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The Willoughby Environmental Protection Association (WEPA Inc) was formed in 1981 and for close 
to forty years has been fighting for the preservation of the environment and against pollution in our 
Local Government Area. 
 
WEPA objects strongly to the Western Harbour Tunnel and Warringah Expressway project as 
detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The major reasons for our objections, which 
relate to both the EIS process and to the content of the EIS, are detailed below. 
 
EIS Process 

1.  WEPA objects to the implementation of an EIS process after the business decision appears 
to have been taken – as evidenced by the release of advertisements for positions on the 
projected being assessed - and before the business case has been made.  The staging of this 
process completely undermines community faith in the EIS and state development process. 
 

2. The community has not had sufficient time to consider this EIS process because of: 

2.1 the vast size and complexity of the EIS; 

2.2 the barriers to assessment of the EIS due to the treatment of some information, 
including that relating to contamination risks, as ‘commercial-in-confidence’; 

2.3 the timing of the consultation over a holiday break when the parents whose children 
are directly affected by the risks involved in this project are least able to read and 
assess the material and to find time to confer with others similarly concerned; 

2.4 the impact of the global pandemic of COVID19 which has resulted in: 
-     the cancellation of public information meetings 
-     the need for respondents to the EIS to juggle the stress of working from home or    
dealing with unemployment while preparing responses  
-     the closure of libraries from 23 March in the City of Sydney, City of Willoughby, 
City of North Sydney and Inner West Council areas which denied public access to 
research materials and to hard copies of the EIS 
-     slow internet speed which has hindered information exchange; and 
-     the need to look after children who would normally be in school. 

 
3. The global pandemic by all accounts will have a major and long-term impact on the economy 

which will surely impact in turn on the data and modelling used for the EIS.  As an example, 
if there is to be a serious recession and long-term unemployment, as has been forecast, it is 
likely that private car usage will decrease because public transport is cheaper and the 
workforce has decreased. 

 

https://wepa.org.au/
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Based on the above, WEPA has joined a number of local organisations to call for a suspension of the 
EIS process. 
 

4. The EIS is out of date being put on exhibition more than 2 years after the Scoping Report. 
 

5. The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) requires that an analysis 
of feasible alternatives to the project be carried out (Desired Performance Outcome, 
Requirement 1 (e)).  The EIS fails to properly consider alternatives in that: 

5.1 there is no evaluation of congestion pricing despite its mention in the EIS 

5.2 the Sydney Metro from Chatswood to Sydenham is mentioned but there is no detailed 
evaluation of the data or modelling used to justify the statement that it won’t negate 
the need for the project 

5.3 there are a number of relevant public transport projects which have not been taken into 
account in the EIS.  These include: 
-       the B-line from the Northern Beaches to Wynyard (mentioned but not evaluated) 

-  the planned Sydney West Metro from the CBD to Westmead with relevant stations 
at the CBD, The Bays Precinct and Five Dock (not mentioned) 

- the planned B2 line from the Northern Beaches to Chatswood (not mentioned) 

- other public transport alternative options along the Warringah Road corridor such as 
a metro extension from Chatswood to Frenchs Forest. 
 

The projects mentioned above, particularly when considered together, could have the 
potential to remove traffic from the Harbour Bridge and/or or Spit Road, Mosman. 
 
It is particularly notable that there is a lack of analysis in relation to the B-line between the 
Northern Beaches and Wynyard - the only completed public transport project likely to 
impact on congestion across the Sydney Harbour Bridge.  WEPA has sighted a copy of a 
GIPA decision (Dept of Transport, Ref: 20T-0140, 31 Jan 2020) which clearly demonstrates 
that further work is underway to improve the operation of the B-line and that this is due 
for completion in 2020.  As a result, the analysis of data to allow an understanding of the 
impact of the B-Line on congestion and to allow a comparison of journey times is not 
available.  This further demonstrates the incomplete nature of the EIS.  It is critical that the 
public be able to assess the relative merits of the WHT tunnel vs alternative public 
transport solutions. 
 

EIS Content 
Apart from the procedural issues raised above, WEPA also objects to the following within the EIS: 

1. the impact on air quality during and after construction 

WEPA is concerned that Sydney’s air quality is already at critically problematic levels and 
that this problem has recently been exacerbated by bushfires which are likely to reoccur as 
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global warming continues.  To suggest, in this context, that our local community should 
accept unfiltered exhaust stacks adjacent to a large number of childcare centres and schools 
flies in the face of the precautionary principle not only because of the unprecedented total 
length of the tunnels and the uncertainties that this brings but because the children 
impacted by the proposed particulates have only one chance at a healthy childhood.   
 
The proposed project is socially inequitable as it shows that suburbs such as Artarmon, 
Naremburn, Northbridge and Willoughby will, as a result of more local traffic and the 
anticipated dispersion of particulates, receive a higher level of air pollution than other parts 
of Sydney if the tunnel project proceeds.  Instead of adding to PM2.5 levels, which are 
already shown to be at worrying levels in our local suburbs, the Government should be doing 
all in its power to reduce pollutant levels through a more efficient public transport system. 
 
Air pollution is emerging as a major issue in cities around the globe.  The EIS argues that the 
particulate matter will be dispersed but common-sense dictates that it will eventually settle 
within a few kilometres and be disturbed and impact further on the community. 
 
These long-term impacts will be exacerbated by the years of construction which will see 
disturbance to areas which have seen historically high levels of industrial contamination due 
to farming, industry and quarrying.  Dust and particulate matter dislodged and trafficked 
through this area during construction pose an unacceptable risk to the local community and 
the schools in the proposed project area.  There are no guarantee that accidents and 
releases will not occur with disastrous impacts for those who live, learn and play sport near 
these areas.   
 

2. the impact on parks and open spaces 

The project construction will have a permanent impact on parks, green open spaces, and the 
urban tree canopy in the subject area.  Despite the need for more green open space in an 
area with large numbers of schools, numbers of local parks will be restricted during the 
construction and we are likely to lose over 7 hectares of green space and over 600 trees 
permanently.  The importance of green open space and a sufficient tree canopy in mitigating 
urban heat is scientifically detailed and well known to the community.  WEPA objects 
strongly to the fact that the EIS fails to offer any replacement green space or plantings to the 
community during construction or after. 
 

3. the impact of pollution on local waterways 

WEPA is concerned that the construction activities at Cammeray and Naremburn could 
result in soil erosion, siltation and the movement of contaminated sediments into our local 
waterways and Middle Harbour decreasing oxygen level and increasing toxicity for local flora 
and fauna, particularly in the unique Flat Rock Gully area, Tunks Park and Middle Harbour.   
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There is also the risk of accidental fuel and chemical spills and contaminated runoff from 
construction vehicles, plant, equipment or chemical storage areas which have the potential 
to reach downstream waterways.  Given that the land surrounding these creeks and the 
waterways themselves contain high levels of heavy metals and other forms of 
contamination, further contamination via accidents would have irreversible impacts. 
 
WEPA believes that this level of risk is not adequately addressed in the EIS and would 
strongly urge that an alternative route be found away from the unique Flat Rock Catchment 
area.   
 

4. the impact on harbour water quality and harbour biodiversity.  

Chapter 19 details that over 10.5 hectares of the harbour are to be dredged for the tubes 
across the harbour at Milsons Point and Berry’s Bay.  It is clear that this dredging is occurring 
across one of the most contaminated parts of the harbour due to historic shipping and 
industrial pollution.  The risk of contaminated sediments being disturbed is recorded as 
likely.  The EIS attests that this can be mitigated but such mitigation is highly dependent on 
contractors always doing the right thing – the opposite situation has been regularly seen in 
relation to other Government projects.  Failure to mitigate will have a long-lasting impact on 
the aquatic biodiversity of this area.  This is particularly disappointing given the celebrated 
return in recent years of aquatic species, such as Little Penguins and seals, to the northern 
harbour areas. 
 

5. The impact on threatened species  

According to the EIS (Table 19 – 5) 25 threatened species are either recorded or there is a 
high to moderate likelihood of their occurrence in the path of the project.  Despite 
mitigation, the noise, vibrations and possible contamination unleashed by the digging will 
undoubtedly impact on the land and marine species identified.  The individual mitigation 
strategies suggested seem to lack common sense.  It does not seem realistic that an 
observer would be able spot Little Penguins and organise for their removal in highly turbid 
water resulting from dredging or during the movement of watercraft and barges for the 
construction. Similarly, the suggestion that marine species will be ‘salvaged’ during 
cofferdam dewatering and relocated is hardly a scientific approach to dealing with impacted 
species and likely to result in a high level of stress, if not death to these animals. 
 
It is not enough to just accept that threatened and other more common species will fly or 
swim away from the risks of dredging and tunnelling.  Australia is in the grip of an extinction 
crisis which has been exacerbated by the acceleration of land clearing and degradation.  
Research has demonstrated that “Australian cities support substantially more nationally 
threatened animal and plant species than all other non‐urban areas on a unit‐area basis.” 
(Cities are Hotspots for Threatened Species, 2015). The need to protect biodiversity in cities 
has been made even more urgent along the east coast by the bushfire catastrophe of 
2019/20.   

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/geb.12404
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WEPA suggests that the EIS reconsider and improve on the methods to mitigate risks to our 
unique and threatened species. 
 

6. Increase in emissions 

According to Appendix X Table 3-16 the construction of the project will result in 784,000 
tonnes of CO2 emitted, rising to 1,035,968 tonnes of CO2 emissions per year.  Due to the 
lack of modelling of alternative public transport options we are unable to tell whether these 
overall emissions can be reduced. 

 
Conclusion 
Overall, the risk mitigation proposed in the EIS fails to meet the four principles of ecologically 
sustainable development (Protection of the Environment Administration Act 1991 NSW).   
 
The precautionary principle has been sidelined in terms of the sensitivity of our aquatic, foreshore 
and land environments and the risks posed by air pollution to our children and local communities.  
 
Intergeneration equity has not been achieved as the project proposes more private cars without 
consideration of the more environmentally sound alternatives provided by public transport.  Future 
generations in our community will experience rapidly expanding car usage and there will be less 
green space for them.  The quality of the air they breathe on a daily basis will be worsened by the 
inevitable increase in car usage. 
 
There is little within the EIS to suggest that the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity, particularly of threatened species will be enhanced by the limited mitigation processes 
described in the documents.   
 
Finally, the EIS provides evidence to the contrary about the principle of encompassing improved 
valuation and pricing of environmental resources as it threatens those resources with unfiltered 
stacks and increased car traffic which further and permanently undermines the health and amenity 
of our local communities.  
 
WEPA would ask that the concerns raised above be considered in a revised EIS and that an 
alternative public transport feasibility study be published so that the risks and benefits of optional 
approaches can be fairly compared. 
 
 
Dr Meredith Foley 
Hon. Secretary, WEPA 
mfolwil@bigpond.net.au 
0438 890 902 
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