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Knowing a project is government -backed usually makes institutions more inclined to 

loan, as the state guarantees the debt. Because the NSW government isn't 

guaranteeing the loans made to SMC, banks and private equity firms are effectively 

being asked to loan money to a private company with no history, whose only product 

is an unbuilt tollway that many predict will fail.  

 

The claim that SMC was privatised to protect NSWÕs credit rating is also strange. 

Interest rates are at record lows, and state debt isnÕt high. Borrowing to fund 

infrastructure shouldnÕt create too many issues in this context Ð unless, of course, the 

infrastructure is at risk of not being able to repay the debt. In  which case, the claim 

that privatising the SMC was needed to keep its debt off the state ledger should raise 

alarm bells, not quiet them.  

 

C(ii). Community consulta tion and planning processes for the project were rushed 

and cursory in nature  

 

Other projec ts less complex and impactful than the various stages of WestConnex 

have been allocated considerably more time when it comes to the environmental 

impact assessment process. Compounding this was the fact that at least one 

WestConnex environmental impact statement (EIS), the New M5, was only open for 

submissions over Christmas and the summer holidays.  

 

The fact that the timeframes granted were at times longer than the statutory 30 -day 

requirement is irrelevant given the size, scope, and socio -economic cost o f each stage 

of WestConnex.  

 

The time allocated to the EIS was inadequate for submissions and findings of EIS to be 

considered, summarised and incorporated. I worked extensively on the EIS 

submissions made by WestConnex Action Group (WAG), which were compiled using a 

network of experts and actively involved individuals who analysed key sections of the 

EIS for our submission. Even then, WAG found it difficult to compile our responses in 

the allotted time. We cannot believe that ordinary residents, especiall y those 

compiling submissions on their own, would have been able to manage this process 

effectively in the time allowed.  

 

This is important, as EIS submissions should inform any determinations made by the 

Department of Planning and Environment  (DPE), as well as any conditions of approval 
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designed to protect the community from the worst impacts. If the community does not 

have time to adequately respond, the process has failed. 

 

The NSW government and the DPE were well aware of the depth community anger at 

the short period of time given for public review and submissions. WAG’s campaigns in 

regards to the unacceptably short WestConnex M4 East EIS submission period saw 

hundreds of people jam the phone lines at the Minister’s office on two separate 

occasions, and triggered hundreds of emails sent to the Minister for Planning to ask 

for an extension to 90 days for all WestConnex EIS submissions. Many people did not 

even receive an acknowledgement of, let alone reply to, their requests.  

 

The Minister, who at the time was Rob Stokes, was told repeatedly a 55-day 

submission period was not enough time for the community to absorb and respond to 

this project’s massive EIS. Despite this, he failed to grant an extension. He has stated 

that he acts on the advice of his Department in such matters. Members of the public 

who contacted the Department during this period were repeatedly told the matter of 

an extension was still under consideration. Ultimately, the requests were declined. 

 

The failure to grant such an extension in the basis of such an obvious need, and to 

release this EIS at a time when many affected residents, businesses, government 

departments and local councils are away, can only be interpreted as an attempt to 

maintain the lack of transparency surrounding WestConnex, as well as an effort to 

avoid proper process by circumventing community input. 

 

C(iii) Conflict of interest issues 

 

A number of companies have held contracts to work on different elements of the 

WestConnex project in ways that give rise to grave conflicts of interest. The most 

serious of these concern the contracts awarded to AECOM. 

 

AECOM was contracted to perform the environmental impact statements (EISs) for the 

M4 East, New M5 and M4-M5 Link sections of WestConnex. These EISs should have 

been independent, thorough and objective analyses of the environmental, economic 

and social impacts of these projects, as well as alternatives that could have delivered 

the same objectives more effectively. 
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However, AECOM also has deep interests in the planning and construction of the 

project, raising serious questions about the independence and integrity of the 

planning assessment process for WestConnex. 

 

The same firm has previously recently paid approximately $200 million to settle 

negligence claims for its traffic modelling for a privately owned toll-road in Brisbane. 

Legal firm Maurice Blackburn represented investors who sought to recover losses of 

more than $150 million from AECOM, and eventually secured costs inclusive 

settlement of $121 million was secured on a “no admissions” basis. 

 

An international spokeswoman for AECOM told the media that the company would 

not be doing traffic modelling any more. Yet it is responsible for producing much of 

the traffic modelling for WestConnex as part of its work on these EISs. 

 

Even before its EISs were published or any feedback received, AECOM had already 

endorsed WestConnex on its website. It claimed - though these references seem to 

have been removed now - that “WestConnex will assist in making Sydney a more 

liveable city by reconnecting communities, enhancing centres and significantly 

improving the urban domain along Parramatta Road” and will “provide welcome relief 

from congestion on the M4 and Parramatta Road…”. 

 

These claims are hotly contested. An independent study commissioned by City of 

Sydney found that WestConnex will actually increase traffic congestion on Parramatta 

Road. The Sydney Morning Herald reported that the proponent’s own traffic 

assessments show that the $16.8 billion WestConnex will not stop Sydney traffic from 

worsening. 

 

AECOM has been awarded at least six contracts for WestConnex. The contracts have 

a combined value of over $9 million, and cover a range of services. The company may 

have been awarded more recent contracts since the SMC took responsibility for 

WestConnex and stopped publishing the project’s contracts. Its previous contracts can 

be found here: http://whywestconnex.herokuapp.com/  

 

These are huge conflicts of interest when it comes to its contracts to deliver EISs for 

other parts of the project. Perhaps this is why the EISs produced by AECOM reading 

as a sales document in many instances, rather than an independent evaluation. Every 

serious objection that is raised is simply batted away as insignificant. Many areas of 

analysis were profoundly deficient. 
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Such conflicts of interests raise serious doubts over the quality and independence of 

these critical EISs for WestConnex. 

 

Arup, a company that was also involved in developing the early WestConnex business 

case and has held other WestConnex contracts, was also paid by the NSW 

Department of Planning and Environment to assist in the assessment of Stage 2 of 

WestConnex.  

 

C(iv). Multiple WestConnex contractors have a history of corruption accusations 
and/or making large political donations 
 

Several of the firms awarded contracts on the projects have also been accused of 

corruption on a global scale. 

 

In the case of Leighton Holdings (now known as CIMIC) and Samsung C&T, these 

accusations relate directly to the practices it engaged in to secure billion-dollar 

government contracts overseas.  

 

In April 2016, a joint Fairfax Media and Huffington Post investigation named both 

companies as having paid huge bribes to government officials via a Monaco-based 

intermediary, Unaoil, in order to secure government contracts to build oil industry 

infrastructure in the Middle East (Leighton) and Africa (Samsung). This investigation 

can be read in full at: http://www.smh.com.au/interactive/2016/the-bribe-factory/ 

 

It is incredibly disturbing that Leighton was bribing government officials overseas at 

the same time it was making huge donations to the Liberal, National and Labor parties 

here in Australia, and being awarded contracts to build three stages of WestConnex. 

 

A search by Sydney newspaper City Hub of the Democracy for Sale donations website 

showed that since 2005, Leightons have donated more than $1,320,968 to Liberal, 

Labor and National parties during periods when key decisions were being made to 

support the WestCONnex by NSW and Federal politicians of both major parties. Since 

the late 1990s, the company and its subsidiaries have donated more than $3 million to 

the major parties. (Source: http://www.altmedia.net.au/questions-to-be-answered-

over-leightons-involvement-in-westconnex/114897) 
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The accusations are all the more concerning given this isn’t the first time the company 

has faced accusations of making corrupt payments to buy its way into government 

contracts. 

 

For Samsung to have been accused of engaging in the same kind of corruption makes 

the matter all the more serious, as it has been awarded billion-dollar construction 

contracts to work with Leighton on the WestConnex M4 East and New M5 by the 

NSW Government. 

 

Leighton is far from the only company involved in the project to have made huge 

donations to the Labor, Liberal or National parties at state and/or federal level. A slew 

of companies involved in its development, construction and financing are also major 

corporate donors to one or more of these political parties, and made large donations 

during periods when key decisions about WestConnex were being made. This 

includes Transurban, Macquarie, Thiess and John Holland. 

 

The NSW public deserves to know why billions of dollars of our money is being 

handed to companies accused of corruption, and whether the political donations 

made by companies involved in WestConnex have had any influence on the decision-

making process. 

 

D. The compulsory acquisition of property for the project 
 

The process by which the compulsory acquisition of property has taken place for 

WestConnex has been, in too many cases, brutal and deeply unfair. I know this from 

my own family’s experience, as well as the many residents who came to me via the 

WestConnex Action Group or after seeing me speak publicly to share their own 

experiences of the process. 

 

In addition, I believe there are serious questions to be answered about the way in 

which compulsory acquisitions proceedings were allowed to commence before 

planning approvals were granted, and may have taken place even where properties 

were not required for building the road. 

 

D(i). My family’s compulsory acquisition 
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My own family’s experience can be summarised as follows. We were delighted to 

purchase our first family home at Brown St in St Peters in July 2014, after searching 

for months across Sydney’s Inner West for a suitable property. 

 

It was during this property search that my husband and I first became aware of the 

WestConnex project. We were researching suburbs throughout the Inner West, and 

noticed that while the project’s name came up consistently, there were no clear details 

about where it would be built, apart from the fact that it was supposed to follow 

Parramatta Rd. 

 

When we began doing our due diligence on  Brown St, we decided to make some 

inquiries to see if the property could be impacted by the project, particularly as it was 

within the large area that had been identified as being within an F6 road reservation 

dating back to the 1950s. After calling Marrickville Council and the Roads and 

Maritime Service (RMS), my husband was referred to the WestConnex Delivery 

Authority (WDA), which was the public body responsible for delivering the project 

prior to being privatised as the Sydney Motorway Corporation (SMC). 

 

When my husband spoke to the WDA in early July 2014, he identified our property by 

street address and lot number, and asked specifically whether it was likely to be 

impacted by the WestConnex project, especially given that government documents 

about the project stated there would be an exit build in St Peters.  

 

My husband was told that while the road reservation meant the property could 

potentially be acquired for a future road project, there were “no current plans” to 

acquire it for WestConnex. At the time, we didn’t have any reason to distrust or doubt 

what we were being told – our thinking was, why would the government lie about this, 

or refuse to answer the question truthfully when asked so directly? – so we did not 

request the assurance in writing. Of course, we soon discovered how misplaced that 

trust was. 

 

We duly purchased the property and moved in just after settlement in early 

September 2014. But on the morning of the Melbourne Cup day that year – one day 

short of our two-month anniversary of moving into our home – we learned our home 

was one of over 80 in the area marked for forced acquisition for WestConnex. We also 

learned that what had been described an exit in St Peters was in fact a vast, LA-style 

spaghetti interchange, with the surrounding roads to be turned into six-lane highways. 

The timing of the announcement was clearly designed by the NSW government as an 
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attempt to bury bad news, given most of the state’s media would be focused on the 

outcome of the Cup.  

 

I was home at the time two employees from the WDA knocked on the door to give us 

the bad news. The employees were extremely young – they looked to be in their early 

twenties – and could offer very little detail about how the process would proceed, or 

even the likelihood that our particular home would be acquired.  

 

It should go without saying that a government body should have a high enough level 

of professionalism and responsibility to ensure that only experienced, caring and 

knowledgeable staff are chosen to deliver news about compulsory acquisitions to 

residents, given the devastating and potentially far-reaching emotional, social and 

financial impacts such news has on its recipients. That the NSW government chose to 

use young, inexperienced, and unknowledgeable people to deliver it instead was the 

first of many instances where it failed to uphold its duty of care to residents. 

 

On 23 August 2016, The Sydney Morning Herald published an opinion piece I wrote 

about the compulsory acquisition process as it stood at that time under the former 

NSW Premier Mike Baird, after a leaked letter revealed his government had 

deliberately hidden the results of a review due to fears it would add costs and delays 

to projects like WestConnex.  

 

I’ve reproduced this article in full below, as it remains a strong description of the 

process, and the manner with which the government routinely denied people of their 

legal entitlements when making offers of compensation: 

 

The human toll of Mike Baird’s WestConnex 
 

Here are just a few of the statements Premier Mike Baird has made in recent 

weeks regarding his government's handling of compulsory acquisitions for 

WestConnex. 

 

“We have to be generous and caring.” “We have to do everything possible to 

minimise the inconvenience.” “I strongly believe the process has not been 

anywhere near as good as it should be.” 

 

They are fine words. But now we know that every time Baird made these kinds 

of statements, he and his government weren't simply failing to follow them 
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through. They were going out of their way to make sure that the compulsory 

acquisition process remains unfair, unjust, and unchanged. 

 

The NSW Land Acquisition (Just Terms Compensation) Act 1991 gives you the 

right to "just compensation" if your property is compulsorily acquired. This 

includes its market value, limited compensation for non-financial disadvantage, 

and the losses or expenses you incur as a result of the acquisition. Because of 

this, the public perception of the process is that you'll be well compensated if 

the government comes knocking for your home or business. 

 

But the NSW government was warned three years ago by a parliamentary 

committee chaired by Liberal MP Matt Kean that the system was unfair to 

landowners. In February 2014, it was handed another report by David Russell, 

SC, after it commissioned him to review the compulsory acquisition process. 

 

Despite spending $100,000 of taxpayer money on the Russell review, the NSW 

government has never released its recommendations - and now we know why. 

A letter sent to Baird in December 2015 by his Finance Minister Dominic 

Perrottet says, in short, that fully implementing the reforms Russell 

recommended to make the system fairer would result in more disputes, more 

complex valuations - and more costs to projects like WestConnex. 

 

It should come as no surprise, then, that there have been many reports of the 

Baird government offering people whose properties are being acquired for 

WestConnex - my own family included - hundreds of thousands of dollars 

below what we're legally entitled to receive. On top of this, it's used 

aggressive tactics to push people to accept these offers. 

 

In one case reported to WestCONnex Action Group [note: this was reported to 

me directly], Roads and Maritime Service (RMS) staff informed a resident that if 

he didn't accept their offer by close of business, they'd strip $70,000 from it. 

That's not paying "market value". That's hardball negotiation. 

 

This is not something that's affecting one or two people. It is happening across 

the board. And it can only be interpreted as a systematic strategy to make 

people fight for their legal entitlements. 
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The toll this takes on people is horrific. Residents have suffered serious health 

issues as a result of the stress, including anxiety and depression severe enough 

to warrant medical treatment. 

 

One particularly distressing example involved a former neighbour of mine, an 

elderly man who had received a disastrous offer for the home he'd lived in his 

entire life. He told me this was placing him under such strain that he went to 

bed each night hoping he wouldn't wake up the next morning, "because then 

all this would be over". 

 

This process can go on for months before you either accept your RMS offer, or 

your case goes to the Valuer General - but this doesn't mean things will 

improve. If this happens, you will lose your home or business, even though still 

haven't received any compensation. The RMS will start charging you full market 

rent. And you'll still have to pay the mortgage on the property you no longer 

own. 

 

Baird and his government are doing this because they can. They know most 

people will be too frightened to speak out – and that many will settle for tens, 

if not hundreds, of thousands of dollars less than they should. 

 

For people in their 30s or 40s, such a compromise will set them back years. I 

cannot begin to fathom how badly such a loss will affect people who've 

reached the end of their working lives. 

 

In my family's case, we now have to take the government to court to have any 

hope of closing the six-figure gap that now exists between its offer and our 

claim. This would add months to a process that started in November 2014, and 

cost up to $140,000 in legal expenses. We've also been told the RMS is likely 

to evict us from our home in September, months before any demolitions in our 

area begin. 

 

But for far too many people, the costs of taking legal action – financial, 

psychological and emotional – are just too high. 

 

So they waive their rights. They sign on the dotted line. And the brutal system 

Mike Baird refuses to change goes on. 

 



 

Submission: Inquiry into the impact of the WestConnex project - Page 48 of 71 

 

Original article: https://www.smh.com.au/opinion/the-human-toll-of-mike-bairds-

westconnex-20160823-gqz3uc.html  

 

In our case, it took us close to two and a half years of negotiations with the RMS 

before we received the compensation to which we were legally entitled. We ended up 

having to take the RMS to the Land and Environment Court in order to do so. It was at 

the Court mediation that we agreed a settlement of $1.85m, by which time our home 

had already been demolished. 

 

This settlement was nearly $350,000 more than the first offer made to us by the RMS 

in May 2015, which was just over $1.5m. This enormous gap would have made it 

impossible for my family to remain in the local area. Yet such a gap is entirely in line 

with the experience of the many other residents I spoke to throughout our compulsory 

acquisition process, who reported receiving offers that were hundreds of thousands of 

dollars below what they were legally entitled to. 

 

One aspect that was particularly disturbing to us was that the Valuer-General’s 

determination – which is supposed to be an independent assessment – was almost 

identical to the last offer we’d rejected from the RMS. In fact, it was less. 

 

By the time we had reached that stage of the acquisition process in April 2016, the 

RMS had increased their offer to just over $1.737m. If the Valuer-General had indeed 

been impartial, you would expect their assessment to come close to the $1.85m we 

eventually received. Instead, the determination we received from the Valuer-General 

was $1.732m – around $5,000 less than the RMS offer we’d rejected, and nearly 

$118,000 less than the amount we eventually received through the Court. 

 

Something is clearly wrong with the Valuer-General process of assessing compulsory 

acquisition claims when it is biased so heavily in favour of government agencies over 

ordinary residents. In my opinion, this is directly related to the fact that the process of 

valuing compulsory acquisition claims has been outsourced to private operators, 

rather than handled within the public service. 

 

In our case, the valuer for our property,  of Cumberland Property 

Consulting Pty Ltd (ABN 42 607 685 978), had only just established his valuation 

business in August 2015. At the time, we could find very little information about his 

company and its history, no website, no address apart from a PO Box, no social media 
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profiles on Linked In or elsewhere, and very little on Google beyond basic company 

registration information. That remains the case to this day. 

 

If  and the other valuers commissioned by the Valuer-General office are 

reliant on repeat business from the NSW government, I can imagine the pressure to 

hand down valuations that are in line with what the government agencies want, rather 

than what residents are legally entitled to, would be very great. It would be 

worthwhile for the Committee to investigate whether this process is indeed 

independent, or if it is another means of forcing residents to either accept less 

compensation than they are legally entitled to, or spending anywhere up to $150,000 

taking the NSW government to the Land and Environment Court (Court). 

 

That the RMS and the Value-General’s office appeared to have taken a deliberate and 

systematic approach to denying our legally entitlements was proven to us almost as 

soon as we began the Court process. In the months leading up to our Court 

mediation, the RMS had increased the last offer it made before our case went to the 

Valuer-General by nearly $50,000 to just over $1.737m. During the mediation, it took 

just a few hours to for them to reach the final figure of $1.85m we agreed to settle for. 

 

The RMS’s adversarial approach added years to our case. I still find it difficult to 

describe the emotional strain this put us under. I lost so much weight that people who 

had not seen me recently would note that I looked gaunt. My husband and I suffered 

bouts of insomnia for years. We were forced to pay rent to the RMS to stay in our 

home after they gazetted (took legal ownership of) it. Yet we couldn’t buy elsewhere, 

because we didn’t know if we’d receive enough compensation to allow us to stay in 

the local area. We were evicted by the RMS in October 2016, only to see our home 

remain standing until it was finally demolished in January 2017. We had former 

neighbours send us photos of RMS/WestConnex contractors helping themselves to 

our home’s fixtures and fittings we’d been forced to leave behind. And we had to pay 

almost $60,000 in additional legal fees to take the RMS to Court – fees that weren’t 

included in our settlement. 

 

Even though we were awarded costs, it took nearly eight months for the RMS to 

advise us that they only planned to pay just over $47,000 of the near-$60,000 we’d 

spent. The cost of continuing to take legal action would be more than the gap, so we 

had no choice but to accept the offer. But I think it’s unacceptable that a process the 

government forced us to go into because they refused to pay just compensation was 

one that would still leave us out of pocket by thousands of dollars. 
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In a touch of bittersweet irony, we were informed on Melbourne Cup Day 2017 that 

the RMS had finally paid this sum for our legal costs. In total, the entire process took 

around 1,000 days. This is far, far too long, especially given much of the time was 

spent fighting for compensation we were legally entitled to receive. 

 

Despite this, I know we are fortunate to have obtained the compensation we did, and 

to be able to stay within our local area. As one of the main spokespeople for WAG, 

and someone who’d been regularly interviewed in the media about my own 

compulsory acquisition, I was contacted by many residents who shared their own 

experiences of being bullied by the RMS, and of being forced to accept offers that 

were tens, if not hundreds, of thousands below what they were legally entitled to 

receive. Many of these residents were too frightened to go public with their 

experiences in case they were treated even more poorly. 

 

D(ii). Compulsory acquisition of properties before planning approvals are 
granted 
 

Throughout the project, residents and businesses have received compulsory 

acquisition notices before EISs were released, let alone planning approval for the 

relevant stages of the project granted. This has had the effect of residents being 

forced into a timeline for negotiations with the RMS (which has been charged with 

acquiring properties for WestConnex) for properties being taken before the project 

has received planning approval. 

 

In our case, our compulsory acquisition process began in November 2014. Yet it was 

not until 21 April 2016 that the relevant stage of WestConnex, the new M5, received 

planning approval. This meant that instead of negotiations starting when the project 

was approved, our home was instead gazetted by the government the very next day – 

22 April 2016 – meaning we lost legal ownership of our home almost immediately. 

 

The Desane Properties judgement also indicates that some of these acquisitions could 

have taken place, despite not being required for the purpose of building the 

WestConnex project or related road widenings.  

 

In that particular case, the Rozelle-based company took the RMS to Court over its 

compulsory acquisition and won, with the NSW Supreme Court finding that the 

intentions of the RMS were “ill-defined” and “may never be realised”. Desane had 
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argued that the compulsory acquisition was invalid because it did not comply with the 

Just Terms Act, as the government did not properly identify the public purpose for 

which the property is set to be acquired. The court agreed, concluding that the 

proposed acquisition notice had no effect for failure to state the public purpose. 

 

This is in line with advice we were given at the beginning of our own compulsory 

acquisition process: that it was, in effect, a deal in which the RMS couldn’t lose. If they 

forcibly acquired our property and used it for constructing WestConnex, then they had 

met the stated purpose. If they did not, they had effectively grabbed prime real estate 

– potentially at a much lower cost than market value – that they could rent out or sell 

at a profit. 

 

The NSW public – not to mention those who lost their homes and businesses to 

WestConnex – deserve to have all the compulsory acquisitions that took place for 

WestConnex fully investigated, so it can be determined if they took place legally, and 

if residents received the just compensation to which they were legally entitled. If the 

project has failed on either or both of these counts, those residents deserve to be 

compensated accordingly, regardless of any releases they may have signed to date. 

 

E. The recommendations of the Audit Office of New South Wales and the 
Australian National Audit Office in regards to WestConnex 

 

WestConnex’s lack of transparency and proper process came in for sharp criticism 

from the NSW Auditor General. Its Performance Audit of WestConnex in 2014 

highlighted the importance of proper evaluation and identified some serious 

deficiencies in the development of the WestConnex project. 

 

The Executive Summary of this audit concluded: 

 

“In the period covered by this audit, the processes applied to WestConnex to 

provide independent assurance to Government did not meet best practice 

standards… 

 

“The preliminary business case submitted for Gateway review had many 

deficiencies and fell well short of the standard required for such a document. 

Further, on our analysis, the business case put to the Government still included 

some deficiencies that independent Gateway reviews and external assurance 

arrangements, if they had occurred, should have identified… 
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“The post-business case governance arrangements did not clearly separate 

board-level responsibilities for commissioning from responsibilities for 

delivering the WestConnex project. After not separating the roles, they also 

failed to provide mechanisms to effectively manage the conflict between these 

roles... 

 

“While good internal controls are critical, they are not a substitute for 

externally managed Gateway reviews. Steering committees and boards cannot 

be responsible for both project delivery and independent assurance and 

reporting to the Government. Responsibility for commissioning should be 

clearly differentiated from the responsibility for project delivery. Challenging 

deadlines heighten the need for good assurance but, paradoxically, also the 

risk of departure from best practice.” (p.3-4) 

 

The NSW Auditor-General also called the conflicts of interest that characterise 

WestConnex into serious question. From its Audit: 

 

“Infrastructure NSW’s roles at this stage of the WestConnex project were in 

conflict. It was responsible for developing the WestConnex concept and at the 

same time it was the key agency responsible for providing assurance to 

Government over major capital projects including WestConnex. A fundamental 

principle is separation between those providing independent assurance and 

those developing and delivering a project.” (p. 16-17) 

 

This failure to employ best practice governance from project inception has greatly 

reduced community confidence in WestConnex. A project of this size and impact 

should be subject to independent reviews and scrutiny, and free from internal conflicts 

of interest that compromise its integrity. 

 

It is disturbing that instead of responding to this criticism by improving processes, the 

NSW Government chose to ‘address’ them by dissolving the public WestConnex 

Delivery Authority and transferring its responsibilities to the private Sydney Motorway 

Corporation (SMC). 

 

By doing so, the NSW Government made the process even less transparent, as the 

SMC refuses to release contract details or respond to freedom of information 

requests. 
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Even before this changeover occurred, very little information about NSW government 

contracts for WestConnex were made available to the public. 

 

Notices for contracts worth more than $150,000 are published on the NSW 

Government eTendering website, but are removed soon after a contracts expires. This 

is in stark contrast to the Federal register, where historic contracts remain available. 

The NSW system makes it more difficult for the public to track the development 

process, or to be assured that the process by which these contracts have been 

awarded is free from corruption or conflicts of interest. 

 

The whole idea that such a massive project could be taken outside the normal rules of 

basic government accountability is shocking and demands its own investigation.  

 

The Federal audit was just as scathing when it came to the processes surrounding 

Federal funding of the project, and also confirmed that the deal had been structured 

in such a way that it deleivered poor value for money for Australian taxpayers.  

 

It confirmed WestConnex did not go through "the established processes to assess its 

merits of nationally significant infrastructure investments'' before the Federal 

Government's committed $3.5 billion to the project. 

 

It also found that the first payment of $500 million in mid-2014 was "of a magnitude 

not yet required". 

 

The audit also revealed that the $2 billion concessional loan charged interest at"well 

below comparable market rates", and robbing the Federal Government of $640 

million, and that it failed to achieve its objective of accelerating the construction of 

stage 2 (the New M5). 

 

Yet despite these damning findings, the WestConnex project continued on unabated, 

with the NSW and Federal governments barely stopping to acknowledge them. It 

ought to go without saying that this should not be allowed to happen when so much 

public money, the health and wellbeing of many thousands of residents, and the 

future mobility and viability of Australia’s most economically important city is at stake. 

 
F. The extent to which the project is meeting the original goals of the project as 
articulated in 2012 
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In a democratic strategic planning process, goals are set based on the needs and 

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

their ability to meet those objectives.  

 

The process followed by the NSW government in regards to WestConnex fails on all 

of these counts, as the stated goals for WestConnex were contrived to fit the project 

after it had already been announced. In other words, the NSW government made a 

decision to build a tollway, and subsequent processes were designed to justify and 

expedite the delivery of that decision. 

 

The goals have no associated targets by which their achievement can be ever be 

determined. Effective goals need to be specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and 

time-bound, and each of the project’s objectives fails on one or more of these 

measures. 

 

Yet despite the fact that the stated goals for WestConnex were contrived to fit the 

project, WestConnex as it stands today fails to meet its original goals.  

 

Original 2012 goal Objective Met? 

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. 

NO 

The planned route for the WestConnex does not 

connect to Sydney Airport or Port Botany. 

 

The EIS does not provide evidence that economic 

growth can be assisted by increased motor traffic 

to the CBD. 

 

There are serious flaws in the proponent’s traffic 

modelling. 

 

If WestConnex leads to more traffic congestion in 

the inner west, parts of south-west Sydney and 

routes into the CBD as most independent experts 

and even the project’s own EISs admit it will, 

WestConnex will not improve access to businesses.  
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Congestion and traffic will only worsen, not just on 

parts of WestConnex, but on the surrounding road 

network.  

 

Should Badgery’s Creek airport be built, the 

emphasis on Sydney Airport is likely to be 

misplaced, as this hub is likely to act as a more 

appropriate international gateway for many air 

freight movements given its proximity to western 

Sydney freight facilities, as well as western Sydney 

residents.  

 

There are better ways of spending $16.8 billion 

that would deliver greater long-term economic 

growth, including: 

• improved road and rail access to Port 

Botany 

• improved public transport between Western 

Sydney and Sydney’s various CBDs 

• improving ring roads in Western Sydney 

• supporting and developing businesses in 

Western Sydney. 

 

There is already an extensive 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 economic 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. 
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2. Relieve road congestion so as to 

improve the speed, reliability and 

safety of travel in the M4 and M5 

corridors, including parallel arterial 

roads. 

NO 

The improvements in congestion claimed for the 

project arise from measures that can be separated 

from the rest of the project – for example, the 

charging of tolls for using the M4, M5 East and 

New M5. 

 

Absent congestion charging, or similar, the laws of 

induced traffic means that increasing road capacity 

increases traffic volumes; it does not reduce 

congestion over the long term, if at all. 

 

Charging tolls for WestConnex without introducing 

congestion charges on alternate routes will 

increase, not reduce, congestion on those routes. 

 

Many intersections will remain at the lowest Level 

of Service (F) even if the project is built. 

 

Claims by WestConnex that the project will 

improve speed and reliability depend on the 

reliability of its approach to traffic modelling, which 

experts argue are flawed.  

 

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 
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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 limited by the resulting congestion.  

 

A better objective would be to give as many 

people as possible a more pleasant and faster 

alternative to sitting in traffic – particularly drivers 

of single-occupant vehicles who make up the vast 

majority of peak-hour traffic. 

 

A claimed benefit of the project is that daily traffic 

on the existing M5 East would reduce by 20-40% 

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. 

  

3. Cater for the diverse travel 

demands along these corridors 

that are best met by road 

infrastructure 

NO 

The second sentence seems to assume rather than 

demonstrate that this objective is met by stating 

that diverse travel needs are ‘best met by road 

infrastructure.’ 

 

The majority of traffic movements are fungible, and 

highly responsive to environmental changes 

including: provision of alternate modes of 

transport, (for e.g. public transport); provision of 

alternate traffic generators (for e.g. increased local 
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employment opportunities); and cost and other 

signals (for e.g. congestion charging). 

 

Catering more adequately for travel demands that 

are not ‘best met by road infrastructure’ also has 

the advantage of releasing road capacity for road 

users with no alternatives (within the limitations 

imposed by induced traffic) and potentially at a 

lower overall cost that proper process would have 

seen explored as an alternative to this project.  

 

There is already more than sufficient capacity along 

these corridors to cater for all the essential vehicle 

travel, particularly if alternative strategies such as 

demand management and public transport 

investment are implemented. 

  

4. Create opportunities for urban 

renewal, improved liveability, 

public and active transport 

improvements along and around 

Parramatta Road 

NO 

This objective was based on the route alignment 

following Parramatta Rd and diverting traffic away 

from it. However, WestConnex’s route has now 

changed, so it no longer follows Parramatta Rd 

once the M4 ends. 

 

The WestConnex M4 Widening Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) showed that under 

WestConnex, Parramatta Road will take more traffic 

in the future, not less (M4 Widening EIS, Appendix 

D, p. 144). 

 

The Inner West Courier reported on 14 August 

2018 that the re-introduction of tolls on the M4 

between Homebush and Parramatta in August 

2017 has seen a 30% decrease in traffic using the 

M4 – from 195,800 per day in July 2017 to 137,490 

in July 2018, a drop of 58,310. This follows similar 

patterns of toll avoidance on other Sydney roads, 
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including the M4 in the past. 

 

Increased traffic on Parramatta Road does not 

support urban renewal objectives, which rely on 

reduced traffic. Section 2.6 of the Updated 

Strategic Business Case notes that high traffic 

volumes have eroded the pedestrian amenity of 

Parramatta Road and that land uses have changed 

over time in response to this degradation. Section 

2.6.1 of the Updated Strategic Business Case 

identifies the role Parramatta Road is hoped to 

have in supporting future population growth in 

Sydney, and it notes that a significant catalyst is 

required to support renewal. No compelling 

evidence is presented which shows that 

WestConnex would support this renewal, and in 

fact, it appears that it could hinder renewal efforts. 

 

Average weekday traffic volumes on Parramatta 

Road are presented in the Updated Strategic 

Business 

Case in Figures 5-5, 5-6 and 5-11. This analysis 

clearly shows that: 

• Average weekday traffic volumes along 

Parramatta Road are higher for five of the 

14 sections of the road under WestConnex 

• AM peak traffic volumes are higher under 

WestConnex in 2031 for six of the 14 

sections of the road, and only marginally 

lower than a ‘do nothing’ scenario for a 

further four sections 

• Truck volumes are lower under WestConnex 

in 2031 for only five of the 14 sections of 

Parramatta Road. 

 

5. Enhance the productivity of 

commercial and freight generating 

NO 

The planned route for the WestConnex does not 
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land uses strategically located near 

transport infrastructure 

connect to Sydney Airport or Port Botany. 

 

This is a reference to faster travel times that should 

enhance the productivity and attractiveness for 

businesses along the WestConnex route. It also 

relies on traffic modelling predictions being 

accurate. Modelling has failed for some past 

projects leading to business failure. It’s also not 

clear exactly what this is referring to and in the 

absence of a transparent business case, it’s not 

possible to evaluate the ‘enhanced productivity’ of 

land uses. 

 

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 it be moved to less populated 

areas, where the transport costs and externalities 

are lower? There is evidence this is already 

happening in places like Moorebank; this would 

render this objective, and much of the justification 

for WestConnex, moot. 

  

6. Fit within the financial capacity 

of the State and Federal 

Governments, in partnership with 

the private sector 

NO 

Until the full business case is released – i.e. one in 

which critical information such as the cost and toll 

revenue figures have not been redacted – and has 

been independently verified, it cannot be assumed 

that the project fits within the financial capacity of 

the State and Federal Governments. It has already 

been made clear that the private sector did not 

fund this project upfront precisely because of 
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concerns about its viability. 

 

Billions of dollars of public money are being paid 

to private companies, and the public not the 

private sector carry the risk on this project. Such a 

one-sided relationship can hardly be described as a 

“partnership”. Currently we do know that the 

WestConnex will absorb billions of Federal and 

State funds – not to mention toll revenues from 

motorists – that could be spent on alternative 

projects with better and more sustainable returns.  

 

Both the current NSW government and the NSW 

opposition have pledged large taxpayer-funded 

subsidies be paid to drivers using tolled 

motorways, including registration fee refunds and 

toll cashback schemes. The latter in particular 

would end up flowing entirely to the private sector 

via the consortium that wins the rights to collect toll 

revenue from WestConnex M4. Again, such a one-

sided relationship can hardly be deemed a 

“partnership”. 

 

There is a high risk of toll revenue from the project 

not meeting forecasts, resulting in financial losses 

for the government at state and federal level – 

which of course, are losses that be borne by NSW 

and Australian taxpayers. The lack of transparency 

surrounding the negotiations for the sale of the 

Sydney Motorway Corporation (SMC) means no 

information is publicly available in relation to the 

potential risks to the taxpayer associated with this 

deal, or the cost of any concessions that need to 

be made to the private sector in order for them to 

purchase the SMC before the construction and 

revenues associated with WestConnex are 

complete. 
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The cost of the overall WestConnex project has 

blown out at an extraordinary rate. It came with a 

price tag of $10 billion at its inception in 2012; it is 

now a multi-tollway project that comes with a cost 

officially estimated at $16.8 billion cost. The City of 

Sydney has conducted its own independent 

financial modelling that found the final cost of 

WestConnex, including its compulsory acquisitions 

and related projects, could actually be up to $45 

billion. 

 

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). 

  

7. Optimise user-pays contributions 

to support funding in a way that is 

affordable and equitable 

NO 

The proposed cost model will not be affordable for 

many residents, particularly when high parking and 

vehicle running costs are added to the equation. 

The tolls are likely to be even less affordable for 

residents from western and south-west Sydney, 

where the mean income is below that of residents 

in the inner city. 

 

Numerous studies have shown that irrespective of 

income, drivers are extremely sensitive to tolls. This 

has been ably demonstrated by the financial failure 

of the last four toll roads built in Australia, including 

Sydney’s Lane Cove Tunnel and Cross City Tunnel. 

 

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. 
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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. 

 

Both the current NSW government and the NSW 

opposition have pledged large taxpayer-funded 

subsidies be paid to drivers using tolled 

motorways, including registration fee refunds and 

toll cashback schemes. This is neither affordable 

nor equitable. 

  

 
G. The relationship between WestConnex and other toll road projects including 
the Sydney Gateway, Western Harbour Tunnel, F6 and Beaches Link 

 

A key justification for WestConnex in 2012 was that it would connect western Sydney 

with Sydney Airport and Port Botany. The removal of the Sydney Gateway from 

WestConnex that was intended to deliver this raises serious questions about the 

viability of this project as a whole, particularly given how congested the roads 

between St Peters and Arncliffe (the closest exit points to both destinations) and the 

airport/port are already. 

 

There are still no designs or construction plans for the Rozelle Interchange, despite it 

being critical to the viability of WestConnex as a whole, and its connection to any 

future Western Harbour Tunnel. WestConnex is essentially a gigantic, expensive u-turn 

between south-western Sydney and western Sydney via the inner west without an exit 

at Rozelle, so it is difficult to imagine who would want to pay to use this route – 

particularly as are more direct routes between south-western and western Sydney 

already exist. 

 

The Sydney Morning Herald reported in January 2018 that leaked government 

documents revealed that the F6 extension would benefit the private owners of 

WestConnex, rather than any government or public body: 
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The state's roads agency will receive no benefit from funnelling traffic from the 

proposed F6 Extension on to the soon-to-be-sold WestConnex toll road, an 

analysis of traffic modelling contained in a leaked government document 

shows. 

 

The analysis contained in a business case for an extension of the F6 in Sydney's 

south shows the proposal is likely to increase traffic and revenue for each of 

the three stages of WestConnex, a majority stake in which the government is 

selling to private interests. 

 

While the new owners of WestConnex stand to benefit, the leaked document 

reveals the ability of Roads and Maritime Services to "capture any additional 

value" from the F6 Extension is limited by so-called upside-sharing regimes in 

the project deeds for WestConnex. 

 

The upside-sharing arrangements are "generally less favourable to RMS than 

market", the document states. 
 
Full story: https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/leaked-documents-show-sydneys-f6-

extension-to-benefit-new-owners-of-westconnex-20171031-gzbrwx.html  

 
The fact that WestConnex is so reliant on these other toll roads for dispersing traffic is 

also proof that ultimately, building bigger roads does not ease traffic congestion, but 

instead makes it worse thanks to induced demand. One of the best explanations of 

this concept appeared in the science and technology magazine Wired, in a 2014 story 

called What's Up With That: Building Bigger Roads Actually Makes Traffic Worse: 

 

 [I]f there’s anything that traffic engineers have discovered in the last few 

 decades it’s that you can’t build your way out of congestion. It’s the roads 

 themselves that cause traffic. 

 

 The concept is called induced demand, which is economist-speak for when 

 increasing the supply of something (like roads) makes people want that thing 

 even more. Though some traffic engineers made note of this phenomenon at 

 least as early as the 1960s, it is only in recent years that social scientists have 

 collected enough data to show how this happens pretty much every time we 

 build new roads. These findings imply that the ways we traditionally go about 
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 trying to mitigate jams are essentially fruitless, and that we’d all be 

 spending a lot less time in traffic if we could just be a little more rational. 

 

 But before we get to the solutions, we have to take a closer look at the 

 problem. In 2009, two economists—Matthew Turner of the University of 

 Toronto and Gilles Duranton of the University of Pennsylvania—decided to 

 compare the amount of new roads and highways built in different U.S. cities 

 between 1980 and 2000, and the total number of miles driven in those cities 

 over the same period. 

  

 “We found that there’s this perfect one-to-one relationship,” said Turner. 

 

 If a city had increased its road capacity by 10 percent between 1980 and 1990, 

 then the amount of driving in that city went up by 10 percent. If the amount of 

 roads in the same city then went up by 11 percent between 1990 and 2000, 

 the total number of miles driven also went up by 11 percent. It’s like the two 

 figures were moving in perfect lockstep, changing at the same exact rate. 

 

 Now, correlation doesn’t mean causation. Maybe traffic engineers in U.S. 

 cities happen to know exactly the right amount of roads to build to satisfy 

 driving demand. But Turner and Duranton think that's unlikely…A more likely 

 explanation, Turner and Duranton argue, is what they call the fundamental 

 law of road congestion: New roads will create new drivers, resulting in the 

 intensity of traffic staying the same. 

 

Full story: https://www.wired.com/2014/06/wuwt-traffic-induced-demand/  

 
H. The circumstances by which WestConnex and the Sydney Gateway were 
declared to be separate projects in 2017 

 

It is not at all clear why these two projects were separated, apart from the poor 

planning and rushed construction that has characterised this project from the outset, 

and the probably cost blowout associated with building the Sydney Gateway. 

 

WestConnex’s Updated Strategic Business Case said the Sydney Gateway "falls as 

part of the stage two project" (The New M5) and was due to open "at the latest" by 

2023. 
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When I met with the then-Premier Mike Baird and Maryanne Graham, Director 

Communications & Stakeholder Engagement at the SMC, Ms Graham advised that the 

Sydney Gateway plans would be made public by the end of June 2017. 

 

Instead, in August 2017, the current Premier Gladys Berejiklian claimed the Sydney 

Gateway "feeds into the [WestConnex] project but it's not part of the project – it 

never was", as reported in The Sydney Morning Herald 

(https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/1-billion-cost-blowout-in-westconnex-gateway-

project-to-sydney-airport-20170810-gxt6wc.html). This is blatantly false. 

 

That Herald article also reported that leaked documents estimated the cost of the 

project had “more than doubled” from $800m to $1.8b. 

 

In February 2018, The Sydney Morning Herald reported that compulsory acquisitions 

for the Sydney Gateway were likely to pose a problem for the project: 

 

 Sydney Airport is holding all the cards in fraught negotiations over land 

 needed for the Berejiklian government's $1.8 billon Sydney gateway link to 

 WestConnex, threatening to delay completion deadlines for the project. 

 

 The state cannot compulsorily acquire airport property crucial for the 

 gateway, unlike the homes in Sydney's inner west, which have been 

 bulldozed for the WestConnex tollroad. 

 

Full story: https://www.smh.com.au/national/nsw/sydney-airport-road-block-to-state-

governments-18-billion-link-to-westconnex-20180131-h0r78i.html  

 
I. The cost of the project against its current valuation as determined through the 
sale of the Sydney Motorway Corporation and whether it represents a good 
investment for NSW taxpayers 
 
I find it interesting that the sale of the Sydney Motorway Corporation (SMC) was 

announced the day submissions to this inquiry officially closed – too late for this 

question to be fully addressed by most submissions. The only reason I have been able 

to include any comment on this is because I received an extension of time to 

complete my submission. 
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Of the $9.3 billion sale to Transurban, $5.3 billion will have to be spent completing 

Stage 3, the M4-M5 tunnel. That leaves only $4 billion net for 51% ownership. This is 

before the value of any cost overruns on the project, vehicle registration rebates, and 

additional roads projects related to WestConnex are accounted for. 

 

The total cost to the people of NSW, through either tolls or taxes, is $20.5 billion. Also 

confirmed in the announcement is that the tolls on the M5 Southwest are being 

thrown in, along with the new tolls on the previously free M4 and M5 East. The net 

present value of those tolling rights is $9.2 billion. 

 

Given Transurban’s own investor presentation on the acquisition noted that “Any 

developments that reduce volumes or inhibit growth in traffic volumes below 

Transurban's traffic forecasts or growth expectations could have a material impact on 

Transurban's financial performance,", it would be prudent to ask if non-compete 

clauses have been built into the sale contract to either ensure public transport won’t 

be increased along the route, or that compensation be paid to Transurban if it is.  

 

The NSW public deserves to know the full details of this contract in any case given its 

direct impact on state finances, and the ongoing costs involved for any compensation 

measures that appear within it. 

 
J. Any other related matter 
 

Of serious concern to me is the way in which the planning process has been corrupted 

in order to force WestConnex through. Some of the key areas where this has occurred 

are summarised below. 

 

J(i) Strategic development of the project 
 

The NSW government’s strategic planning documents for Sydney were rewritten in 

2012/2013 to place WestConnex at the centre of their transport strategies. 

 

Up until 2012, metro strategy development in NSW was based on developing the 

broad strategy planning objectives, and then discussing options to meet these 

strategic objectives before proposing individual projects/actions. Linking the M4 with 

the M5, as proposed by WestConnex, was never included as a project to realise 

previous Metropolitan Strategies. 
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Once WestConnex became the number one infrastructure project proposed by 

Infrastructure NSW, all strategic planning documents were rewritten to include 

WestConnex. In fact, it became the centrepiece of the transport strategy. This was 

after extensive community consultation was undertaken in February 2012 for the Long 

Term Transport Master Plan, which did not include WestConnex. 

 

At the time, Les Walinga, the then Director General of Transport, was on the Board of 

Infrastructure NSW and at the same time was developing the Long Term Transport 

Master Plan. When Infrastructure NSW proposed WestConnex as the major 

infrastructure project of its plan, Les Walinga resigned from the Board citing conflict of 

interest, as he was proposing public transport solutions in the Long Term Master Plan 

and was not supporting WestConnex. Even within Infrastructure NSW there was doubt 

about the appropriateness of WestConnex. 

 

Even allowing for the bastardisation of the planning process, there are a number of 

areas where WestConnex is clearly not consistent with the Metro Strategy. These 

include that fact that it: 

 

●     Does nothing to alleviate Western Sydney congestion 

●     Is an unsustainable solution as it will reach capacity by 2031 

●     Does not relieve traffic congestion on most downstream intersections. 

 

In 1998 the NSW government released Action for Transport 2010, an integrated 

transport plan for Sydney. According to page 2 of this plan, it proposed to: 

 

“redress the [then] current imbalance in the road and public transport system.” 

 

The plan included a 10 Point Action Plan for Sydney: 

 

1.    Getting the best out of the Sydney system 

2.    Improving Sydney’s air quality 

3.    Reducing car dependency 

4.    Meeting the needs of our growing suburbs 

5.    Getting more people on public transport 

6.    Safeguarding our environment 

7.    Making space for cyclists and walkers 

8.    Preventing accidents and saving lives 

9.    Making freight more competitive 
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10. Giving the community value for money  

 

The plan listed 21 projects to be completed or started by 2010. These were:  

 

Rapid Bus Only Transitways 

 

1. Liverpool to Parramatta (2003) 
2. Parramatta to Strathfield (2002) 

3. St Marys to Penrith (Stage 1 2003) (Stage 2 2008) 

4. Parramatta to Blacktown (2004) 
5. Blacktown to Castle Hill (2009) 

6. Blacktown to Wetherill Park (2006) 

7. Parramatta to Mungerie Park (2010) 

 

Heavy Rail 

 

8. Airport Line (2000) 
9. Bondi Beach Railway (2002) 

10. Parramatta Rail Link to Epping and Chatswood (2006) 

11. Hornsby to Newcastle High Speed Rail (Stage 1 to Warnervale 2007) (Stage 2 

to Newcastle work to start by 2010) 

12. North West Rail Link Epping to Castle Hill (2010) 

13. Sutherland to Wollongong High Speed Rail (2010) 

14. Hurstville to Strathfield Railway (To start by 2010 and be completed by 2014) 

15. Liverpool Y Link (Work to start by 2010 

 

Light Rail 

 

16. To Lilyfield (2001) 
 

Road Improvements 

 

17. Eastern Distributor (2000) 
18. M5 East (2002) 
19. Cross City Tunnel (2004) 
20. M2 to Gore Hill (2004) 
21. Western Sydney Orbital (2007) 
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All the projects highlighted in bold were built. Every road project was delivered. Of 

the 16 public transport projects, only four were completed. 

 

The inability for successive governments to deliver public transport projects has made 

Sydney (particularly western Sydney) more car dependent. Building more roads has 

not had any lasting impact on congestion. No evidence has been provided to suggest 

WestConnex will be any different. This project will not reduce car dependency, meet 

the needs of our growing suburbs, or get more people on public transport. 

 

J(ii). Contracts being signed before planning approval is granted 
 

Another unusual feature of various stages of WestConnex is that contracts for 

construction were awarded before EISs were completed or planning approval granted. 

Awarding the contracts before approvals is neither acceptable nor democratic. 

 

J(iii). Politicisation of the process by government officials and Ministers 
 

One of the most disturbing elements of the WestConnex project has been the highly 

politicised nature of any discussion around the project. Expert analysis presented by 

the likes of SGS Economics and Planning, who prepared two independent reports on 

WestConnex for the City of Sydney, and even the NSW Auditor General and 

Australian National Audit Office have been dismissed by the NSW Government. 

 

Perhaps the most shocking public example of this politicisation was the treatment 

meted out to Dr Tim Williams, former CEO of the Committee for Sydney, after he 

strongly criticised WestConnex and the highly politicised road-building ideology that 

lies behind these kinds of infrastructure projects in an heavily researched presentation 

at the University of Sydney in April 2015. 

 

Within days of his speech being reported in the Sydney Morning Herald, Dr Williams 

backed away from the criticism, saying in a letter to the Herald co-signed by 

Committee for Sydney chair Lucy Turnbull that the speech reflected only his personal 

views, despite the fact that his presentation was made on Committee for Sydney-

branded PowerPoint slides. 

 

Days after this letter appeared, Roads Minister Duncan Gay admitted in Parliament 

that he and his staff had made angry phone calls to pressure the Committee for 

Sydney to retract Dr Williams’s comments, saying: 
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 "I did most of the phoning but my office did some as well...This was an 

 appalling situation in which there was a rogue operator using the Committee 

 for Sydney's material without their permission. In the strongest possible terms I 

 prosecuted that case to the members of that committee, as did some of my 

 staff." 

 

It is hard not to conclude that the pressure placed on the Committee for Sydney by 

Minister Gay and his employees did not play a pivotal role in Mrs Turnbull and Dr 

William’s decision to make such a public and humiliating backdown from his well-

informed speech, which was in line with credible international analysis on best practice 

urban and transport policy. 

 

It is a chilling development when elected officials use their power to shut down open 

and democratic debate on an issue in which so much public money, the future 

prosperity and liveability of Sydney, and the quality of life of thousands of people 

rests. 

 

- End of submission - 




