper rate. After that happens, because the public purpose has been advertised it can be argued in
a court of law that a percentage needs to be deducted from every sale that happens from there in. You will always
be behind. There is nothing that can be argued that you can use a like-for-like property for your own.

The CHAIR: Why did you then reach an agreement with Sydney Metro prior to the compulsory
acquisition? What determined that decision?

Mrs CHRISTINE VELLA: My husband and I reached an agreement with Sydney Metro purely for the
fact that we did not want to proceed to court. That is the reason why. We have suffered greatly. Our family has
suffered. Our marriage has suffered. Our children have suffered. We felt that we did not want to take the risk of
going to court.

The CHAIR: Is there some relief now with having had the process effectively end? Do you know how
much money you have got to be able to look for another place?

Mrs CHRISTINE VELLA: There is some relief, in that respect. There is some respite. However, as
I said earlier, we are not financially better off. I do not want that to—it was a decision made with the risk factor
taken into account and also a mental health factor taken into account. There are numerous reasons. Like I said,
I do not think anybody—I can only speak for myself but, no, we are not financially better off. We are in the same
position as what we began with.

The CHAIR: Will you be able to now find another property in the area?

Mrs CHRISTINE VELLA: We are actively trying but, like T said, it will be to our detriment. If we
happen to find another property in the area we will be significantly worse off for it.

The Hon. DANIEL MOOKHEY: Mr Grima, you made repeated references to the issue of the
biodiversity. Just so I can properly understand that, you have three trees on your property and they discounted the
value of the compensation as a result. Is that basically it?

Mrs GRIMA: That is correct.
Mr GRIMA: Three trees in the biodiversity [inaudible].

The Hon. DANIEL MOOKHEY: And you kept these trees, as you said, to provide shade to your
animals. Is that correct?

Mr GRIMA: Yes.

Mrs GRIMA: We have cattle on the—

Mr GRIMA: We have cattle and we thought we would leave them there.

The Hon. DANIEL MOOKHEY: How much was your property discounted? What was the range?
Mr GRIMA: From, say, 200 down to 80.

Mrs GRIMA: [Disorder].

The Hon. DANIEL MOOKHEY: Sorry? They discounted your value by $120,000?
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