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This submission supplements our Submission (471) and Supplementary Submission (471a) in 
relation to those parts of the Terms of Reference (TOR) referred to below. 

(b) the adequacy of the consideration of alternative options 

This screenshot extract from a GIPA response dated 16 August 2021 to a GIPA request from 
Mr Ted Nye seeking documents supporting the assertions made at e.g. page 4-13 of the 
Beaches Link EIS, in relation to the feasibility of a rail line, makes it clear that any option 
other than a motorway option was never to be considered: 

 



It is understood that the SBC – Strategic Business Case – referred to in the screenshot was 
for both the Beaches Link Tunnel (BLT) and the Western Harbour Tunnel (WHT).  

If what is stated at 4.16 in the screenshot is correct it is concerning that the following 
statement is made at page 4-13 of the EIS regarding the feasibility of a rail link: 

The topography on either side of Middle Harbour introduces challenges for constructing a 
tunnel with a gradient that would be acceptable in terms of engineering design and safety 
for rail infrastructure, with steep elevation changes as well as geology characterised by 
substantial rock fracturing. 

Did the author just make it up? If so, one can hardly say that serious consideration is being 
given to alternatives. On the other hand, it would hardly be surprising given the 
government’s mandate to RMS to only consider tollway options.  

Mr Nye, who has extensive experience in these types of projects has told WEPA that he sees 
no particular challenges in building a rail link across Middle Harbour, and this prompted his 
GIPA application. Mr Nye has developed his own alternative to the Beaches Link consisting 
of a light rail or electric bus tunnel between Frenchs Forest and Chatswood which traverses 
Middle Harbour. Although an image of that proposal was included in WEPA’s submission an 
updated image is provided below. 

Other options could also be considered, for instance, the establishment of the proposed 
rapid bus service from Dee Why to Chatswood could be accelerated with buses given some 
priority on the Warringah Road corridor. 

Annexure A suggests that claimed travel time savings for the Beaches Link are not based on 
current travel times as traffic volumes are being increased by planned development 
particularly around Frenchs Forest. 



 

 



As regards alternatives to the WHT, not only has inadequate consideration been given to the 
impact of public transport initiatives such as the B-line, as outlined in our Submission, but 
inadequate consideration has been given to alternative alignments. It is our understanding 
that the current alignment was developed at a time when the WHT and the BLT were part of 
the same project with the result that the WHT needed to surface where the BLT did. Mr Nye 
has told WEPA that this is what has necessitated an immersed tube design across Sydney 
Harbour – a far more expensive solution than a tunnel cut deeper through rock (see 
Annexure A prepared by Mr Nye).  

Mr Nye’s alternative alignment for the WHT is shown below, in plan and elevation (purple 
route). However, while he has told WEPA that this is his preferred alignment, there is no 
technical reason why the gradient couldn’t continue at 4% with the tunnel surfacing further 
south than in the preferred alignment. 

 

 



 

 

Mr Nye has told WEPA that his alignment for the WHT, with the tunnel going deep beneath 
the harbour without the need for dredging, coffer dams etc, would be considerably cheaper 
than the alignment currently proposed involving immersed tube tunnels – see Annexure B.  

(c) the cost of the project, including the reasons for overruns  

Since making our Submission WEPA has become aware of further complexities in relation to 
the projects which are likely to add to the cost of the project, including: 

• PFAS chemicals were used as a fume suppressant in chrome plating, an activity likely 
undertaken at the Hallstrom refrigerator factory at the top of Flat Rock Gully. These 
chemicals have caused enormous cost problems for the West Gate project in 
Melbourne - https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-25/west-gate-tunnel-toxic-soil-
decision/100243366 

• There was open burning of waste at the Flat Rock Gully tip which probably generated 
dioxins 

• Cammeray Golf Course appears to have been used for landfill with one likely source 
being the former coal gasification plant at Neutral Bay 

• DPIE writing to TfNSW on 14 May 2021 requiring the preparation of a Preferred 
Infrastructure Report, viz: 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-25/west-gate-tunnel-toxic-soil-decision/100243366
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-06-25/west-gate-tunnel-toxic-soil-decision/100243366


The Department requires further assessment and, in accordance with Section 5.17(6)(b) of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, the preparation of a Preferred 
Infrastructure Report (PIR), in addition to a Response to Submissions Report, that further:  
a) assesses alternative locations, social and environmental impacts of the proposed 
construction ancillary facility located at Flat Rock Drive (BL2) and assesses the construction 
impacts to recreational users of Spit West Reserve (BL9)  
b) assesses the impacts to Middle Harbour from the introduction of a sill (due to the 
placement of immersed tube tunnels) including appropriate measurements/monitoring data 
and impact assessment  
c) assesses the treatment and handling of contaminated material and any temporary 
onshore transfer/handling sites associated with the proposed dredging of Middle Harbour  
d) identifies local road intersections impacted by traffic changes as a result of the operation 
of the project. Consideration and assessment of the impact of those changes and 
identification of measures to mitigate the impacts is also required. 

• Further testing being required by the EPA pursuant to the notification by Willoughby City 
Council under s 60 of the Contaminated Land Management Act, in relation to groundwater 
at Flat Rock Gully and Bicentennial Reserve – Annexure C. 

 

(f) the consultation methods and effectiveness, both with affected communities and 
stakeholders 

Our Supplementary Submission mentions the apparent absence of any process to prevent a 
proponent from watering down commitments given in the EIS without any consultation with 
the public. 

It also appears that a Preferred Infrastructure Report (PIR) which will often be generated 
due to concerns raised by members of the public and community organisations, and has 
been generated here, can be assessed without the PIR being placed on exhibition. The 
anomalous result is that persons and organisations who raised concerns in the first place 
cannot comment on whether those concerns have been adequately addressed. 

In this regard I refer to the email trail between John Moratelli, the President of WEPA, and 
Belinda Scott from DPIE – Annexure D.  

Given the seriousness of, amongst other things, the contamination concerns raised in 
relation to Flat Rock Gully in particular, the PIR should be placed on exhibition. 

 

(k) the adequacy of processes for accessing (sic) and responding to noise, vibration, and 
other impacts on residents, during construction and operationally 

We assume “accessing” should be “assessing”. 

Since making our Submission and Supplementary Submission WEPA has become aware of a 
number of other issues of concern regarding the assessment of contaminants: 

• A report of a review (Annexure E) conducted by Dr Kevin Hayley, who is regarded by his 
peers as an expert in groundwater processes and modelling of the Groundwater Impact 



Assessment of the Beaches Link EIS. The review was commissioned by DPIE. Dr Hayley 
summarised his conclusion thus: 
It is this reviewer’s opinion that while the work meets the standards of the Australian 
Groundwater Modelling Guidelines, and is likely consistent with historical practice, it is not 
consistent with more recent guidance documents on modelling and uncertainty analysis 
(Middlemis & Peeters, 2018) and this reviewer’s opinion of current best practice. 
The document reviewed was completed by Jacobs. WEPA is unaware of whether DPIE has 
required the assessment to be re-done so that it does comply with current best practice. 
WEPA has commented in its Supplementary Submission on Jacob’s lack of independence. 

• Very slow investigations by DPIE into what would appear to be the provision of false 
and misleading statements in Detailed Site Investigation reports, which is a breach of 
section 10.6 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act. This is a matter of 
some importance, particularly when the reports are being done by Jacobs, a partner 
in the Sydney Program Alliance and, therefore, not independent and DPIE is not 
having the reports reviewed by EPA accredited auditors. The particular complaint 
WEPA raised is not complicated as it relates to whether Jacobs had or had access to 
certain documents, but the investigation has been running for six weeks. 

 

Sincerely 

 

John Moratelli, President, Willoughby Environmental Protection Association Inc (WEPA) 


