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Introduction
My familyand | live atthe highly impacted street adjacent to the Balgowlah portal.

When the project was announcedin early 2017 those in my street were unaware of any expected
impact, however, when alarmingimages marked “cabinetin confidence”, purported to leaked, were
publishedinthe media ourstreetformedacommunity group and soughtinformation both from
otherlocal groups and (unsuccessfully) from the project team.

Despite expecting the worst forourstreet going by the layouts published our group came to the
conclusionthatwe should supportthe projectifitisfor the good of the greater communityand we
should seek assurances regarding certain local environmental and amenity values that have meaning
to ourlocal area.

Our local member James Griffin arranged a meeting with staff at the project, among them the
projectdirectorand communications managerin December2017. In this meeting the “leaked”
imageswere dismissed and the required assurances weregiven. We were told that the worksite
would be inthe golf course and the tunnel alignment would be parallel to the existing road.

| should add at this stage that our young family was rapidly outgrowing our old house and our
planned renovations had been on hold since early 2017, we decided to keep the plans on hold until
the design was finalised.

To my surprise, when the reference design was released for consultation in July 2018, the impactto
our property was nowhere nearas expected;in fact, it was arguably better off due to the reduced
trafficand greaterdistance to the southbound road. Also to my surprise was the majorimpact to
unwitting residents to the east and north of the golf course. A new community group was formed by
these newly impacted residents which | supported and encouraged the use of acollaborative
approach with the projectteam. The consultation period ended and the design team went back to
work to finalise the design.

On 26 November2019 | received an email from James Griffin MP stating that the Final Reference

Design has beenreleased, quoting the benefits and improvementsin the Final design. Ominously,
compulsory acquisition notices were served on most of Dudley St the very same day of this release.

On seeingthisand receiving verbal confirmation from the technical lead (at the Balgowlah RSL
display) thatthey were only working on solutions to perhaps lower the roadway height forthe
Pickworth Stresident’s amenity, we realised that we could finally build our new house!

Another community update wasissued with the same design shown in August 2020, a slight change
inthe image caption escaped my attention at the time as the caption always emphasised that the
sporting field layout would be designed with the community. The words “once fully grown” were
omitted, perhapsindicating that changes were greaterthan field layout and landscaping.

Ten days before moving back to our new house ourlives were destroyed. The EISwas released and
the final design, that ourdecision to stay and build was based on had turned into the worst case
scenario fromthe 2017 situation —why didn’ttheytell us? We could have sold and boughtin 2019
orevenin2017 if the projectteam put forward the actual design.

This portal design had “evolvedinto” anew tunnel corridor 500m in places away from the corridor
announcedin 2017 and not eveninthe published footprint of the project from the scopingreport. It
turns out that the design that was subjected to community consultation was notevenviable.



The team had successfully created a tunnel design with no consultation at all with the most
impactedresidents.



The Terms of Reference

There are problemsin each of these points but due to time constraints |am unable to contribute to
all inthis submission.

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

(i)
(k)

the adequacy of the business case for the project, including the cost benefits ratio.

This will be well covered by othersubmissions. Itis obvious thatitis based on outdated data

and the need tofeed WestConnex.

the adequacy of the consideration of alternative options.

| discuss thisinthe “Consideration of Alternatives” section

the cost of the project, including the reasons for overruns.

Will be covered by other submissions.

the consideration of the governance and structure of the project including theuse of a

‘development partner’ model

Will be covered by other submissions.

the extent to which the project is meeting the original goals of the project.

The original goals of the project are neverreally clarified:

- Ifcongestionisthe problem, then why aren’t future population growth rates factored
into projections?

- Iftravel timesare the problem —why aren’tthe local road travel time increases and the
population growth figures used?
Clearlythe actual goals are about plugging the deficienciesin prior projects and political.
Thisis covered betterin other submissions.

the consultation methods and effectiveness, both with affected communities and

stakeholders,

Discussed inthe “Community Consultation/Engagement” section.

the extent to which changes in population growth, work and travel patterns due to the

Covid-19pandemic have impacted on the original cost benefit ratio.

Dismissed by Projectteam as shortterm with no substance to this assumption. Hopefully

will be covered by others.

whether the NSW Government should publish the base-case financial model and benefit

cost ratio forthe for the project and its component parts.

Not my place to comment on howevertransparencyis one of the original goals.

whether the project is subject to the appropriate levels of transparency and accountability

that would be expected of a project delivered by a public sector body.

In the many interactions that| have had with the projectteam, itwould seem thatthey do

not realise thatthey are a publicsector body. | have constantly beentold thatonly “publicly

available” information willbe shared —evenif | am affected by it. Thisisin contraventionto

my rights. The team have also refused to answer questions from the public where there isn’t

a pre-empted response.

the impact on the environment, including marine ecosystems,

Others will respond to this.

the adequacy of processes for accessing and responding to noise, vibration and other

impacts on residents, during construction and operationally

Otherswill respondto this.



Consideration of Alternatives

- The 1949 vision with exits at Balgowlah and Wakehurst Parkway is the only road option
considered.

o Thetimelineinchapter44-2 mentionswhatis essentially the same document 3

timesinthefinal 4 timelineentries (draft North District Plan, draft Future Transport
2056 Strategy and Future Transport Strategy 2056). Each of these documents refer
to the project by name and state “the committed”. Thisis obviously the only viable
option put to the creators of this document. These documents are then used in the
projectdevelopmentsection of the EIS as they are the only option available —
creatinga circular reference.

No otherentry pointstothe Northern Beaches have been considered despite a
major population shift north, since portal locations where first considered, and in
the future vision forthe Northern Beaches.

These entry points were earmarked in 1949 (EIS 4.2) and have not been questioned
since.

- Otheroptions considered are selective

O

O

“Improvementsto the rail network” is dismissed basicallybecause of the challenges
of tunnellingunderneath middle harbour. The Chatswood to Dee Why route isn’t
givenany consideration presumably because of implied use of lanes currently used
for busesand cars.

Rail is dismissed due to low population density and growth based on current data
whereas elsewhere inthis section the proposed population growth forthe regionis
based on the 2056 future datathat includesfuture planned growth. Thisisan
inconsistency.

The other 4 options are never considered inacumulative fashion and are treated as
competing with each other. Considering the great cost of the project, multiple
configurations of the other options should have been considered.

- Infurtherdevelopment “a multidisciplinary teamincluding design engineers, construction
engineers, transport planners and environmental advisors with direct experience in
delivering majortransportinfrastructure in NSW, Australia and internationally” (EIS 4.4)
determined:

O

The red optionthat has a different connection at Balgowlah to other options should
not be shortlisted or considered because ithas asignalised intersection at Falcon
street.

The pink option was shortlisted even though the bridge option was dismissed out of
handin the 1984 enquiry due tothe catastrophicenvironmentalimpacts. Thisisa
bridge that would leave The Spit/ Middle harbour precinctinits shade.

This could go much furtherand these are two of the most absurd decisions made by
the team of experts. There are only 2 conclusions that can be made here and they
are that there was no team of experts, or that this was fabricated afterthe factto
justify adecision already made.



Community Consultation/Engagement

In the community engagement section of the EISa “2017 conceptdesign”isoftenreferred
to and as | was unable to find such a published design. When | queried this with the project
team, afterseveral misleading answers they were unableto produce such a design.

InJune 2017, several mediaoutlets published designs marked “cabinet-in-confidence” that
had been “leaked” tothe press. All meaningful community engagementin 2017 was initiated
by the community as a result of the “leaked” documents. When asked if an investigation has
been carried outto find if the documents were leaked from the project’s office, the team
have refused to answersince March eventhough leaking such adocumentis againstthe
law. The only explanation for thiswould be that either the documents were deliberately
leaked by the team or more likely they were doctored documents created to create
community uproar.

Any contact via doorknock or even events, staff were unable to answerany questions that
did not have an already published response. These employees are clearly publicrelations
staff unequipped with the required knowledge to engaged with affected residents.

The secretary’srequirement forthe proponenttoreporton feedback received and the
response given, combined with the project’s requirementto learn fromthe failures of prior
projects (ie. WestConnex —not listening to the community) means that the best design could
not be proposed initially and stillrespond positively to feedback received.

The 2018 reference design highlights the above point perfectly.

o Completely disengages the previously engaged (viathe leaked document) Southern
SerpentineCres and Hope St residences as the impact could not have been moved
furtherfrom them.

o Needlessly engages many residences without noticeonthe easternand northern
sides of the golf course. These residents would then provide the voice thatthe team
would listen to, to move the design back to the intended location. Many of these
residences sold forlosses of hundreds of thousands of dollars and uprooted their
families to differentareas as they were unable to buy back in.

o Thedesignisnot constructible within the criteria of the project.

o Asimilarploywasusedinboth the Killarney heights and Flat Rock Gully sites where
unpalatable options were puttothe publicalongwith preferred designs and then
proudlylistened towhen the public“chose”.

In November 2019 the proposed reference design was published and puton publicdisplay
containing adesign of the Balgowlah that did not reflect the design that was beingworked
on behind the scenes, Acquisition notices were served to the houses required forthe new
linkroad on the very morning of its publication. The same image was also republished a
mere 3 months before completion of the EIS with no mention of itsinaccuracy —this is
deceptive and done presumably to avoid consultation.

Duringthe EIS display period the webinars held by the project team were merely marketing
exercise and only answers that had a prepared response wereanswered. The answers toall
otherquestions were promised to be updatedinthe FAQs onthe web portal but were not
updated (for Balgowlah) before the EIS submission period ended, and then still only the pre-
packaged answers.

The many questions that | have asked through the portal and more recently email are
generallyinitially answered by quoting the same indecipherable spin that prompted the
question backtome. Many questions remain unanswered now after months. When pressed
for responsesthe tone of replies (notanswers) feels asifitisto an entitled NIMBY.




Local Traffic Considerations

The EIS states that local traffic considerations will be handled in consultation with the local council
afterapproval. Thisistroublesome as many local roads are already congested and by theirown
admission more trafficwill pourinto the areaand the scant detail given in the EIS such as “traffic
calming measures”, “encouraging the use of xxx street” etc. is avoiding the realitythat many local
streets are goingto have majorimpact and the residents of these streets are unaware of it —another
avoidance of community consultation.

- Manly Vale through trafficon Condamine St: Thisis already very congested with
considerable delays. Will there be a push to remove parking as previously attempted and
rejected?

- Manly Vale Roseberry/Kenneth/Balgowlah roads: Also very congested. Willthere be
additional lights, removal of parkingin this area.

- WangenellaSt: Obviousratrun for North Balgowlah. Traffic calming measures suggested in
the EIS. What are they —speed humps?

- Woodland and Condamine Sts: EIS suggests that trafficwill be redirected theretoease
Wanganella St. Will parking be removed? This will push more carsinto residential streets.
How can Condamine St take more cars?

- BrooksRd: Unanticipated rat run past school.

- Wakehurst Parkway North of Warringah Rd. Already busy, anticipated increase intravel
times before takinginto accountadditional population. Flood riskin low lying areas.

These considerable problems may not have a sufficient solution and those affected have notbeen
consulted. The project should not be approved until these issues are resolved.



Conclusion

My family and | have moved back into our house now but itis not a happy place. We haven’t
botheredlandscaping because | don’treally see the point. We have wasted our life savings onitand
now have no way out.

| lost my entire summer goingthrough the (disingenuously released on the eve of holidays) EIS
looking foranswers as to where | went wrong and found that whether from the overt ministerial
pressure to get contracts signed before the election, pressure from the project benefactors, or some
otherreason, this project has been rushed and retrospectively justified without regard forthe public
whichtheyserve’srights.

Mine is one of many stories of the social impact that hasn’t been taken into accountinthe costing
for this project.



