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Executive Summary 
 
The Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) has lodged a Concept Application with the 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DoPI) under Part 3A for an intermodal terminal facility at 
Moorebank.  The proposed facility is expected to provide capacity for approximately 20% of the freight 
throughput experienced in Port Botany and will be the largest Intermodal Terminal in Australia.   
 
Another intermodal terminal is also being proposed immediately adjoining the site by the 
Commonwealth Government, under the Department of Finance and Deregulation (DFD).  The 
Moorebank Project Office (part of DFD) is managing the delivery of that intermodal terminal project. 
 
The SIMTA and the Moorebank Project Office together will provide a total capacity of 2.5 million 
(twenty-foot equivalent units (TEU) per annum, which will represent approximately 50% of the total 
freight throughput experienced in Port Botany by 2025. 
 
Liverpool City Council is concerned about the potential impacts of both proposed facilities and has 
engaged Cardno to peer review the technical documents submitted by SIMTA.   
 
The assessment of the SIMTA‟s proposal seeks to answer the following questions: 
 
 Does the EA contain adequate investigations and details of the development (albeit on a Concept 

Plan level) to inform a valid assessment of the proposal?  

 Does it comply with the statutory planning requirements? 

 Do the technical investigations comply with best practice guidelines?  Are they based on 
appropriate assumptions?  Have they drawn valid conclusions and do they address the Director 
General‟s Requirements? 

 What are the impacts on the Liverpool‟s community and Council‟s assets?  Are the proposed 
mitigation measures sufficient to address the impacts? 

 What are the cumulative impacts for two intermodal terminals?  Are they justified and do they 
represent the most efficient and orderly use of the land in accordance with the objectives of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

 
Our assessment focuses on the key components of the EA, including the scope of the development, 
the impact assessment, the strategic justifications and the statutory compliance.   
 
Overall, we found that the EA and the supporting documents do not contain sufficient 
information to allow a proper assessment of the project.  Critical information on the scope of 
the development, the required off-site infrastructure upgrade works and the operation of the 
proposal are missing.  In particular: 
 

 There is limited detail on the connection with the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL), which is 
the most critical piece of infrastructure to enable the operation of the intermodal terminal.  This 
connection has two key components: 

1. The physical railway link between the site and the SSFL, which requires: 

o Approval from ARTC to allow for the connection and its proposed timing 

o Approval from neighbouring land owners (including the Commonwealth Government) 
who are affected by the railway line 

o Potential addition to the existing East Hill passenger line rail corridor 

o An expansion of the existing grade separation bridge at Moorebank Ave to allow for 
the widened rail corridor 

o Railway crossings at Anzac Creek and Georges River, which need to be 
appropriately design to address the potential flooding issue. 
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2. Upgrades or expansionary infrastructure to the SSFL to support the additional freight 
requirements proposed by SIMTA.  This requires confirmation from the ARTC to identify the 
scope, timing and funding of the upgrades, noting ARTC cannot reserve capacity for future 
users. 

There is little evidence in the submitted documents that these matters can be delivered. 

 There is no evidence in the submitted documents to suggest that there is an urgent need for two 
intermodal terminals in Moorebank, to be in operational at a similar timeframe in a cost effective 
manner.  The application has not identified the demand for such a large number of containerised 
freight within the south western Sydney catchment area and has not considered any alternative 
options, such as rationalising the Commonwealth Government‟s proposal or expanding the 
existing the capacities of other IMTs servicing Port Botany.  

 The proposed timing of the proposed development is questionable.  The Defence National 
Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) is currently occupying the site in a leasehold 
arrangement until 2013, with two five-year options.  There is no indication in the submitted 
documents that the DNSDC is vacating the site in 2013. 

 The quality of the concept plan lacks details and there is limited information in the submitted 
documents to describe the scope of the development, the off site works and the operation of the 
proposal.  This is critical to understand the relationship of the proposed development with the 
adjoining site and the potential impacts. 

 The environmental impact assessments (including traffic, air, noise, contaminated land and 
heritage) focus only on SIMTA‟s site and there is no consideration of the off site impacts.  They 
are also based on inconsistent assumptions and areas of affectation.  The data or modelling 
inputs for those assessments are not readily available to verify the results.  A significant amount 
of additional modelling and assessment is required to properly identify the scope of the 
development, consider its impacts on the local Liverpool community and develop mitigation 
measures to address any concerns. 

 Commonwealth listed threatened species and heritage items are located within the site, however 
additional approvals under the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and biodiversity 
Conservation (EPBC) Act have not been obtained.  At a minimum, a confirmation from the 
Commonwealth Department regarding the requirement for additional approval is necessary in the 
Concept Application stage to demonstrate compliance with the EPBC Act. 

 The level of consultation with the community and stakeholders is not sufficient.  The community 
has difficulties understanding the large volume of documentation being exhibited.  The 
consultation letters also confuse this development with the Commonwealth proposal adjoining 
the site.   

 The indicative perspective images are misleading as they are showing a development similar to a 
business park, with white collar workers walking around the site.  This raises questions on the 
reliability of the documents. 

 
Due to the shortcomings in the proposal and the information gaps identified in our assessment, we do 
not consider the Environmental Assessment provides adequate information to allow a determination 
of the project.  A list of the additional information required has been provided in the report.  The 
applicant needs to address all deficiencies before Council and DoPI can consider the full scope of the 
development and establish the mitigation measures to manage any impacts on the local community 
and local assets. 
 
We recommend Liverpool City Council raise their objections to the proposal with DoPI and seek for 
additional information to address the deficiencies in the documents.   
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1 Introduction 
 
The Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) has lodged a Concept Application under Part 3A, 
with the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DoPI) for an intermodal terminal facility at the 
Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) site at Moorebank.  The proposed facility 
is expected to provide capacity for approximately 20% of the freight throughput experienced in Port 
Botany will be the largest Intermodal Terminal in Australia until the Commonwealth Government is 
completed.   
 
There is also another intermodal terminal being proposed by the Commonwealth Government located 
immediately adjoining the SIMTA‟s proposal.  This Commonwealth facility will have a larger capacity 
than the SIMTA facility, and together, they will provide enough capacity for approximately 50% of the 
total freight throughput experienced in Port Botany.  The Commonwealth Government has lodged a 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) with DoPI for their intermodal facility. 
 
Liverpool City Council is concerned about the potential impacts of both proposed facilities and has 
engaged Cardno to peer review the technical documents submitted by SIMTA.   
 
This report presents Cardno‟s review of the concept application submitted with the application.   
 

1.1 Background of the Proposed Development 

 
Since 2004 Moorebank has been identified as a suitable location for an intermodal facility, being 
strategically located along the M5 and M7 West Link ring roads and rail network with connections to 
Sydney‟s ports via the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL) (refer Figure 1).  It has ready access to 
the South Western Sydney growth areas, which will support large area of industrial lands.  Both the 
State and Federal Governments have repeatedly stressed the significance of Moorebank as the 
preferred location for an intermodal facility in South West Sydney to ease the freight traffic off the 
Sydney road network and assist in achieving the rail share target of 40%. 
 
The Federal Government has already committed $70 million to undertake a feasibility study for 
development of their land at Moorebank into an intermodal terminal servicing local and interstate 
freight movements.  It is larger and has the capacity to accommodate 1.5 million twenty-foot 
equivalent unit (TEU) per annum and will be designed, constructed, and operated by a single or a 
number of private operators.   
 
By comparison, SIMTA‟s proposal is a privately owned intermodal operation seeking approval to 
handle a capacity of 1 million TEU per annum and will only service freight to and from Port Botany.  
SIMTA‟s site was originally owned by the Department of Defence as its Defence National Storage 
Distribution Centre (DNSDC).  The site is now owned by a subsidiary of Qube Logistics Pty Ltd and 
Queensland Rail and is currently leased back to the Department of Defence until 2013 with two five-
year options.  The site was subject to a rezoning application for business park purposes and in 2003 it 
was rezoned from a Special Use Military zone to a General Industrial zone.  . 
 
Both facilities claimed that they will be operating independently from each other.  Figure 1 (overleaf) 
shows the two sites in context. 
 
Both proposals are currently under assessment by the NSW DoPI as State Significant Developments.  
SIMTA‟s proposal was lodged one year earlier than the Commonwealth Government‟s proposal.  
Whilst SIMTA‟s application is now on public exhibition, the Federal Government‟s proposal is still in its 
PEA stage, but it is noted that a detailed feasibility study has been completed to inform the scale and 
development model of the Commonwealth Government proposal.  In addition, market briefings for 
both current and prospective freight operators were conducted in October 2011 and May 2012. 
However, detailed project descriptions and impact assessments have not been provided for the 
Commonwealth Government‟s proposal. 
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Figure 1 – SIMTA’s and Federal Government’s Sites for Separate Intermodal Terminals 

 
 
 
While acknowledging the scope of this review is focused on the SIMTA‟s proposal, this project needs 
to be assessed in conjunction with the Federal Governmental proposal to ensure the most efficient 
and coordinated use of the land, and to assess the potential cumulative impacts of both projects on 
the Liverpool community. 
 

  



SIMTA Intermodal Terminal – Peer Review of Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for Liverpool City Council  

Cardno Ref: 112083-01/Report 001 Rev 0 June 2012 Page 3 

1.2 Objectives of this Peer Review 

 
This peer review seeks to answer the following questions about the SIMTA‟s proposal: 
 
 Does the EA contain adequate investigations and details of the development (albeit on a Concept 

Plan level) to inform a valid assessment of the proposal?  

 Does it comply with the statutory planning requirements? 

 Do the technical investigations comply with best practice guidelines?  Are they based on 
appropriate assumptions?  Have they drawn valid conclusions and do they address the Director 
General‟s Requirements? 

 What are the impacts on the Liverpool‟s community and Council‟s assets?  Are the proposed 
mitigation measures sufficient to address the impacts? 

 What are the cumulative impacts for two intermodal terminals?  Are they justified and do they 
represent the most efficient and orderly use of the land in accordance with the objectives of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

 

1.3 Methodology 

 
This assessment focuses on the following four critical components of the development proposal, 
which are the fundamental elements of any environmental assessments: 
 

 Strategic Justification of the project within the context of the Government‟s objective to achieve a 
rail mode shift of 40%, with consideration of the demand for and supply of intermodal terminals 
within the South Western Sydney catchment, and having regard to the proposed Federal 
Government intermodal terminal that adjoins the SIMTA‟s site. 

 Scope of the Development, which includes all the on-site and off-site works, and the practicality 
/constructability of these works 

 Impact of the Proposed Development, including the on-site and off-site works. 

 Next steps for Liverpool City Council, SIMTA and the DoPI to complete the assessment and make 
a determination for the proposed development. 

 
Our peer review is based on the following methodology and research: 
 
1. Establish a project team to include all relevant specialists required to peer review all of the EA 

documents. 

2. Inspect the surrounding areas of the site to understand the geographic context and its interaction 
with the adjoining Moorebank Project Office‟s site and the SSFL. 

3. Research on the State and National strategies on freight transport to determine the current and 
future demand for freight logistic infrastructure and intermodal terminal across Sydney, as well as 
the catchment requirements for intermodal terminals.  This can inform the need for the proposed 
SIMTA development and allow an assessment on the appropriateness of the capacity proposed by 
SIMTA, in conjunction with the additional capacity proposed by the Federal Government. 

4. Liaise with Council‟s officers to identify the key allowing them issues to be weighted.  This allows 
the identification of primary and secondary issues to enable more targeted assessments. 

5. Review the concept design and layout of the intermodal facility and the associated rail spur line to 
determine if the proposed development can be physically constructed on the site, taking into 
account site constraints, geometric and other requirements. 

6. Review available desktop information on local and regional needs and review of available 
economic analysis relevant to the proposal.  
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7. Review the impact assessments submitted by the applicant, consider the assumptions and 
methodology of the assessments, identify gaps, if any, to allow thorough consideration of the 
mitigation measures and options for SIMTA and Liverpool City Council. 

8. Workshops with environmental, social, engineering and traffic specialists to coordinate the analysis 
of the impact assessments. 

9. Workshops with Council‟s staff to discuss their issues and identify the impacts on the Liverpool 
communities and Council‟s assets. 

10. Identify upgrades required on the local road network and infrastructure provision and assess the 
practicality in upgrading the roads and providing the required utilities to service the site.  Identify 
the ownership of the lands that are used for the off-site works and consider the implication of 
fragmented ownership on the proposal. 

11. Consider the effectiveness and efficiency of co-locating two intermodal facilities in Moorebank and 
identify the opportunities to share the infrastructure to minimise the potential impacts on the 
surrounding environment and residents. 

 

1.4 Project Team 

 
Cardno has established a project team to undertake a comprehensive of all of the specialist studies 
and the EA submitted by SIMTA.  Our project team includes the following experts: 
 

 Strategic and  Statutory Planning 

 Traffic and transport 

 Stormwater and Flooding 

 Urban Design / Landscaping / Heritage 

 Air 

 Noise 

 Green House Gas (GHG) / Environmental Risks 

 Contaminated Land 

 Economics 

 Social Planning 

 Infrastructure 

 Civil Engineering 

 

  



SIMTA Intermodal Terminal – Peer Review of Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for Liverpool City Council  

Cardno Ref: 112083-01/Report 001 Rev 0 June 2012 Page 5 

1.5 Structure of the Report 

 
This report is organised as follows: 
 

 Chapter 2 – first pass review of the information submitted by the applicant and the scope of the 
proposed concept development to determine if the applicant has submitted sufficient information 
to address the DGRs. 

 Chapter 3 – assesses the proposal against the statutory planning framework 

 Chapter 4 – technical assessments on the impact studies submitted by the applicant to consider 
if the assessments are undertaken in accordance with legal and best practice guidelines.  Identify 
the questions or additional information that need to be submitted by the applicant to clarify the 
conclusions of the assessments.  Identify the likely scope of mitigation measures 

 Chapter 5 – assess the strategic need of this development to determine if the proposed scope of 
the development is the most efficient approach to address Government‟s policy.  Consider the 
cumulative impacts as a result of two intermodal terminals in Moorebank. 

 Chapter 6 – draw conclusions on the peer review assessment and provide recommendations on 
the next step of the assessment process. 

 

1.6 Limitations 

 

This assessment is based on secondary information (i.e. already readily available) gathered over a 
limited period, and is therefore subject to limitation.  This information has not been individually verified 
and is therefore subject to the limitations of its original purpose.   
 
This report does not constitute an alternative environmental assessment of the proposal or propose a 
determination of the application.  Rather, it is a peer review to determine if the application has 
addressed all statutory and legal requirements, and appropriately considered the merits and 
justifications for the project.  This report is intended to guide further discussion with State agencies, 
Councils, relevant stakeholders, the community and the applicant.   
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2 Scope of Development 
 
This chapter provides a first pass review of the information submitted by the applicant and assesses 
the scope of the proposal based on our understanding of the on-site and off-site works required to 
enable the intermodal terminal to commence operation. 
 

2.1 Adequacy Test – Compliance with Director General’s 

Requirements 

 
The EA must be prepared to address all clauses under the Director General Requirements.  Section 
1.4 of the applicant‟s EA refers the individual items of the DGRs to the specific sections of the report.  
However, it does not state how the DGRs are being met in the proposed development.   
 
Table 2.1 shows our assessment on the EA against the DGRs.  The details of our assessments are 
further discussed in the following chapters of this report. 
 

Table 2.1 – Compliance with Director General’s Requirements 

DGRs Item Cardno’s Assessment Compliance 

1. General Requirements   

2. Executive Summary An executive summary is provided  

3. Detailed description of the 
project, including: 

- Location, site description 
and planning context 

- Project components, 
operations and design 
elements 

Limited information is provided on the project 
description, its design and operations.  The 
staging description is unrealistic as it suggested 
that construction of the rail siding will commence 
in mid 2012.  Off-site works essential to service 
the development are missing.   

 

See Section 2.2 below for details of our 
assessment. 

 

4. Strategic and Project 
Justifications 

- Suitability of the site in 
accordance with the object 
of the EP&A Act 

- Alternatives considered 

- Needs for the proposal 

- Relationship with adjoining 
development, including 
adjoining intermodal 
terminal proposal by the 
Moorebank Project Office 

- Consistency with relevant 
State policies and plans 

 The applicant suggested that the layout of the 
proposal provides the highest operational and 
safety efficiencies.  However, the assessment 
focuses on the internal layout of the proposal 
and does not provide information on the off 
site works, especially the rail siding that 
connects to the Southern Sydney Freight Line 
(SSFL) that is fundamental to intermodal 
facility.   

 There is limited assessment on the cumulative 
impacts of the proposed development and the 
adjoining proposal by the Moorebank Project 
Office. 

 The description on the impacts of relocating 
the current uses is not accurate as it is not 
related to the existing lease terms with the 
Department of Defence which current 
occupies the site. 

 

Section 6 provides details of our assessments on 
the strategic justifications for the proposed 
development and the cumulative impacts of two 
intermodal facilities in Moorebank.  It also 

 
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DGRs Item Cardno’s Assessment Compliance 

considers the current lease arrangement with the 
Department of Defence and identifies its 
implications on the current proposal. 

Based on our assessment, we do not believe the 
EA provides valid assessment to address all 
requirements identified in this section of the 
DGRs. 

5. Assessment of key issues Due to the extensive issues identified in this part 
of the DGRs, further assessment is provided in 
Chapter 4 of this report. 

Refer 
Chapter 4  

6. Draft Statement of 
Commitments 

Due to the lack of information on the off site 
works, the scope of the commitments proposed 
by the applicant is not considered sufficient to 
address the potential impacts. 

 

Key Issues Due to the extensive issues identified in this part 
of the DGRs, further assessment is provided in 
Chapter 4 of this report. 

Refer 
Chapter 4  

Environmental Risk Analysis An environmental risk analysis is provided in the 
application.   

Refer 
Chapter 4 

Consultation The applicant had invited a number of 
stakeholders to a Planning Focus Meeting and the 
applicant claimed that the meeting constituted 
consultation in accordance with the DGRs.  The 
Planning Focus Meeting was held before the 
issue of the DGRs, but there was no following up 
to the meeting during the EA preparation process. 

 

In terms of community consultation, Cardno forms 
the view that the applicant has not undertaken 
adequate consultation with the interest groups 
and the public given the diversity of the 
demographic profile living in Liverpool 

 

Chapter 4.9 of this report provides a detailed 
assessment of the consultation process and 
outcomes described by the applicant. 

 

 

 
 
On the basis of the above assessment, Cardno considers the submitted EA does not comply with the 
DGRs as follows: 
 
 It does not identify the full extent of off site works necessary to allow the full assessment of the 

proposed development. 

 It does not consider the relationship and impact of the proposal with the adjoining intermodal 
facility proposed by the Moorebank Project Office. 

 It does not consider the rationale and cumulative impacts of two intermodal facilities in virtually the 
same location. 

 It has not adequately undertaken the required level of consultation with stakeholders and the 
communities. 

 The assessment on impacts is inconclusive and does not allow the determination of the full scope 
of mitigation measures that are required to be address the impacts as part of the proposal. 
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All of the above statements will be further described in detail in the following sections of this report. 
 

2.2 Scope of Development 

2.2.1 Project Components 

 
What SIMTA Said? 
 
The EA states the development includes the following project components: 
 
 Rail Corridor 

 Intermodal Terminal  

 Warehouse and Distribution Facilities 

 Ancillary Terminal Facilities 

 
Rail corridor - the exact location and design of the rail spur connection will be resolved as part of the 
future Project Application (PA), but anticipated to include: 
 

 Bridge over Anzac Creek 

 A crossing under Moorebank Ave in proximity to the existing grade separated crossing which 
supports the existing East Hill Railway Line. 

 Bridge over Georges River 

 Maintenance access track 

 
Intermodal Terminal 

 4 rail tracks of approximately 650 to 1,200m long 

 Container hardstand of app. 90,000m
2
 on both sides of the rail tracks for container sorting and 

storage 

 Terminal administration offices and ancillary operational facilities of app. 2,100m
2
. 

 24 hours a day, 7 days a week to enable continuous receipt and dispatch of freight 

 
Warehouse and Distribution Facilities 

 App. 100,000m
2
 of warehouse floorspace located directly adjacent to the Intermodal Terminal 

 
Ancillary Terminal Facilities 

 Site management, security offices, administration offices, sleeping facilities for drivers, café, etc 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
The above descriptions provided in the main EA report do not align with the description in the traffic 
assessment (Page 82 of Appendix D Technical Note 1 Strategic Freight Demand), which assumes the 
following uses: 
 

 Warehouse and Distribution Centres – GFA of 292,000m
2
 

 Office and Ancillary – GFA of 4,400m
2
 

 Retail (eg. food outlets and convenience stores) – 1,700m
2
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 Small hotel of 80 rooms 

 Intermodal Terminal 
 
The items in red above denote those uses that are mentioned in the EA report but are not shown on 
the Concept Plan.  Whilst retail shops in the form of food outlets and convenient stores are needed to 
service the workers on the site, the small hotel of 80 rooms have not been mentioned in any other 
documents and we cannot identify any logical reasons to provide a hotel on site.   
 
The warehouse and distribution centres are also significantly larger than what is proposed in the EA 
report.  The inconsistent information makes it impossible to assess the development and its 
associated impacts. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The development components as currently described are inconsistent.  The applicant needs to clarify: 
 
 The size of the warehouse and distribution centres 

 The types of proposed retail activities 

 The justifications and need for a hotel 

 Where are these activities located and how do they relate to the surrounding land uses and 
Moorebank Ave? 

 How would they operate? 

 

2.2.2 Quality of Concept Plan 

 
What SIMTA Said? 
 
The indicative concept plan submitted with the application shows three precincts and a few dotted 
lines representing the potential internal roads and potential entry points.  Figure 2 illustrates the 
SIMTA proposal, within the context of the surrounding land uses and the adjoining Moorebank Project 
Office‟s proposal.   
 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
The plan contains no indication of how the proposal will operate and does not include any envelopes 
of building structures on the site.  It is more akin to a Structure Plan, which normally contains less 
information than a Concept Plan.  We therefore do not believe the submitted Concept Plan can be 
approved for the following reasons: 
 

 It does not include information on built forms and scale to allow assessment on the visual impacts.  
Given the proposed maximum height of 32m, significant visual impact on the residents and the 
surrounding land uses is likely. 

 Whilst there are indications of the floor spaces of particular uses, the lack of information on 
building footprint does not allow an assessment on the traffic and car parking impacts.   

 It does not allow appropriate assessment on ecology, heritage and flooding issues.  

 Two of the three access points at the southern portion of the site do not relate to any indicative 
internal roads and the limited information does not allow an assessment on the logic of the location 
of these access points.  It does not allow an assessment on public safety and its impact on 
Moorebank Ave. 
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 The indicative rail spur connecting to the SSFL seems to be located within the Moorebank Project 
Office site and overlaps the proposed internal road within the adjoining development.  There is no 
information on how this over lapping land uses will be resolved. 

 Figure 2 suggests that there is no co-ordination in the design of the two proposals and it also 
suggests that there will be two separate rail spurs linking the two sites with the SSFL.  This is an 
inefficient use of the land. 

 
Recommendations 
 
A more detailed Concept Plan is essential to allow an appropriate level of assessment on the 
proposal.  The applicant must provide an appropriate Concept Plan and it must include: 
 
 A realistic depiction of the indicative building footprint and envelopes of all structures on site 

 All proposed uses on the site and how these uses physically relate to each other 

 Concept design of the internal road network showing road widths and turning areas 

 Concept design of the access points 

 Relationship of the proposed accesses with the entry points to the adjoining Moorebank Project 
Office intermodal facility 

 Concept design of the rail corridor of appropriate width within the site and how the warehouses 
and the intermodal terminal physically relate to the rail corridor. 

 Concept design of the rail spur outside the site boundary, including appropriate curvature and 
correct location that does not overlap on the adjoining Defence land.   

 Concept design of the bridges across Anzac Creek and Georges River 

 Concept design of the grade separated crossing at Moorebank Ave and the East Hills Passenger 
Line showing the extent of upgrades required to the crossing 

 Concept design of the proposed duplication of the East Hills Passenger Line showing how this 
additional rail line can be physically fit and the widening of the existing railway corridor. 

 

2.2.3 Railway Spur & Connection to SSFL 

 
The railway spur that connects the site and the SSFL is the most critical piece of infrastructure for the 
intermodal terminal.  The facility cannot operate without the railway spur, 
 
What did SIMTA say? 
 
The EA provides an indicative rail link as an orange dotted line.  There is limited description of the 
exact location and the design of the rail spur.  The EA explains that the information will be provided in 
the future Project Application stage. 
 
In Technical Note 6 Strategic Rail Capacity Analysis report (Appendix L of the EA), page 14 states 
that: 
 

 Access to the Glenfield Waste Disposal site and rail corridor was restricted and no field 
investigation was undertaken to substantiate the concept rail alignment. 

 The full spectrum of engineering investigations will be undertaken at the project application stage.  

 
Design parameters of the rail spur were identified, including the need for flood study, geotechnical 
investigation, environmental reports to manage site constraints, and earthworks and site remediation 
works on the waste disposal site. 
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It is noted in the Technical Note that Australian Rail Track Corporation Ltd (ARTC), who owns and 
constructs the SSFL, currently does not have sufficient train path to service SIMTA‟s requirements if 
no improvements were carried out by ARTC to alleviate this limitation.  ARTC is not in a position to 
reserve capacity for a future user.   
 
In ARTC‟s letter to SIMTA (Stockland who was part of SIMTA at that time) dated 17 October 2011, 
ARTC suggested that: 
 

ARTC has undertaken some preliminary modelling that indicates that although the SSFL in its 
initial configuration would not be able to accommodate up to the 21 port shuttles per day 
(required by SIMTA)… it is likely to be feasible to accommodate this additional traffic with 

appropriate investments. 

To accommodate 21 services in addition to other forecast traffic will require additional 
expansionary infrastructure.  ARTC’s preliminary modelling indicates that the additional task 
may require two 750m loops between Leightonfield and Moorebank and the extension of the 

existing Moorebank loop and full duplication of the Botany line.  It is important to note that this 
based only upon an initial review and more detailed analysis would be required to confirm this 

assessment. 

Sites for the proposed loop have been identified based on the availability of adequate corridor 
width.  However, the sites have not had any engineering or environmental feasibility 

undertaken on them and as such are conceptual solutions only... None of the identified 
enhancement projects have been costed and no funding has been allocated towards them… 

ARTC will be able to give a more detailed response on the scope, timing and cost implications 
of the requested capacity when SIMTA is in a position to make a formal path request.   

 
 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
The statements from the ARTC suggested that: 
 

 Whilst there is a mechanism for SIMTA to request the ARTC to investigate the required 
expansionary infrastructure to support the capacity proposed by SIMTA, there is no commitment 
from ARTC on the timing, scope and cost of the upgrades to the SSFL that are essential to support 
the SIMTA‟s proposal. 

 The connection to the SSFL is the most important piece of infrastructure to allow the operation of 
this development.  There is no indication that this connection can be established and the timing for 
the expansionary works is unknown. 

 The expansionary works to the SSFL must form part of this project and the details of these works 
should be provided in the submitted documents in order for the Government to assess the 
environmental impacts prior to granting any determination.  These works must form part of the 
scope of the proposed development. 

 Commitment from ARTC is also critical to give certainty to the Government and the affected 
community about the extent and timing of the works. 

 Our assessment based on the limited information on the rail link from the site to SSFL (Figure 3) 
suggested that the proposed rail spur includes unnecessary curves that have not been tested 
geometrically.  A substantial amount of investigations, including flooding, geotechnical, ecology, 
bushfire and site contamination need to be undertaken, even on a preliminary level, on the rail 
spur land to confirm the capability of the site to supports the development. 

 The proposed rail spur to the south of the site contains threatened species that are listed in the 
Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act and this rail 
spur is creating the most significant environmental impacts out of all of the structures proposed in 
this application.  Limiting the size of this rail spur will assist in alleviating the environmental impacts 
of the proposal.  Straightening the alignment as shown in Figure 3 can create a safer and more 
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efficient route that makes use of the existing disused railway line.  However, no options are 
provided in the EA. 

 In undertaking the schematic design of the rail alignment options, reference has been made to the 
Transport for NSW RailCorp ESC 210 Track Geometry and Stability – Version 4.6 Issued August 
2011.  The schematic design of the rail alignment options has taken into consideration the 
constraints associated with this site.   

 The following design criteria have been adopted for the schematic design of rail alignment: 

o Minimum horizontal radius R = 200m in accordance with Table 3 – Normal Design Limits 
for Sidings 

o Minimum length of straights 100m in accordance with 5.2.3 Long and Short Intervals 

o Maximum gradient G = 1% in accordance with Table 3 – Normal Design Limits for Sidings 

o Minimum 30m wide rail corridor as adopted from Environmental Assessment SIMTA 
prepared by Urbis March 2012. 

 The Cardno alternative rail alignment option consists of supporting infrastructure including bridges 
and fill embankments only.  No viaducts are required, which is necessary for the SIMTA rail option. 

 Regardless of which rail spur option, an approximate area of 10ha land acquisition is required and 
there is no evidence in the submitted documents suggesting that this issue has been resolved. 

Overall, Cardno considers that the proposal is premature as it does not provide a solution to 

connect the proposed facility with the SSFL without major expansionary infrastructure.  All of 

these upgrade works are fundamental to the operation of the proposed Intermodal Terminal.  If 

any component of these works is not feasibility due to engineering, financial, land ownership 

or environmental constraints, the proposed Intermodal Terminal will not be able to function. 

 
Recommendations 
 
Because the railway spur and the SSFL expansionary infrastructure are crucial parts of the proposal, 
the location, concept designs, land owners commitment and financial arrangement of these works 
must be addressed in the application to allow appropriate assessment of the full extent of the 
proposal.  Without this information, the determination of this application is premature. 
 
The application must therefore provide the following additional information: 
 
 Concept design of the rail spur and alternative locations and design and justifications for the 

chosen design options. 

 Concept design of the crossing on Anzac Creek and Georges River and the grade separated 
crossing at Moorbank Ave and the existing passenger line. 

 Consideration of using the existing disused railway line for the proposed rail spur. 

 Consideration of using the proposed rail spur of the Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal and 
evidence to demonstrate that SIMTA and the Moorebank Project Office have made an effort to 
resolve this matter. 

 Concept design of all expansionary infrastructure to the SSFL required to provide the required 
capacity sought by SIMTA. 

 Commitments from the ARTC to the expansionary infrastructure and indication of the funding 
arrangement, timing of the delivery and the scope of works. 

 Evidence that land ownership issues are resolved for the expansionary infrastructure and the rail 
spur.  

 Preliminary environmental assessment to be undertaken for the rail spur alignment and the 
expansionary infrastructure. 
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2.2.4 Staging & Timing 

 
What SIMTA Said? 
 
The Traffic and Transport report (Appendix K of the EA document) Page 90 provides an indicative 
development staging, as shown in Table 2.2: 

Table 2.2 – Indicative Development Staging 

 
(Source: Hyder (2012) Moorebank Intermodal terminal Facility (MITF) – Traffic and Transport) 

 
 
It suggests an indicative timing of 2015 to commence transportation of containers to and from Port 
Botany, with an initial container throughput of 200,000 TEUs. 
 
There is no other information to justify the timing of the proposal. 
 
The applicant has also submitted a staging plan (Figure 4 below).  However, the staging plan 
provides no description on the works contained in each stage.   
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Figure 4 – SIMTA’s Staging Plan 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell Concept Plan – Staging (Appendix D of EA Report)) 

 
 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
The timeframe identified by SIMTA is unrealistic.  Cardno‟s research suggested the following issues 
that can significantly affect the timing of the proposal: 
 

 The SIMTA‟s site is currently leased to the Commonwealth Government as the Defence National 
Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC).  The Defence logistics currently have a lease on the 
SIMTA‟s site until 2013 with two five-year options to extend to 2023. 

 As discussed above, ARTC has indicated that they cannot reserve the freight line capacity for 
speculative users.  Significant expansionary infrastructure is required to the SSFL to provide the 
capacity sought by SIMTA.  To date, no commitment has been provided by the ARTC to undertake 
the works. 

 A 2012/13 commencement to develop the rail terminal will require immediate planning approval for 
such works.  However, this is only a Concept Application and a Project Application will need to be 
submitted to allow the construction of such works.  No evidence has been provided to indicate that 
there are agreements from the adjoining owners to allow the rail spur to traverse their lands.  The 
ownership plan in Figure 5 shows that SIMTA will require consent from at least five land owners 
plus those that own lands affected by the required SSFL expansionary infrastructure.  Only limited 
environmental assessments have been carried on the rail spur land and there is no indication on 
the geotechnical constraints on the landfill site. 

 The adjoining intermodal terminal proposal by the Federal Government Moorebank Project Office 
states its intention to commence the construction of the Stage 1 works in 2013.  Their staging plan 
is shown in Figure 6.   

 There are obvious relationships between the two developments and the associated upgrade works 
required near the site.  It is important to align the timing of the construction of the projects to 
minimise any impacts on the surrounding residents and activities.  However, this is not discussed 
in the submitted documents. 
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ID Owner Lot and DP
1 Commonwealth of Australia 3001/1125930
2 State Rail Authority of NSW 1/825352
3 Trust Company Limited 1/1048263
4 Commonwealth of Australia 3002/1125930
5 Commonwealth of Australia 4/1130937
6 Figela Pty Ltd 103/1143827
7 JC & FW Kennett Pty Ltd 52/517310
8 JC & FW Kennett Pty Ltd 104/1143827
9 JC & FW Kennett Pty Ltd 51/515696

10 Ms Helen Louise Kennett and Kennett Pty Ltd 5/833516
11 Rail Corporation NSW 102/1143827
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Figure 6 - Staging Plan for Federal Government's Proposal 

 

(Source: Commonwealth Department of Finance and Deregulation (2011) Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 
Preliminary Project Environmental Overview in support of the Application (Figure 5.1)) 
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The above are all significant issues and failure to resolve any of the above will jeopardise the 

timing of the project, making the assessment invalid. 

 
Recommendations 
 
The determination of the current proposal is premature and it has not demonstrated whether the 
fundamental development issues are resolved.  The applicant should submit the following additional 
information: 
 
 Written confirmation from the Department of Defence that the DNSDC will vacate the site upon 

the expiry of the current lease term. 

 Evidence of communication with affected land owners affected by the proposed rail spur and their 
indicative consent for such works to traverse their land. 

 Commitments from the ARTC to the expansionary infrastructure and indication of the funding 
arrangement, timing of the delivery and the scope of works. 

 Evidence that land ownership issues are resolved for the expansionary infrastructure and the rail 
spur.  

 Revised staging and timing schedule and revised assessments to align with the revised 
timeframes 

 A realistic staging plan showing how different stages of the development relate to each other and 
the works involved in each stage.  Provide realistic timing for each stage of construction. 

 A staging program that combines the proposed timeframe for the SIMTA‟s and the Moorebank 
Project Office‟s proposal.  Evidence to demonstrate how the proposed construction timeframe can 
be co-ordinated to minimise impacts on the residents and adjoining activities. 

 

2.2.5 Operational Details 

 
No operation details are included in the EA documents.  This is necessary to allow the assessment of 
the impacts arising from the proposal. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The following additional information is required: 
 
 Details of how the intermodal terminal operates within the site, eg. how containers are loaded and 

unloaded from the trucks and onto the train wagon, the relationship between the warehouse and 
the terminal, movement pattern of the trucks, procedures to handle, store and move containers, 
any quarantine or security controls of the content of the containers, etc. 

 Detailed description of the routes that will be used by the trucks to the development site and 
consideration of the traffic management requirements for the routes, including any proposed 
induction to truck drivers to use the chosen routes. 

 Number of workers on site at any one time.  Resting places for workers and its capacity. 

 Accident handling procedures. 
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3 Statutory Compliance 
 
This chapter assesses the proposed development against the relevant strategies and legislation. 

 

3.1 Commonwealth Legislation 

3.1.1 Environmental Protection & Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999 

 
The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) is Commonwealth 
environment and heritage legislation which applies to matters of national significance.  This Act 
requires approval from the Commonwealth Minister for the Sustainability, Environment, Water, 
Population and Communities for any action that has, will have or is likely to have a significant impact 
on listed matters of National Environmental Significance.  These matters are: 
 

 World Heritage properties. 

 National Heritage places. 

 Wetlands of international importance. 

 Threatened species and ecological communities. 

 Migratory species. 

 Commonwealth marine or land areas. 

 Nuclear actions (including uranium mining). 

 
Rightly identified by the applicant, the subject site contains the following matters that would require a 
referral to the Commonwealth Minister: 
 

 National Heritage (Sections 15B and 15C) – the SIMTA is listed on the Commonwealth Heritage 
list as a National Heritage Place.  The heritage inventory is included in Appendix A of this report. 

 Threatened Species and Communities (Sections 18-19) – the land contains threatened flora 
(grevillea parvifora subsq. Parviflora, persoonia nutan, acacia pubescensi) and threatened fauna 
species (pteropus poliocephalus) 

 Commonwealth Land (Sections 27-27A) – the proposed rail corridor traverses Commonwealth 
Land  

 
This is no indication in the applicant‟s report that a referral has been made to the Commonwealth 
Minister regarding the above matters.  A confirmation from the Commonwealth Minister is usually 
required in a Concept Application. 

As the proposal is likely to remove all building structures on the site and affect flora and fauna 

species, both are listed as items of National Significance, a preliminary confirmation from the 

Commonwealth Minister is necessary in the Concept Plan stage to demonstrate the suitability 

of the land to support the proposal. 

 
Recommendations 
 
 The applicant must submit evidence that a referral to the Commonwealth Minister under EPBC 

Act has been carried out, and the appropriate assessment be submitted with the EA in 
accordance with the outcomes of the referral. 
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3.2 State Legislation 

3.2.1 Environmental Planning & Assessment (EP&A) Act 1979 

 
Whilst the development complies with the statutory requirements under the now repealed Part 3A of 
the EP&A Act, the assessment against Clause 5 of the Act below suggests that the proposal does not 
comply with the objectives of the Act and should not be approved in its current form. 
 

(a) to encourage:  
 (i)  the proper management, development and conservation of natural and artificial 

resources, including agricultural land, natural areas, forests, minerals, water, cities, 
towns and villages for the purpose of promoting the social and economic welfare of the 
community and a better environment, 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 The application has not provided the full scope of the development, including on site and off site 
works, to allow the identification of the potential impacts.   

 Whilst acknowledging the environmental benefits of an intermodal terminal in reducing truck 
movements and promoting rail freight, this argument needs to be balanced by the potential 
localised traffic, air and noise impacts that are likely to occur around Moorebank.  There is no 
indication these impacts will be addressed. 

 The submitted documents have not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate there is a real 
need for this proposal within the strategic context of the approved/committed intermodal terminals 
in Sydney.  Whether the proposal will promote substantial economic welfare to western Sydney is 
questionable.  

 As demonstrated in the following chapter, the proposal will create localised social, environmental 
and economic impacts to Liverpool LGA and these impacts have not been identified and 
appropriately addressed. 

 
 

(ii) The promotion and co-ordination of the orderly and economic use and development of 
land. 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
We do not believe the proposal promotes the orderly and economic use of land because: 
 

 There is no demonstrable need for two intermodal terminals locating next to each other and we 
question if such co-location will increase the efficiency of the logistic chain of freight movement.   

 There is no indication of the site layout and no information to allow an assessment of the design to 
ensure an orderly use of the site. 

 A new spur line at the southern boundary of the site is proposed to connect the terminal with 
SSFL.  However there is no consideration on using the existing disused railway line for the same 
purpose.  There is no indication of the condition of the existing disuse railway line and no 
assessment on why this railway line cannot be used.  The construction of the proposed new 
railway corridor will remove a significant amount of threatened species and the impact can be 
simply addressed by using the existing railway line. 

 Both SIMTA‟s and the Moorebank Project Office‟s facilities incorporate separate rail spurs in 
different locations to connect the terminals with the SSFL.  There is no assessment on the capacity 
of the rail spurs in relation to the operation of the terminal and there is no justification on why there 
are two spur lines in different locations.  This layout contradicts the objective to promote an orderly 
and economic use of land. 
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(iii)  The protection, provision and co-ordination of communication and utility services 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 This proposal will require augmentation of utility and infrastructure.  However, the unclear scope of 
the development and the uncertain timing do not allow a full assessment on the capacity of the 
existing utilities and the scope of upgrades required as well as the timing of the upgrades. 

 
 

(iv)  the provision of land for public purposes 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 Whilst no public uses are being proposed in this development, the total privatisation of the site as 
an intermodal terminal will take away all opportunities for the public to use the land and appreciate 
the military significance of the site and its National heritage values. 

 
 

(v) the provision and co-ordination of community services and facilities, and 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 This objective is not applicable.  We do not believe the provision of travel demand measures to the 
workers on site as stated in the submitted report will benefit the local communities. 

 
 

(vi) the protection of the environment, including the protection and conservation of native 
animals and plants including threatened species, populations and ecological communities 
and their habitats 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
The proposal does not maximise the opportunities to protect the threatened species on the site: 
 

 The proposed rail spur has not been designed to minimise disturbance to the land, and will create 
significant impacts on the existing threatened species of National Significance on the site.  The 
impacts have not been addressed. 

 There is no mitigation measures proposed to minimise any potential impacts. 

 There is insufficient information in the proposal to identify and assess the impacts on the 
threatened species. 

 

 

(vii)  Ecological sustainable development 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 There is insufficient information in the concept plan and in the EA reports to assess if the proposal 
constitutes ecologically sustainable development.   
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 (viii)  the provision and maintenance of affordable housing 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 This objective is irrelevant to this project 

 
 

(b)  to promote the sharing of the responsibility for environmental planning between the 
different levels of government in the State 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 This objective is irrelevant to this project 

 

(c)  to provide increased opportunity for public involvement and participation in environmental 
planning and assessment 

 
 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 As identified later in this report, the community consultation undertook by the applicant as part of 
the EA process is poor.  The consultation program missed key demographic groups which 
represent the Liverpool community and it has not made the project information accessible to the 
public.  It has not provided sufficient opportunity for public involvement. 

 

3.3 Local Legislation 

3.3.1 Liverpool Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2008 

 
The Liverpool LEP has zoned this site IN1 General Industrial zone.  This is shown in Figure 7. 
 
Whilst complying some of the current objectives and zoning table of the LEP, Cardno noted that the 
site was originally rezoned for a Business Enterprise zone and supported by the site specific 
Development Control Plan (adopted in 2003). However, the introduction of the State Government LEP 
template has removed the site specific controls on this site and the IN1 General Industrial zoning 
permits a range of industrial, including freight transport facility.  The inappropriate translation of the 
zoning controls has allowed a use that was not initially intended in the original rezoning application.   
 

3.3.2 Development Control Plan – Moorebank International Technology Park 

 
A site specific DCP was prepared to support the rezoning application.  The original DCP 49 was 
undertaken for the Moorebank International Technology Park and it covers this site and two adjoining 
lots to the north and north east of the site (known as Amiens and Yulong).  DCP 49 was subsequently 
amalgamated into a comprehensive Liverpool DCP 2008 in accordance with the State Government 
Planning Reform.  Part 2.4 of DCP 2008 is the old DCP 49 and the visions and controls are targeted 
as the originally proposed technology park.  The SIMTA does not comply with the intent of the DCP or 
any appropriate controls.   
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4 Environmental Impact Assessments 
 
This section provides peer reviews of the Environmental Impact Assessments submitted as part of the 
Environmental Assessment for the Concept Application. 
 

4.1 Traffic & Transport 

 
The following is a review of the traffic and transport information provided in the Transport and 
Accessibility Impact Assessment prepared by Hyder Consulting (Appendices K of the EA report, 
dated August 2011). 
 

4.1.1 Overview of SIMTA’s Transport & Accessibility Impact Assessment 

 

 Traffic forecasts were determined by using a strategic traffic model specifically developed for 
investigating the traffic impact from the SIMTA proposal. The demand estimates used in the model 
were based on the Sydney-wide Strategic Travel Model (STM) developed by the Bureau of 
Transport Statistics (BTS). The Strategic Model undertook detailed calibration and validation. 

 A Paramics model was also developed to assess the road network capacity with and without the 
SIMTA proposal on roads within the immediate vicinity of the site. 

 The employment data used in future 2031 traffic models was from the NSW Government‟s 
population and employment forecast sourced from BTS. 

 The basis for the road network used in the model was not clear. The EA report mentioned the road 
network was especially prepared to address the SIMTA site. A copy of the road network model 
was not provided. 

 Both traffic models were prepared for the current (2011) situation and for the future (2031) 
situation with and without SIMTA when it was assumed the SIMTA site would be fully operational. 

 The proposal only identifies four road upgrade works, stating that the existing road network will be 
operating efficiently after the proposal is in operational and when it is at full capacity.  These 
include: 

o Widen Moorebank Avenue to four lanes between the M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue grade 
separated interchange and Northern SIMTA site access. Some localised improvements will be 
required around central access and southern access points;  

o Concurrent with four lane widening on Moorebank Avenue, the Moorebank Avenue/Anzac 
Road signal will require some form of widening at approach roads;  

o A new traffic signal at SIMTA northern entry and egress points with the Moorebank Avenue;  

o Potential upgrade works at the M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue grade separated interchange 
to cater for both background and additional SIMTA traffic growth.  

 

4.1.2 Assumptions in SIMTA’s Traffic Models 

 
Port Botany Container Terminal 

 In 2009/10 Port Botany handled 1.9 million TEUs, up from 1.8 million TEU in 2008/09 (a TEU is a 
twenty foot equivalent unit container). In 2009/10, imports were 1.0 million TEUs, exports were 0.4 
million TEU and the export of empty containers was 0.5 million TEUs. 

 The projected growth of container trade at Port Botany is 6.7% per annum based on Sydney Ports 
Corporation (SPC) planning assumptions. 
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 By 2018 Port Botany is projected to handle 3.2 million TEUs per year. Port Botany will require an 
amendment to the current development consent to handle more than 3.2 million TEUs per annum.  

 By 2025 Port Botany will reach its projected capacity of 5.0 million TEUs per annum (subject to 
outcomes of the planning approval). 

 To relieve congestion on the road network in Sydney, the NSW State Plan 2010 sets out the target 
to increase the proportion of container freight movements by rail out of Port Botany to 40% by 
2016. 

 
TEU Assumptions 

 The SIMTA site is approximately 83 hectares 

 SIMTA will have capacity to handle 1.0 million TEUs per annum (estimated) by 2016. 

 Approximately 60% of containers are 40 foot containers which are equivalent to two TEUs. 

 2,740 TEUs per day by rail 

 
Employment 

 The EA report estimated employment on the SIMTA site at around 2,260. 

 
Traffic Generation 

 The EA report mentioned that traffic generation from the SIMTA site would be based on The RTA 
Guide to Traffic Generating Developments. 

 

Rail Movement Assumptions 

 The SIMTA site would generate approximately 21 trains per day, which is approximately one train 
in and out every hour of the day and night 

 

Truck Movement Assumptions 

 The SIMTA site will generate 2,638 trucks movements per day (1,603 articulated trucks and 1,035 
rigid trucks) 

 

Car Movement Assumptions for the SIMTA site 

 4,516 person movements per day 

 80% of person movements by car 

 3,613 car movements per day (19.1% in AM Peak Hour (7-8am) and 17.4% in PM Peak Hour (4-
5pm)) 

 

Public Transport Movements for the SIMTA site 

 2011 current mode share to Moorebank area is car (84.7%), Train (2.1%) and Bus (1.0%) 

 2031 assumed mode share to Moorebank area is car (51.5%), Train (5.0%) and Bus (30.0%) 

 Peak Period bus services were proposed between the SIMTA site and the Liverpool and 
Holsworthy Rail Stations 
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4.1.3 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
Traffic Modeling Results & Road Upgrades 
 
Overall, the calibration and validation of the traffic models indicate that the estimate of current traffic 
movements is within acceptable orders of accuracy.  However, we have reservations on the potential 
impacts identified in SIMTA‟s proposal due to the limited details provided in the report and the unclear 
assumptions used. 
 
Several figures have been produced to estimate the impact of SIMTA in 2031 and to compare the 
traffic capacity at several key intersections around the site with and without SIMTA in 2031.  The 
report indicates that SIMTA will only have a minor impact on local intersections as it will only take up 
the spare capacity that will be available at that time.  It also indicates that the only road works 
required is the widening of the ramps on the M5/Moorebank Avenue interchange, the widening of 
Moorebank Avenue and the installation of traffic signals at the Moorebank Avenue/Anzac Road 
intersection.  SIMTA‟s proposed road upgrades are shown in Figure 8. 
 
We question the limited scope of road upgrades for the following reasons: 
 

 The basis for the estimate of 2031 traffic flows is not clear in order to understand the truck 
movements and to justify the limited impacts of traffic generation identified in SIMTA‟s traffic 
model.  For example the traffic model did not include the proposed Commonwealth Intermodal 
Terminal which is also to be located in Moorebank. 

 There were only general comments provided about the 2011 or 2031 road networks used in the 
transport models, specifically in the Liverpool LGA.  On this basis Cardno cannot assess the 
impact of future car and truck traffic on Council‟s local and regional roads. 

 The increase in truck traffic in the Liverpool LGA will have an impact on Council‟s Regional and 
Local roads with respect to the traffic capacity of these roads and the structural capacity of the 
road pavements to carry the additional truck loads. The EA report does not provide any traffic data 
to assess the damage the increase in truck traffic will have on their roads 

 The charts in Annex A graphically show the results from the SIMTA‟s reports of the future 2031 
traffic models at 13 locations around the SIMTA site. The plans show those intersections operating 
at Levels of Service less than LoS F and at LoS F; Level of Service F means that the section of 
road or intersection has failed and as such it is at an unsatisfactory level of service with excessive 
queuing.  LoS F was chosen to highlight the seriousness of the section of road or intersection to 
accommodate additional traffic and therefore show that further detailed investigations would be 
required to determine what measures would be required to allow these sections of road or 
intersections to operate at a higher level of service such as at LoS D or E in the peak hours.  
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Figure 8 - Road Upgrades Proposed by SIMTA 
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 Table 4.1 illustrates the SIMTA results in 2031 with and without SIMTA which suggests SIMTA 
will not be the cause of the failure at these intersections as the intersections will have already 
failed.  This requires further justification by undertaking traffic modelling at intermediate years to 
show the impact of SIMTA as the SIMTA project ramps up from 2015 to 2025. 

Table 4.1 – Intersection Performance With and Without SIMTA 

Intersection 2031 LoS Without 

SIMTA  

2031 With SIMTA 

Moorebank Avenue/Anzac Road < LoS F > LoS F 

M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue < LoS F < LoS F 

M5 Motorway/Hume Highway > LoS F > LoS F 

Moorebank Avenue/Heathcote Road < LoS F > LoS F 

Moorebank Avenue/Newbridge Road > LoS F > LoS F 

Hume Highway/Camden Valley Way < LoS F > LoS F 

Hume Highway/Kurrajong Road > LoS F > LoS F 

Hume Highway/De Meyrick Avenue > LoS F > LoS F 

Hume Highway/Hoxton Park 

Road/Macquarie Street 

> LoS F > LoS F 

Terminus Street/Speed Street > LoS F > LoS F 

Newbridge Road/Nuwarra Road < LoS F > LoS F 

Heathcote Road/Nuwarra Road > LoS F > LoS F 

 

 There is no traffic flow data from the traffic models to justify the recommended upgrades proposed 
at the above 12 locations or who would be responsible for the cost of these upgrades. 

 Plans in Annex A also support the situation that in 2031 SIMTA will not be the ultimae cause of 
the future intersection upgrades.  The Plans show that: 

o The 2011 AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service 

o The 2031 AM and PM Peak Hour Level of Service With and Without SIMTA 

o A comparison of the 2011 and 2031 AM and PM Peak Hour Levels of Service With and Without 
SIMTA 

o A comparison of the 2031 AM and PM Peak Hour Levels of Service With and Without SIMTA 

 The percentage of SIMTA cars and trucks as a percentage of the background cars and trucks in 
2031 if SIMTA was not developed. The percentages are significant as SIMTA could add up to 84% 
of additional trucks on the Hume Highway, 350% on Moorebank Avenue and up to 22% on the M5 
west of Moorebank Avenue.  This is shown in Figures 9-12 below. 

For example Figures 9 and 10 show that in the AM Peak Hour in 2025 the projected number of 
trucks on Moorebank Avenue will increase by 350%. This was calculated by estimating the number 
of trucks on Moorebank Avenue with and without SIMTA as follows 

o Without SIMTA it was estimated there would be 113 trucks per hour on Moorebank Avenue 

o With SIMTA there would be 509 trucks per hour which includes non SIMTA and SIMTA truck 
movements 

o Therefore SIMTA would provide 396 (509-113) truck movements which is an increase in truck 
movements or 350% i.e. (396*100/113) above the projected background truck movements.  
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Scale at A31:25,000

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 1%
2025 4% 2%
2031 4% 2%

M-6 M7 Motorway  Nth of Kurrajong Rd
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 1% 14%
2025 2% 22%
2031 2% 19%

M-4 M5 West of Moorebank
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 5%
2025 3% 7%
2031 2% 6%

M-5 M5 East of Moorebank

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 3% 48%
2025 5% 84%
2031 4% 77%

M-8 Hume Hwy btw Myall and Pine

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 41% 0%
2025 69% 0%
2031 62% 0%

M-2 Anzac Rd, East of Moorebank
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 19% 209%
2025 32% 350%
2031 29% 315%

M-1 Moorebank South of Anzac
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 8%
2025 3% 14%
2031 3% 13%

M-7 M5 Sth of Campbelltown Rd
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Scale at A31:25,000

Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 117 8
2025 235 16
2031 235 16

M-6 M7 Motorway  Nth of Kurrajong Rd
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 128 152
2025 255 305
2031 255 305

M-4 M5 West of Moorebank
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 166 44
2025 331 87
2031 331 87

M-5 M5 East of Moorebank

Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 107 99
2025 214 198
2031 214 198

M-8 Hume Hwy btw Myall and Pine

Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 345 0
2025 690 0
2031 690 0

M-2 Anzac Rd, East of Moorebank
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 345 198
2025 690 396
2031 690 396

M-1 Moorebank South of Anzac
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 107 99
2025 214 198
2031 214 198

M-7 M5 Sth of Campbelltown Rd
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Scale at A31:25,000

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 1%
2025 3% 2%
2031 3% 2%

M-6 M7 Motorway  Nth of Kurrajong Rd
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 1% 14%
2025 2% 21%
2031 2% 18%

M-4 M5 West of Moorebank
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 4%
2025 3% 7%
2031 2% 6%

M-5 M5 East of Moorebank

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 2% 46%
2025 4% 80%
2031

M-8 Hume Hwy btw Myall and Pine

Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 31% 0%
2025 45% 0%
2031 38% 0%

M-2 Anzac Rd, East of Moorebank
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 17% 197%
2025 25% 291%
2031 20% 242%

M-1 Moorebank South of Anzac
Year % Δ SIMTA Cars % Δ SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 1% 8%
2025 2% 14%
2031 2% 13%

M-7 M5 Sth of Campbelltown Rd
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Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 107 8
2025 214 16
2031 214 16

M-6 M7 Motorway  Nth of Kurrajong Rd
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 116 152
2025 233 305
2031 233 305

M-4 M5 West of Moorebank
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 151 44
2025 302 87
2031 302 87

M-5 M5 East of Moorebank

Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 97 99
2025 195 198
2031 195 198

M-8 Hume Hwy btw Myall and Pine

Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 314 0
2025 629 0
2031 629 0

M-2 Anzac Rd, East of Moorebank
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 314 198
2025 629 396
2031 629 396

M-1 Moorebank South of Anzac
Year SIMTA Cars SIMTA Trucks
2010 - -
2015 97 99
2025 195 198
2031 195 198

M-7 M5 Sth of Campbelltown Rd
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Alternative Access 
 
SIMTA‟s proposal can only obtain access from Moorebank Ave.  The traffic models have not included 
a risk assessment of the future 2031 road network. For example only one major access road has 
been assumed for access to the SIMTA site and this is through Moorebank Avenue from the north. A 
serious accident on this section of Moorebank Avenue would prevent or severely restrict all cars and 
trucks from entering and leaving the site. 
 
There is the possibility of accessing the SIMTA site from Moorebank Avenue south of the site (see 
Figure 13). This would require the construction of a new road link between the Hume Highway and 
Moorebank Avenue via Cambridge Avenue. LCC has set aside an undeveloped corridor of land for 
such a road link. From the traffic results produced, the need for this road link should have been tested 
to determine whether it would have increased traffic capacity to the site.   This road link is however 
not considered in the SIMTA‟s assessment. 

Figure 13 – Future Road Link 
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4.1.4 Recommendations for Addressing Deficiencies in the Traffic Analysis 

 
To address the deficiencies of the traffic and transport section of the EA Report, several key steps 
need to be undertaken: 
 
 Details of the 2011 and 2031 road networks used in the Strategic and Paramics Models should be 

made available.  

 Details of the future land use data for the 2031 transport model should be made available 
especially the assumptions adopted for the Liverpool LGA. 

 The transport modelling should be repeated to include the Commonwealth Intermodal Site when 
details become available. 

 The traffic modelling should by undertaken for intervening years to show the impact of intermodal 
traffic as either/or the SIMTA and Commonwealth intermodal sites ramp up from 2015 to 2031. 

 Make available the AM and PM peak hour traffic flow results produced by the transport models on 
all roads within the Liverpool LGA included in the model. The modelled results should clearly 
distinguish traffic flows without either intermodal terminal and with one or other or both intermodal 
sites. The traffic flow results must clearly show the car and truck movements generated by the 
intermodal sites on Council roads.  

 The traffic models should be undertaken to include the southern access route to the site via a new 
road link between the Hume Highway and Moorebank Ave via Cambridge Ave. 

 A more robust determination of the level of employment on the site should be undertaken as there 
is some scepticism on the employment levels used in the EA report. The number of employees on 
the site directly relate to the number of car movements to and from the site in the peak hours. 

 

4.2 Air 

 
Overall, the Air Quality assessment submitted by the applicant shows an acceptable level of impact, 
however it does not provide the detail of how the assessment was undertaken which is required to 
validate this conclusion. There is limited assessment on the cumulative impacts of the subject 
development and the Commonwealth Government‟s proposal, and there are questions over the ability 
of the local air shed to accommodate further development without exceeding the relevant annual PM10 
air quality standard.  Some air pollutants have not been adequately assessed. 
 
Our assessment is summarised as follows: 
 
1. The identified background conditions are described as: 

 Stability class F is dominant in the area – a condition under which dispersion is poor (Section 
4.1 of the PAE Holmes report).  

 There were 3 occasions in 2009 when background 24 hr PM10 levels were exceeded 
(excluding known dust storms) 

 There have been occasional exceedences of PM2.5 advisory levels  

 There have been occasional exceedences of ozone standards  

 No odour impact is considered. Levels of odour would be influenced by the goods handled, 
and could be managed through approval conditions and management plans limiting the 
handling of potentially odorous materials, or by requiring all such handling to be done within a 
dedicated warehouse with suitable ventilation and air treatment systems. 

2. PM and NO2 emissions are considered in detail.  

3. Annual average background PM10 levels are close to the air quality criteria. The approval of the 
SIMTA facility will make it difficult to approve subsequent applications, and consequently a full 
cumulative impact assessment is considered essential. This has not been provided. 
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4. PM2.5 criteria are advisory and subject to review. Regulatory requirements may therefore change, 
and the site may struggle to comply. Conditions of approval should require the operator to 
comply with any changing standard formally adopted by state or national government within a 
reasonable (defined) time period. 

5. CO is not considered in detail, but the explanation given in section 3.3 as to why this is the case 
is adequate. 

6. SO2 emissions are not considered significant in the report due to declining S concentrations in 
diesel fuel. Despite this, it would be helpful to know something about background levels so an 
informed judgement can be made. An approval condition should also specify S content in all fuel 
used in vehicles at or visiting the site. 

7. Organic hydrocarbons and airborne toxics do not appear to receive adequate consideration.  
Section 3.5 discounts them on the basis of there being 500m from the point of emission to the 
receptors. A large number of personnel will be present on site, and the nearest receptor is 200m 
not 500m. These pollutants are therefore not considered to be adequately assessed. 

8. Ozone is acknowledged as being an issue in Sydney in section 3.6 and 4.2.4, but receives no 
further consideration in the impact assessment. A more detailed impact assessment of this 
parameter is required, and a management plan is required. 

9. Traffic is considered only along Moorebank Avenue. This pre-supposes that all traffic travels to 
the site along this road to the South Western Motorway. Impacts should be revised using a more 
realistic forecast of off site traffic movements. 

10. It is noted in section 5.2 of the report that more recent emission factors may now be available, 
however it is considered unlikely by both the author and Cardno that the use of updated factors 
will materially affect the conclusions. 

11. Construction impacts are not addressed in any detail, however the statement that these should 
be addressed through CEMPs for each stage of construction are reasonable. 

12. General best practice mitigation measures are proposed, and these are generally considered 
appropriate, however the following additional measures should also be applied, noting that 
additional recommended mitigations generally involve imposing approval conditions or 
management plan requirements rather than development of physical infrastructure: 

 Access routes to the site should be documented and controlled; 

 Handling of odorous materials should only occur in dedicated warehouses with odour 
abatement systems, or handling of these materials should be prohibited; 

 Low S diesel fuel should be used at all times; 

 Additional air quality monitoring stations should be installed and operated by the 
proponent. 

 Adequate construction related air quality management plans should be required before 
construction commences. 

13. Costs for the above mitigation measures should be pushed to the operator through permit 
requirements. 

14. The operator should be required through an approval condition to monitor and make publically 
available data on air quality at local receptors to verify the model predictions. A staged approval 
could be considered whereby full operating capacity is not approved until operation at a lesser 
capacity has been demonstrated not to exceed air quality standards. 

 

The technical comments and questions made in relation to the PAE Holmes Air Quality Impact 
Assessment are outlined in Table 4.2 below. 
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Table 2.2 – Air Quality Assessment  

Comment Implication 

No information is provided in relation to the 
model inputs used in dispersion modelling 
(emission sources). For example: 

 What values have been assigned to each 
emission point? Height, dimensions of source, 
any restrictions at point of emission? 

Technical adequacy of existing modelling cannot 
be fully evaluated. 
Ground level concentrations at sensitive 
receptors may be underestimated. 

No information is provided in relation to the 
model inputs used in dispersion modelling 
(emission characteristics). For example: 

 What is the discharge rate, discharge 
temperature, concentration at point of 
release? 

Technical adequacy of existing modelling cannot 
be fully evaluated. 
Ground level concentrations at sensitive 
receptors may be underestimated. 

No information is provided in relation to the 
model inputs used in dispersion modelling 
(physical characteristics of receiving 
environment). For example: 

 How are building structures accounted for? 

 How is topography incorporated? 

Technical adequacy of existing modelling cannot 
be fully evaluated. 
Ground level concentrations at sensitive 
receptors may be underestimated. 

It is unclear how road transport emissions have 
been modelled. AUSPLUME will model them as a 
point source. Is it more appropriate to model as a 
line source (eg using AusRoads?) 

Adequacy of approach used needs to be 
demonstrated 

Some of the results tables and graphs make 
predictions based on a year of meteorological; 
data. It is assumed that this is 2009 in all cases, 
but this is not made clear (eg Figure 6.1, Table 
6.2) 

Observation. No material implication. 

The value of 51ug/m
3
 in section 4.2.1 seems 

inconsistent with the value of 34 ug/m
3
 shown in 

Table 4.3 

Requires clarification or correction 

The average 2008 data reported in Table 4.4 is 
questioned. (Assumed that this is an error) 

Requires clarification or correction 

The emission factors in Table 5.3 for moving and 
idling trucks are reported as being the same and 
are questioned 

Requires clarification or correction 

Data in Table 6.1 requires clarification.  It is 
unclear which data includes background levels, 
and which does not. 

Requires clarification 

 

 

4.2.1 Recommendations 

 
The following additional information is required from the applicant: 

 The proponent should clarify whether there will be any refrigerated or frozen materials handling 
and storage. No emissions related to refrigeration have been considered, and if refrigeration is 
proposed this is required. 

 Will there be any space heating of warehouses? No on site fuel consumption for space heating of 
warehouses or offices has been considered. 

 An impact assessment for ozone, hydrocarbons and airborne toxics is required as these 
pollutants have not been adequately assessed. 

 Technical details of the dispersion model inputs is required (see Table 2 above) in order that the 
assumptions made in the modelling can be reviewed. 
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 Information on background SO2, and hydrocarbon levels should be provided. 

 A justification is required to show that the areas surrounding the development have an air quality 
suited to the additional emissions the facility will generate. This should be in the context of 
variability in background air quality across the Sydney basin.  

 Dispersion modelling results should be provided as contours of maximum ground level 
concentrations as well as tabulated data at the nominated receptor so that that the impact at any 
point can be reviewed. 

 A justification of why vehicle movement beyond Moorebank Avenue does not require 
consideration should be provided 

 It is noted that the background levels of some pollutants are already high. Although it would 
appear that the addition of emissions from the SIMTA terminal will not cause any criteria to be 
exceeded, it will reduce available headroom for new industry or other emission sources to enter 
the area, possibly restricting future development. A discussion of this issue is required, 
particularly in respect of cumulative impacts and the proposed Commonwealth facility. For 
example, it is noted that PM10 annual average in 2009 was 26 ug/m

3
, and that the predicted 

SIMTA contribution was 2 ug/m
3
 giving a total of 28 ug/m

3
 once SIMTA is operational.  With a 

PM10criteria of 30 ug/m
3
 the ability for future developments is questioned. 

 

4.3 Noise 

4.3.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Noise Impact Assessment 

 
An acoustic impact assessment has been undertaken by PAE Holmes and the report identifies 
several key noise and vibration impacts from the development and these are: 
 

 Construction noise and vibration; 

 Rail generated noise impacts from the SSFL; 

 Road traffic noise impacts on Moorebank Avenue; 

 
The acoustic report has referenced the required statutory acoustic assessment guidelines for the 
project and concludes that based on the assessment, the development is “acoustically appropriate 
and relatively well located”. The key findings of the assessment are as follows: 
 

 Background noise monitoring has been undertaken at three locations, representative of the 
nearest affected residential (civilian) areas to the site; 

 Construction noise and vibration impacts have been assessed and note a marginal exceedence of 
the criteria at residential receivers at Holsworthy and Wattle Grove however impacts are 
manageable; 

 Road noise impacts on Moorebank Ave between the site and the connection to the M5 Motorway 
result in a 3dB(A) increase in noise levels and 0.5dB(A) on the M5 Motorway itself; 

 Rail noise impacts are within the IGANRIP criteria for new rail corridors and therefore no specific 
noise mitigation treatments are required; 

 Noise emissions from the site “indicate that the potential for noise impact at surrounding 
residences will be relatively low…” 

 Overall, the report suggests that the development is “acoustically appropriate and relatively well 
located”: 

 
The modelling results are reproduced in Figures 14 and 15. 
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Figure 14 – Recommended Sound Power Levels (LAeq) to meet Daytime Project Specific Noise Level at 

the Nearest Residences (dBA/100m
2
) 

 
(Source: PAE Holmes (2011) Noise Impact Assessment for Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (Figure 5.1)) 
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Figure 15 - Recommended Sound Power  Levels (Laeq) to meet Evening/Night Time Project Specific 

Noise Levels at the Nearest Residences under Worst Cast Meteorological Conditions 

 
Source: PAE Holmes (2011) Noise Impact Assessment for Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (Figure 5.2) 

 
 
Further, the acoustic report concludes that:  
 

 Further detailed acoustic assessments of the site will be required, including planning for the 
location of building structures on the site and locating noisy activities appropriately on the site; 

 A construction noise and vibration management plan is required. 
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4.3.2 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
With reference to the DGRs, we consider that the acoustic assessment has been prepared as a 
feasibility assessment and not a detailed assessment as the report lacks considerable detail and it 
appears that there is no agreed site concept plan. We consider that such details are required 
particularly for a development of this scale and nature. We also note inconsistency with the PAE 
Holmes air quality assessment report in relation to the approach to the assessments.  Clarification is 
also sought regarding the “design” years used for the acoustic assessment, ie site specific operational 
noise, road traffic noise and rail noise impacts.  
 
The acoustic report has generally addressed the noise assessment guidelines in the DGR‟s however 
has not satisfactorily addressed operational noise emission from the site.  
 
Operational Noise 
 
As noted above, the acoustic assessment does not appear to have been based on an agreed site 
layout and therefore assumptions regarding the operation of the site have been made. Sound power 
levels are provided in the report for typical plant and general operations that would be consistent with 
a freight terminal however it is unclear if these typical levels have been prepared on the basis of noise 
measurements undertaken at similar, existing facilities. It is anticipated that the levels used may have 
been sourced through PAE Holmes internal data, possibly obtained through previous projects.  This is 
unclear. It is also noted that PAE Holmes has prepared an air quality assessment of the proposed 
SIMTA site and that report has used an existing freight terminal as a basis for assessing potential air 
quality impacts.  
 
The acoustic assessment has been carried out by determining limit sound power levels across the 
site (see Figures 14 and 15 above), in order to comply with the site specific operating noise criteria 
(obtained from the NSW Industrial Noise Policy – INP), including sleep disturbance at the nearest 
noise sensitive receivers. However, it is not clear where these noise levels have been calculated to, in 
order to provide site noise “limits” and if these levels are feasible, as there does not appear to be an 
agreed site plan for the site. Clarification is also required to confirm if the predicted levels are the 
aggregate of combined site operations, road and rail traffic on the site itself. Calculating noise levels 
in this manner would be consistent with a feasibility study, where limited information is available 
regarding site specific operations, placement of buildings etc. The proposed Concept Plan design has 
not been tested to demonstrate if these calculated noise levels are achievable on the site.  It also 
does not provide any guidance to the future operators on how to manage and monitor the noise 
emission to these levels. Location of plant and equipment on site is critical for an acoustic 
assessment.  
 
Section 5.2.1 of the report provides conceptual recommendations for potential locations of general 
activity, ie car park to the north east or south east of the site, for example. This is acceptable as a 
planning measure however further detailed assessment will be required to assess the noise impacts 
from higher impact activities such as gantry cranes and other on site activities for example:  
 

 Operation of beepers on gantry cranes; 

 Operation including reversing beepers on mobile cranes on site; 

 Shunting of diesel locomotives and wagons; 

 Containers being dropped or impacting on each other whilst being positioned on site. 

 
We note that the acoustic assessment has identified the use of gantry cranes and rail shunting as 
noise sources on the site that have the potential to cause sleep disturbance however the location of 
these noise sources relative to adjoining noise sensitive receivers is critical in determining the 
potential for sleep disturbance and mitigation measures where required. The above impact generating 
sources will require assessment against the sleep disturbance criteria and under temperature 
inversion conditions as per the NSW Industrial Noise Policy.  
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Road traffic noise impacts have been addressed however the road traffic flows nominated in the 
report are not clearly identified. Inputs required for clarification include at least the following: 
 

 Which is the base case year for assessment of noise impacts? 

 Which is the year modeled for “no development”? 

 Which is the year modeled for “with development”? 

 
Based on an inspection of the site undertaken by Cardno, a new business park is being developed to 
the north of the site, on Anzac Road (Moorebank Business Park). This site is likely to incorporate 
warehouse type facilities for storage and distribution of goods – several buildings on the site are 
currently functioning as warehouse type buildings and it is reasonable to assume that there will be 
road freight trucks servicing this business park, accessing the site via Moorebank Ave. It is unclear in 
the acoustic report whether this business park has been taken into consideration for the assessment 
of vehicular traffic noise impacts on Moorebank Ave for each of the scenarios outlined above. The 
greater road noise impact will be when both the SIMTA site and business park are fully operational.  
 
At this stage it is unclear if the Commonwealth Government Moorebank Project Office‟s site, on the 
west side of Moorebank Ave will be constructed and operational at the time of the SIMTA site. It is 
considered that the Steele Barracks (currently on the proposed IMT site) is a noise sensitive receptor 
as there are teaching facilities as well as some anticipated sleeping quarters. The majority of the 
existing buildings on this site are located approximately 200 metres from Moorebank Ave and it is 
reasonable to expect that noise impacts from an increase in road traffic noise would be partly 
mitigated by horizontal distance attenuation however the Barracks should be more satisfactorily 
addressed in the report on the basis that the Moorebank Project Office‟s site may not be constructed/ 
operational at the time of the SIMTA site.  
 
Construction Noise 
 
The acoustic assessment has provided satisfactory detail for construction noise impacts to adjoining 
noise sensitive receivers however has correctly identified that further detailed assessment is required 
and this is acceptable. A more detailed construction noise and vibration assessment would typically 
be undertaken during detailed design stages of the development, when a Construction Contractor has 
provided a detailed construction methodology including proposed plant and scheduling of works, for 
example.  
 
Cumulative Noise Impact 
 
The acoustic assessment report has clearly identified that the assessment is specific to noise 
emissions from the SIMTA site only. The report does acknowledge that the current Steele Barracks 
may be developed into a similar functioning site, ie intermodal freight terminal including road transit 
access from Moorebank Ave and the M5 Motorway and freight rail access from the existing southern 
freight line.  
 
Noise impacts from the Moorebank Project Office‟s site may impact on noise sensitive areas within 
the SIMTA site such as administration buildings and office areas which would require acoustic 
treatment to the façade of these buildings to meet typical internal noise levels (refer to Australian 
Standards AS/NZS2017:2000 - Acoustics – Recommended design sound levels and reverberation 
times for building interiors). We also note that road traffic noise along Moorebank Ave will increase as 
a result of both sites functioning and it is considered that this scenario would need to be assessed in 
further detail.  
 
Rail noise impact will also increase along the SSFL and it is reasonable to assume that the number of 
trains entering and exiting the Moorebank Project Office‟s site would be similar to the SIMTA site 
based on the size of the site and assumed similar function. Therefore the increase in noise levels with 
the Moorebank Project Office‟s site operating as well as SIMTA may be approximately 3dB(A) above 
those predicted in the SIMTA acoustic report. The predicted levels may still be within the design 
acoustic criteria but would require a more detailed study for night time rail movements in particular 
(when the acoustic criteria is more stringent). It is recommended to consider that earth berms or noise 
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barriers may be required for planning purposes if both sites are operational to mitigate rail noise 
impacts but will require assessment to identify feasible locations with respect to geotechnical 
considerations, flooding etc and extents of treatments.  
 

4.3.3 Recommendations 

 
Our peer review suggests that the submitted noise report does not provide accurate assessment of 
the noise impact on the residents.  In particular, the operational noise conclusions made by the 
assessment with recommended sound power levels provide limited guidance to the design of the 
facility and it is not clear if the Concept Plan design has tested based on these levels.  The 
recommended sound power levels are also difficult to implement during the operation of the facility.   
 
The following additional information is necessary to allow a thorough assessment of the project: 
 
 Operational noise and vibration impacts are required to be assessed based on an agreed concept 

plan for the site where details of on-site structures such as warehouse buildings, rail entry and 
exit points and internal loops are clearly positioned; 

 Consideration of enclosures for container loading and unloading onto freight trains and road 
haulage trucks should be provided; 

 Clarification of sound power levels of plant and equipment is required, ie. are they based on 
actual measurements of comparable installations? 

 Confirmation that all residential receivers have been included in the acoustic assessment, 
including new land releases at Glenfield and Casula and areas where noise exceedance is 
currently experienced.  

 An operational stage noise model of the site using an agreed concept site plan and clarified 
sound power levels (as noted previously) would provide a more satisfactory acoustic assessment 
which would identify the requirement for noise mitigation to control noise impacts to the nearest 
noise affected receivers. This may indicate the need to factor in and provide suitable locations for 
earth berms, noise walls, position of buildings on the site to provide acoustic screening from noisy 
site activities etc; 

 Impulsive and transient noise sources associated with the operation of the site requires further 
consideration, ie trains shunting, containers being handled on site (dropping of containers, 
containers being loaded onto empty train wagons etc) as these noises will carry across the site 
and potentially be audible at the nearest noise sensitive receivers, particularly during temperature 
inversions; 

 Further consideration should be given to the assessment of cumulative noise impacts as it may 
be possible that the SIMTA site and Moorebank Project Office‟s sites may operate 
simultaneously, which may influence location of buildings and noise sources on the site (SIMTA).  

 

4.4 Land Contamination 

4.4.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment 

 
Golder Associates was engaged to prepare a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment.  The 
submitted report is a desktop study without intrusive investigations.   
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Investigation Area 
 
Golder‟s assessment covers the rail corridor lands only - ie, the area outside the DNSDC or proposed 
intermodal terminal site.   Golder noted that the SIMTA site is approximately 82 ha in area, while the 
rail corridor lands cover approximately 65 ha.   
 
Previous Investigations 
 
The report made reference to a series of previous investigations that have been undertaken in the 
general project area, which focused on the SIMTA site not the rail corridor lands.  These previous 
investigations include: 
 

 Douglas Partners who have completed a number of investigations at the SIMTA site, as early as 
1980 through to 2009.  These reports were not viewed by Golder‟s.  

 A series of further investigations by various consultants have also been commissioned, however 
the collation of information appears to be inconsistent.  

 Golder‟s indicate that the most pertinent information is contained in the URS (2002) Investigation 
Report Review and the Contamination Management Pty Ltd (2002) Summary Site Audit Report 
and Site Audit Statement (NSW EPA Accredited Site Auditor – William Ryall).   

 
Areas of Environmental Concern – SIMTA’s Site  
 
11 Areas of Environmental Concern (AEC) have been identified on the SIMTA site by the previous 
investigation undertake by URS (2002.  These figures are however not included in the Golder‟s report.  
It is also unclear whether these 11 AECs referred to by Golder‟s include the railway corridor lands. 
 
Golder‟s note that the AECs are to be managed through the implementation of a Site Management 
Plan (SMP).  The SMP was endorsed by the Site Auditor and included the following requirements: 

 

 Implementation of a groundwater monitoring program.  

 Investigation of USTs near the south-west corner of the site.  

 Integrity testing of the waste oil tank in the north-west corner of the site.  

 Investigation and remediation of filled areas of the south-east corner of the site.  

 Assessment of the presence and risk posed by fragments of grenades in the south-east corner of 
the site identified in the Milsearch (2000) assessment.   

 
It is unclear how the SMP is or has been implemented and how it relates to the proposed 
development.  No data has been provided to demonstrate that the SMP has been implemented.  
 
Areas of Environmental Concern – Rail Corridor Site  
 
Golder‟s has identified five Areas of Environmental Concern (AEC) within the railway corridor lands 
and these are shown in Figure 16 below and consist of: 
 
 Area 1 – the area immediately south of the proposed SIMTA site, where historic information has 

noted that partially remediated areas of unauthorised dumping may have occurred;   

 Area 2 – the bushland area south of the proposed SIMTA site development, where historic 
information has noted that potential UXO associated with the former grenade ranges may exist. 
This areas also has evidence of illegal dumping, with historic reports and the site inspection 
noting the presence of building rubble and other waste materials;   

 Area 3 – Lot 1 DP825352 (owned by Railcorp) has been subjected to extensive filling with the area 
levelled approximately 2-2.5m higher than the surrounding areas;   
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 Area 4 – the south-western portion of the golf course, where historic information has noted the 
former training facility, the mock Viet Cong village, was demolished with potential tunnel materials 
buried in the area;   

 Area 5 – the Glenfield Quarry and Waste Disposal Facility, where extractive and waste disposal is 
being undertaken in accordance with a current EPL; and  

 

All areas of the site – potential unidentified buried waste as well as the use of pesticides and 
herbicides for pest and/or weed control. 

 
Of particular concern is Area 5 as it is an operating landfill and will have the highest environmental 
risk.  However, there is limited information on the management of this land. 
 
Site Remediation 
 
For SIMTA‟s site, Golder‟s note that a previous site audit prepared by Contamination Management 
Pty Ltd (2002) concluded that the site is considered suitable for continuing commercial/ industrial use, 
including use as a storage and distribution centre.  The audit was a non-statutory audit of the site, 
prepared in accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997. 
 
For the Rail Corridor area, Golder‟s suggested that extractive and waste disposal activities are being 
undertaken in accordance with a current Environment Protection Licence.    
 
Golder‟s recommended further intrusive investigations in the Rail Corridor area, potentially including 
the implementation of a Contamination Management Plan as part of a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan for the area.  However, this investigation has not been undertaken and it is unclear 
what level of mitigation measures are required in the future development.   
 
Other Comments in accordance with DGRs 
 
General comments provided in the Golder‟s report: 
 

 Historical and current activities at the SIMTA site and within the Rail Corridor lands are potential 
sources of contamination within the study area.    

 Aerial photographs indicate that the types of land uses at the site, do not appear to have 
significantly changed since the completion of the Site Audit Statement in 2002.  

 The site is relatively flat. 

 Acid Sulphate Soils are unlikely to occur in the area (ARUP 2008).  

 ANZAC Creek is ephemeral, flowing to the NE to Lake Moore on the Georges River. 

 Two aquifers shallow and deep – presumed to be between 6m and 11mbgl are likely to be 
present at the site. 
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Figure 16 - Areas of Environemntal Interest 

 
(Source: Golder Associates (2011) Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment Rail Corridor Land for SIMTA 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility (Figure 2)) 
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4.4.2 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
SIMTA’s Site 
 
The Golder‟s report does not contain information or plans to show the level of contamination within 
the SIMTA site.  There is no assessment on this land and Golder‟s relies on investigations undertaken 
in 2002 as part of the rezoning of the land.  As a minimum, the old reports including plans, 
assessments and recommendations need to be submitted with the EA to identify the level of 
contamination and ensure appropriate implementation of the site remediation measures.  It also 
needs to specify the site management measures that have been carried out.  If the previous reports 
identified the need for a Phase 2 assessment, such investigation needs to be undertaken as part of 
this EA. 
 
The Site Audit Statement appears to have been completed around 10 years ago and accordingly is 
based on information collated prior to this date while the previous storage uses was operating.   There 
is no indication of the land boundaries to which the audit applies.   
 
Whilst the previous reports suggested that the site is suitable for the continued operation of 
warehouse and storage, it does not consider all of the land uses proposed by this application, 
including the potential hotel use and/or accommodation. 
 
The lack of data from previous investigations, including the investigation boundary, identified AECs 
and recommended management measures make it impossible to assess the potential land 
contamination on the SIMTA‟s site, the level of additional investigations required, the appropriateness 
of recommended site remediation measures for this development and how a Remediation Action Plan 
(if any) aligns with the development program and its monitoring framework. 
 
Rail Corridor Site 
 
The Golder‟s report provides a desktop assessment on the rail corridor lands, however, there is no 
indication of the type of management measures that may be required to remediate land contamination 
issues as a result of a former landfill.  Remediation of landfills is a highly specialised exercise, 
whereby the remediation measures are informed by extensive monitoring and testing data.  The 
report does not detail the significance of these measures and the potential impact on human health 
and safety.   
 
The Golder‟s report suggested the development of a Contamination Management Plan for the project 
construction to cover the following aspects: 
 

 Handling, stockpiling and assessing potentially contaminated materials encountered during the 
development works;   

 Assessment, classification and disposal of waste in accordance with relevant legislation;   

 Landfill gas management during the excavation, handling, and stockpiling of waste materials, if 
excavation is required during the development, in the area of the Glenfield Quarry and Landfill; 
and   

 A contingencies plan for unexpected contaminated materials, such as materials that is odorous, 
stained or containing anthropogenic materials that may be encountered during site works. 

 
 
Each of the above aspects will involve extensive management and all of which require ongoing 
monitoring and assessments.  Each remediation measure will potentially require development 
consent. 
 
A Contamination Management Plan must be carried out to identify options and strategies to undertake 
remediation works and monitoring programs.  These need to align with the proposed timing of the 
development and must be implemented in the Statement of Commitments.  The involvement of the 
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site auditor and Council‟s environmental officer is also necessary to manage the implementation of 
the Management Plan. 
 
Compliance with DGRs 
 
The Golder‟s report in its current form does not comply with the DGRs because: 
 

 It does not provide assessment or information of the SIMTA‟s site. 

 It does not identify the remediation options and there is not recommended management measures 
for the ongoing construction and operation of the development and the monitoring requirements.  

 

4.4.3 Recommendations 

 
The Golder‟s report does not provide sufficient information to allow an appropriate assessment of the 
level of contamination on the site and the development of remediation measures to address these 
issues. 
 
As a minimum, the applicant must provide: 
 
 Details of previous remediation and validation reporting (if any) prepared for the SIMTA site and 

any requirements for remediation, monitoring or other management measures.  

 A Contamination Management Plan for the SIMTA‟s site based on an appropriate and updated 
environmental assessment to show the remediation measures and monitoring program required 
to allow the construction of the site. 

 A Contamination Management Plan for the rail corridor site to identify the appropriate remediation 
measures and monitoring program required to allow the construction of the rail corridor. 

 A program showing the timing of the remediation works and they align with the construction 
program of the intermodal terminal project.   

 Ongoing monitoring, auditing and reporting requirements. 

 

4.5 Urban Design & Landscaping 

4.5.1 Background 

 
The SIMTA site and its environs are of relatively flat and low lying topography (RL‟s 14-16). 
Notwithstanding its heritage significance, the site generally supports industrial style development 
including warehousing and logistics facilities and would not be expected to have any particular visual 
significance in its locality. Of more significance would be the impact of development of the site and the 
associated rail corridor on views from sensitive local areas such as the nearby residential suburbs 
and places of heritage significance. The Heritage Assessment has identified views from Glenfield 
Farm as particularly significant and potentially threatened by development of the rail corridor close to 
the curtilage of the Farm. 
 
With regard to urban design, the current industrial zoning of the land leads to an expectation that the 
existing general industrial character of the site would remain. It would also be expected, however, that 
any re-development of the site would be of high quality, incorporating best practice in contemporary 
urban design for industrial estates. Specific guidelines for industrial development on and in the vicinity 
of the SIMTA site are included in Part 2.4 (Moorebank Defence Lands) of the Liverpool Development 
Control Plan, 2008. Notwithstanding that the SIMTA proposal is not required to comply with Liverpool 
LGA planning controls due to its State Significant status, it would be expected that the area specific 
planning and design guidelines included in the DCP would be broadly followed in the development.   
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4.5.2 Summary of SIMTA’s Urban Design & Landscaping Assessments 

 
The Environmental Assessment includes a visual impact assessment. Essentially, its outcomes are: 
 

 The SIMTA development would generally be in keeping with the existing industrial character of the 
area. The majority of structures, apart possibly from some tall plant and equipment, would be 
screened from much of the surrounding area by nearby development patterns.  

 Most prominent views would be at localized boundaries including Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road 
and the Wattle Grove residential boundary. Views from these locations would not change 
dramatically from the currently available industrial views and would, in fact, be improved by 
proposed landscape buffers on the boundaries of the site. 

 
The Urban Design and Landscape Report prepard by Reid Campbell includavdes an Indicative 
Precinct and Land Use Plan which provides the following broad layout of the site (Figure 17). 
 
The plan proposes that the intermodal terminal, presumably including the rail line, truck movement 
corridors and loading / unloading plant, would occur on the portion of the site fronting Moorebank 
Avenue. The warehouse and distribution centre, incorporating the majority of building stock within the 
development, is proposed to be constructed on the rear (Eastern) portion of the site. Rail access is 
proposed via a new corridor joining the site at its south western corner, adjacent to Moorebank Road. 
An existing currently disused rail line that joins the site approximately midway along its southern 
border, is not proposed to be used and is described as „not a viable option‟ (S.2.5).  
 
The report includes broad principles for achievement of high quality urban design but no drawn urban 
design or built form concept is included. 
 
The Landscape Design report again includes principles for landscape design which incorporate 
landscape buffer zones around the site and broad avenue treatments. Typical building forms, 
character images and landscape treatments are included for warehousing, support areas and general 
industrial development (pg. 62-64 of the Urban Design Report).  These are shown in the Figures 18 – 
22 below. 
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Figure 17 – Indicative Precinct and Land Use Plan 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.6)) 
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Figure 18 - Indicative Perspective - Moorebank Ave Entrance 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.62)) 

 

Figure 19 - Indicative Perspective - Northern Entry on Moorebank Ave 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.62)) 
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Figure 20 - Indicative Perspective – Internal Road 1 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.63)) 

 

Figure 21 - Indicative Perspective - Internal Road 2 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.63)) 
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Figure 22 - Indicative Perspective - Freight Village 

 
(Source: Reid Campbell (2011) Urban Design and Landscape Report (pg.64)) 

 

4.5.3 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
Whilst the scope and methodology of the visual assessment may be adequate, the assessment does 
not include sufficient detail on the site planning and urban design to enable meaningful urban design 
or visual assessments to warrant a determination of the project.  It is reasonable to expect that the 
application would include design information at least to the same level of detail that has been 
provided for the current intermodal proposal on the Moorebank Project Office‟s on the western side of 
Moorebank Avenue. 
 
The construction of a new rail link as proposed would appear to be an inefficient outcome without 
detailed assessment of the viability of other rail connection options including use of the existing rail 
link to the East Hills Line or sharing of a rail connection with the adjacent Moorebank Project Office‟s 
site.  
 
The indicative perspective images included in the Landscape Report are unrealistic representation of 
a typical intermodal terminal.  The indicative streetscape and buildings are more representatives of a 
business park than an intermodal terminal.  Figures 23 to 25 show the typical intermodal facilities 
and they are quite different from what the applicant has portrayed.  Note that Figure 23 is an extract 
from a cover of the submitted EA report. 
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Figure 23 - Images of Existing Intermodal Terminal – from Applicant’s EA Report 

 
(Source: Urbis (2011) Environmental Assessment) 

 
 

Figure 24 - Image of an Intermodal Terminal 

 
 
 

http://1.bp.blogspot.com/_ZjwVHjqVCA0/S3WiYqi3qaI/AAAAAAAAADQ/huXpYwAIOaA/s1600/IMG_1245.jpg
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Figure 25 - Image of an Intermodal Terminal 

 
 

4.5.4 Recommendations 

 
The application should include a site layout plan indicating as a minimum:  
 
 The conceptual layout of the site including building envelopes, main road layouts, arrangement of 

the terminal facility and broad landscape zones; 

 Existing components of the heritage fabric of the site that are to be retained and which are to be 
removed; and 

 A 3D model of the site developed as per the concept plan 

 Revised perspective images showing realistic representations of the intermodal terminal and the 
ware houses. 

 

4.6 Visual Assessment 

4.6.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Visual Impact Assessment 

 
A Visual Impact Assessment was undertaken by Reid Campbell to support the Environmental 
Assessment.  It assesses the impacts from 35 public vantage points within 1km of the site.  A 3D 
massing model was developed to inform the likely maximum and realistic visual impact at individual 
view points.  The model and assessment include the intermodal facility development and the rail 
corridor.  The modeling suggests that there will be minimal visual impact due to both the rail line and 
the structures on site.  This is mainly because of the distance of surrounding land uses to the subject 
site and the existing visual and vegetation barriers. 
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4.6.2 Cardno Assessment 

 
The assessment has not identified clear envelopes of structures, height, massing and site layout to 
confirm if the modeling is based on valid assumptions.  The digital images generated by the visual 
impact assessment show different structures from that shown in the Urban Design report.   
 

4.6.3 Recommendations 

 
To clarify the methodology undertaken by the applicant, the following additional information should be 
submitted: 
 
 The images of model showing the massing, forms, scale, height and layout of all the structures on 

site. 

 Description of the height and size of all structures. 

 

4.7 European Heritage 

4.7.1 Background 

 
The SIMTA site and its environs include numerous items of heritage significance listed under local 
and National statutes.  
 
The Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre, which comprises the entire SIMTA site, is 
listed on the Commonwealth Heritage List and is protected under the Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.  
 
The Australian Army Engineers Group is listed as Heritage Item No.57 in Schedule 5 of the Liverpool 
Local Environmental Plan, 2008. The School of Military Engineering, which occurs on land adjoining 
the SIMTA site to the west, is included within this Item as is land on the other three sides of the 
SIMTA site (Refer Figure 26 Liverpool LEP, 2008 Heritage Map Sheet HER-013).   
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Figure 26 - Heritage Map 

 
(Source: Liverpool City Council LEP) 

 
 

4.7.2 Summary of SIMTA’s European Heritage Assessments 

 
The Environmental Assessment includes a non-indigenous heritage report prepared by Artefact. The 
report concludes, inter alia: 
 

 That the DNSDC site has high European heritage significance and constitutes a „rare surviving 
example of a WWII military complex‟ (Executive Summary P.i).  

 That the development of the SIMTA would be “likely to involve the demolition or removal of all or 
some of the heritage buildings on the DNSDC site, the construction of new buildings and 
landscape modification …” (op. cit.). 

 Conservation, adaptive re-use and relocation of some of the WWII structures would mitigate the 
impact of the proposal on the site‟s heritage significance.  

 The proposal has substantial potential to impact on adjoining and other local heritage items 
including, notably, the Australian Army Engineers Group (School of Military Engineering). Impacts 
on Glenfield Farm and Kitchener House would potentially be moderate but could be adequately 
mitigated.  

 As the Concept Application does not provide detail regarding buildings on the site, it is not possible 
to make any specific assessment of the impact of the proposal on Heritage Significance. In this 
regard, the heritage report concludes that there is inadequate information in the Concept 
Application package to allow an assessment of heritage impacts as required by the first dot point in 
the DGR‟s.  
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With respect to dot points 2 & 3 in the DGR‟s, the report includes a table of development and 
mitigation options indicating the likelihood of the option occurring, the significance of the consequent 
impacts on heritage value and the effectiveness of the possible mitigation measures. The table rates 
conservation of the WWII buildings insitu as the best outcome for preservation of the heritage value of 
the site. However, this option is rightly given a low likelihood of being implemented. The demolition of 
all WWII structures is considered to have a moderate likelihood of occurring and this outcome is rated 
as having a significant impact on the heritage values of the DNSDC site. An option including 
demolition of some buildings, retention for adaptive reuse of some others and relocation to other sites 
of the remainder is given a high likelihood of occurring. The report comments that impacts of this 
option on heritage values of the site would depend on the end combination of the three outcomes but 
in any case it would be significant. 
 

4.7.3 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
Three critical points arise out of the assessment of heritage impacts that accompanies the SIMTA 
Concept Application: 
 

 The site and its surrounds are of high heritage significance as a result of their military history and a 
number of remaining buildings and building groups; 

 The development of the SIMTA will have a substantial impact on the heritage values of the site 
and its surrounds. The level of impact will be dependent on the design details of the SIMTA which 
are as yet unavailable. 

 It is not possible to make a specific assessment of the heritage impacts of the proposal with the 
amount of information currently available. 

 The assessment does not address the DGRs. 

 

4.7.4 Recommendations 

 
It is recommended that the applicant should be required to provide the following additional information 
with regard to heritage impacts: 
 
 A concept plan including building envelopes and indicating, as a minimum, what buildings on the 

site are proposed to be retained, relocated or demolished; 

 A revised heritage report, based on the above described concept plan that adequately addresses 
the relevant DGR‟s.          

 

4.8 Social Impacts 

4.8.1 Background 

 
Whilst acknowledging that the DGRs have no specific social impact assessment requirements, it is 
implied that social impacts will be considered when assessing the following matters in accordance 
with the DGRs. 
 

 “Objects of the Act”,  

 “its relationship to interaction with surrounding development” and  

 “the requirement to consult with “specialist interest groups, and the public including adjoining and 
affected landowners”.  
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4.8.2 Summary of SIMTA’s Social Impact Assessment 

 
Urbis has provided an assessment of surrounding demographics, social policy context and 
identification of social impacts resulting from the proposed development.  The report relies on the 
Community Consultations Outcomes Report (Elton 2011) for identification of impacts.  

The assessment includes: 

 A demographic profile of the South- West Subregion, Liverpool LGA, and the suburb of Moorebank 

 A review of relevant documents and policies and their implications for the development of an 
intermodal terminal at Moorebank; and 

 Identification of a range of potential community impacts and benefits based on findings of the draft 
community consultation report and recommendations of other specialist reports. 

 
The report identifies a number of potential social impacts based on specialists reports including traffic, 
air quality, light spill, noise and vibration, locational issues, employment, and cumulative impacts.  
These potential impacts are discussed elsewhere so no further qualitative or quantitative research 
has been undertaken by the proponent. 
 
Urbis‟ report makes a number of recommendations to reduce or mitigate social impacts and include: 
 

 Consider landscaping design to minimize visual impacts and light spill 

 Consider a vehicle efficiency and emissions reduction program for the facility 

 Potentially extend the reach of the pedestrian and cycle infrastructure 

 Consider facilities that service the employees and local community including a child care facility 

 

4.8.3 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
A review of the report found the following outstanding issues that are not addressed in the 
assessment: 
 

 Loss of higher order jobs and density of jobs in the Moorebank area due to proposed lower order 
employment activity. The quantity and type of employment proffered does not provide 
opportunities for upskilling and capacity building in the local community.  This is contrary to the 
employment objectives of Liverpool City Council. 

 Analysis of the ABS 2006 SEIFA Index of Disadvantage indicates that Liverpool LGA (Index score 
of 966) is a relative disadvantaged area in NSW and is the 5th most disadvantaged LGA in Sydney 
SD.  

 Disturbed sleep patterns from 24 hr noise operation which is likely to have a greater impact on 
young families.   Wattle Grove and Moorebank both have higher number of families with 0-4 year 
olds compared with the national average. 

 Stress related illnesses from decreased amenity – the significant increase in car and truck 
movements in locality has the potential to increase already high background noise and pollution 
levels.   

 The significant increases in car and truck movements and higher pollution levels may decrease 
propensity of residents to walk or be active in their local community.  A lower level of exercise has 
significant consequences for overall health and social inclusion.  

 Increased congestion at Moorebank/ M5 intersection will increase travel times for both public and 
private transport users of Moorebank and Wattle Grove.  This congestion and increased travel 
times will also impact on bus timetabling in locality. 
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 The development also has the potential to reduce the accessibility to the Georges River. 

 No consideration has been given to the scale of the proposal and potential for greater social 
impacts resulting from development.  Best practice social impact assessment would take into 
consideration equity issues for the affected residents of Moorebank and Wattlegrove. 

 No demographic profile of the suburb of Wattle grove – residents who are most likely to be 
affected by proposal.  Residents of Holsworthy and Hammondville are also likely to be affected by 
proposal. 

 No tertiary research has been undertaken of residents in Wattle grove to ascertain their concerns.  
A survey of residents in the affected communities may illuminate a number of potential social 
impacts not identified elsewhere. 

 Some of the proposed benefits such as the potential for child care and recreational facilities (such 
as walking tracks and pedestrian/cycleways) on site may not be ideal given the potential 
noise/pollution and public safety concerns of pedestrian movements in an area with a high number 
of trucks and car movements.  

 
In summary, the report does not take into consideration of a number of issues and proposed 
mitigation measures may not be appropriate for the proposed use and intensity of development.   
 

4.8.4 Recommendations 

 
Before a decision is made, it is recommended that the applicant undertake a full social impact 
assessment to ascertain the spectrum of likely impacts on surrounding residential areas and 
measures required to mitigate impacts.  This should include the following: 
 
 A survey of residents in Wattle Grove and Moorebank to gain an understanding of the potential 

social impacts on these residents, 

 A detailed demographic profile of the suburbs of Wattle Grove, Holsworthy, and Hammondville, 

 An assessment of fairness and equity issues for residents of Wattle Grove and Moorebank given 
scale and nature of operation. 

 Review of the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures given the industrial nature of proposed 
activity, 

 Review the impact on accessibility to the Georges River, 

 An assessment of off-site benefits to surrounding community.  

 

4.9 Public Consultation 

4.9.1 Background 

 
Director General‟s Requirements (DGRs) issued in 2010 requires the applicant to provide an 
“appropriate level of consultation with relevant parties to be undertaken during the preparation of the 
Environmental Assessment”.  Cardno has reviewed the consultation program against the Guidelines 
for Major Project Community Consultation (Department of Planning October 2007) and our 
assessment is provided below. 
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4.9.2 SIMTA’s Communication to Local Residents 

 
The communication strategy consisted of two distinct phases. 
 
1. A ‘one way’ dissemination of information - distribution of 11,600 letters (dated 10 July 2010) to 

residents with accompanying factsheets.  The letter detailed SIMTAs intention for development of 
site, background information and means of consultation activities including website and 1800 
phone number.  No feedback or information is sought from residents or key stakeholders during 
this stage.  However, the letters to the residents seem misleading as it seems to confuse the 
SIMTA‟s with the Federal Government‟s proposal.  There is no indication that there are two 
different projects. 

2. ‘Passive feedback’ - collecting feedback from residents and key stakeholders via a number of 
methods including hotline, and one-on-one stakeholders consultations.   

 
There is no information in report which describes how information was actively sought from residents 
and key stakeholders.   
 

4.9.3 Consultation Methodology  

 
SIMTA’s Consultation Methodology 
 
Elton (2011) has undertaken two distinct consultation periods: 
 
3. Pre preliminary Environmental Assessment in October 2010 – Information provision about the 

proposal and briefings to high level government, business and community stakeholders 

4. August 2011 – Community consultation and seeking feedback from a wide range of stakeholders 
including the broader community. 

 
The applicant has undertaken a range of consultation methods in compliance with the Guidelines for 
Major project Community Consultation.  Consultation methods included: 
 

 Provision of basic information about proposal to community 

 Briefings to high level government, business and community stakeholders 

 A Community Information Centre (CIC) which was open to the public for five weeks between 11 
February 2011 and 19 March 2011 and Thursdays 3pm-6pm, Fridays 12noon93pm and Saturdays 
11am-2pm.  In response to community feedback and low attendance levels on weekdays the CIC 
opened for extended hours on Saturdays between 10am and 3pm.  The CIC was aimed at 
providing face to face conversations, as well as a forum to communicate detailed and quality 
information about proposal.  The CIC also produced a number of materials for members of the 
public including:  

o Information boards 

o Factsheets 

o Contact cards 

o Feedback forms 

o Sign in sheet 

 Stand alone project website 

 Email feedback system 

 Free call information hotline 

 Community information newsletters 
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The key objectives of the consultation activities were to: 
 

 Identify key community stakeholders with an interest in the project 

 Provide accurate and relevant information about proposal to local residents and community 
stakeholders to create awareness about the proposal 

 Provide a means by which stakeholders could comment on the proposed plans prior to their 
finalization 

 Provide the project team with the opportunity to incorporate stakeholder feedback into the planning 
and development process. 

 
The level of community participation in consultation activities is shown in Table 4.3 below 

Table 4.3 – Community Participation  

Consultation Activity Number of Persons 

Visitors to the Community Information Centre between 11 February and 8 April 2011 70 

One-on-one stakeholder meetings with Project Team 8 

Stakeholders who sent emails between July 2010 and August 2011 70 

Phone enquiries between July 2010 and August 2011 35 

Distribution of letters to residents, July 2010 11,000 

Distribution of news updates, October 2010 8,600 

Distribution of letter to residents, Wattle Grove and Casula combined, February 2011 8,600 

(Source: Elton (2011) Community and Stakeholder Consultation Outcomes Report) 

 
 
The report also states that in August 2010, 500 people attended a rally organized by Liverpool City 
Council opposing the development of the SIMTA proposal.  In addition a local action group known as 
the Liverpool Action group has become more active and has been conducting its own meetings in the 
community. 
 
Finally, the report recognises that there has been consistent negative media coverage of proposal 
and was particularly heightened during the NSW Election.  
 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
Cardno‟s review of the consultation methodology concludes that the consultation undertaken by 
SIMTA is poorly targeted for the following reasons: 
 

 It did not appear to have engaged the different ethnic groups in Liverpool LGA.  It is unclear 
whether translators or translation of information was made available for persons with a cultural and 
linguistically diverse (CALD) background living in the community.  This is critical given the high 
number of residents who do not speak English in the LGA and their input may have been limited 
by unsuitability of materials and information presented.  

 The issue / response matrix (p10-23) reads like a prepared „frequent questions and answers 
(FAQs).   As such it is unclear who was consulted and what their concerns were.  

 The Community Information Centre (CIC) was located 7kms from SIMTA site and situated off the 
main Liverpool centre with irregular opening times (two or three days a week).  The location of the 
CIC is not easily accessible to the community and this does not encourage community 
participation. 

 It is difficult to determine the overall level of community support for or against project.  Negative 
media reports and complaints made to Liverpool Council indicate a very high degree of concern of 
residents from this proposal. 
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 The outcomes of the report do not indicate geographical areas of resident concerns and is difficult 
to ascertain the level and type of concern by location.  

 The report does not discuss the potential for cumulative impacts resulting from the Federal 
Intermodal proposal. 

 Continued negative media coverage indicates that the community consultation process has not 
been successful in building long term relationships with community or the proponents reputation in 
community.   

 

4.9.4 Identifications of Issues 

 
SIMTA’s Report 
 

A summary of issues raised during the consultation period are provided on p5 of report and include: 
 

 Air quality 

 Traffic 

 Cumulative impacts of the potential for two adjacent terminals 

 Noise 

 Light spill 

 Proximity to residential areas 

 Character of local area 

 Environmental impacts 

 
A number of positive impacts were also identified which included: 
 

 Increased employment opportunities as a result of proposal, and 

 Investment in the local area. 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 

 No analysis of the hierarchy of issues/complaints is provided in the report which makes it difficult to 
assess the level of concern by issues.  This hierarchy of issues may elucidate which issues are of 
most concern to residents. 

 No evidence that community ideas and input has been incorporated into submitted concept 
application and overall project design.   

 

4.9.5 Recommendations 

 
Communication Methodology 
 
It is unclear if the consultation methodology is adequate and is carried out based on the best practice 
guidelines for Major Project Community Consultation.   
 
As a minimum, the applicant must provide additional information to demonstrate the level of 
consultation that has been carried out to ensure unbiased, inclusive and accessible communications 
between the applicant and the residents.  This should include details on: 
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 How the residents with a cultural and linguistically diverse (CALD) background are involved in the 
process? 

 Whether the location of the CIC is appropriate or are there any options for a more accessible 
location? 

 The reason why a resident survey has not been carried out given the significance of the project? 

 Does the consultation distinguishes between the two intermodal terminals projects – one by 
SIMTA and one by the Moorebank Project Office? 

 
Addressing Community’s Issues 
 
It is unclear if community feedback has been appropriately addressed.  As a minimum, the applicant 
must provide additional information to address the following questions: 
 
 Which issues were raised by particular stakeholder groups? 

 How each issue is proposed to be addressed in the environmental assessment, and 

 Whether the proposal has been altered as a result of feedback received. 

 

4.10 Economic Impact Assessment 

 
Urbis has provided an economic assessment of the proposed SIMTA Intermodal Terminal.  The 
purpose of the study is to assess the potential economic impacts of the development and operation of 
the proposed Intermodal Terminal.  
 
The Report summarises the following positive benefits to the region as: 
 

 Employment generation 

 Reduction in heavy vehicle traffic on Sydney‟s roads 

 Improved import and export speed efficiency to boost Australia‟s productivity and economic 
performance by rail; 

 Long term improved air quality, decreased greenhouse gas emission and motor vehicle accident 
rates; and 

 Better promotion of industry development, investment and jobs in South Western Sydney 

 
A number of issues have been identified in the report and these are discussed below. 
 

4.10.1 Employment Figures 

 
What SIMTA Said 
 
The report finds employment generation of proposal as the main economic benefit of proposal.  The 
report bases its employment figures on a PwC Employment Forecasts for the SIMTA Moorebank 
Intermodal Terminal, June 2010 report and on an estimated construction costs.  It suggested that the 
proposal will generate 850 construction jobs per annum over the full six year construction period and 
6,225 direct and indirect ongoing jobs.  These numbers are broken down as follows: 
 

 Direct Construction Generated Employment – annual direct construction job of 340 per annum, 
with a total of 2,040 construction jobs being created over the six year construction period. 

 Indirect Construction Generated Employment – 510 indirect jobs per annum or 3,060 indirect 
jobs over the full estimated construction period. 



SIMTA Intermodal Terminal – Peer Review of Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for Liverpool City Council  

Cardno Ref: 112083-01/Report 001 Rev 0 June 2012 Page 65 

 Direct Ongoing Jobs – 2,840 direct jobs once the facility reaches its capacity of 1 million TEU per 
annum 

 Indirect Ongoing Jobs – 4,260 indirect jobs. 

 
Cardno’s Assessment 
 
As the PwC Report is not included in the EA submission, there is not enough information to 
adequately assess the number of jobs generated by the proposal. In addition, the construction costs 
are based on the estimated construction costs of the project.  Again, only the Quantity Surveyor Cost 
Certificate has been provided and there is insufficient information to review the construction costs.   
 
Other issues include:  
 

 Multipliers have been used to calculate indirect employment figures for during construction and 
ongoing operations.  Intermodals by their nature do not require large amounts of inputs to operate.  
Quite simply Intermodals merely transport goods that have already been made, the majority of 
which are made overseas. The use of indirect multipliers in not suitable when assessing the total 
number of jobs supported by proposal and should be discounted from analysis.  The likely inputs 
of warehousing which include stationary, cardboard boxing etc is negligible.  Removing this from 
the analysis would reduce the number of jobs for operational phase by 4,260 and employment 
figures for the site would be less than 30 employees per hectare required by the Metropolitan 
Strategy (p36). 

 The construction period of 6 years provided on p35 differs to the estimated construction period of 
10 years found in the EA.  This is important as estimated construction jobs are based on number 
of years of construction (p35).  Due to discounting, this will also reduce the present value of the 
benefits identified. 

 Employment figures presented in the Economic Assessment is approximately 600 jobs higher than 
the Hyder Technical note found in the Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment (p i of 
executive summary).  

 It is noted that the density of employees for warehousing is 1 job per 160sqm of warehouse 
floorspace compared to 1 per 250sqm found elsewhere.  Whilst justification is provided, no 
sensitivity or comparison to other intermodals has been provided.  This equates to a third more 
persons employed in warehousing compared with warehousing at the intermodal compared to 
warehousing located elsewhere.   

 Future labour saving technology including automation of packing/unpacking may further decrease 
the level of employment onsite. 

 The report does not draw any obvious conclusions between lower employment numbers and 
warehousing from this proposal and in Liverpool LGA limiting the ability of Liverpool LGA to meet 
its Metropolitan Strategy employment targets. 

 

4.10.2 No Alternatives Considered to the Preferred Project 

 

 In 2002, the subject site was rezoned for business park purposes providing higher order 
employment in the Moorebank area and Liverpool LGA more generally.  The assessment should 
have considered other higher order economic and employment uses as intended by the rezoning. 

 The report does not identify any alternatives that were considered to the preferred project.  This 
should include an assessment of the benefits and costs of any alternatives in comparison to the 
preferred alternative to allow the preferred alternative to be identified. 

 One alternative should be considered is the “do-nothing”.  There is a need to consider the current 
use of the site and loss of existing employment.  Although this is largely the result of a policy 
decision to relocate the National Defence and Distribution Centre to Holsworthy, the report should 
take this into consideration when determining the net result in employment figures. 



SIMTA Intermodal Terminal – Peer Review of Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for Liverpool City Council  

Cardno Ref: 112083-01/Report 001 Rev 0 June 2012 Page 66 

 The assessment should also consider the loss of jobs in trucking caused by proposal, and whether 
this off-sets some of the gains at the Liverpool facility.  

 

4.10.3 Impact Assessment 

 
It would normally be expected that there are a number of studies to provide a justification for the 
project.  A number of productivity gains have been identified but the report does not identify any costs 
whatsoever.  In summary, there is little information on the expected costs and impacts associated with 
the proposal.  Potential costs and impacts may include: 
 

 Capital and operating costs of the development 

 Purchase of land for rail corridor 

 Associated rail infrastructure costs 

 Impacts from increased vehicular traffic in surrounding areas.  

 Other externalities as appropriate including lower amenity and environmental pollution (noise, dust, 
ozone) in locality. 

 
These costs would normally be compared against the benefits to allow a proper assessment of the 
economic justification of the project. 
 

4.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 

 
The report does not appear to adequately address the impact of and on the Federal Government‟s 
Intermodal proposal.  Potential economic impacts could include non-financial viability of the Federal 
proposal. In addition, the report does not take into consideration:  
 

 Liverpool City Council‟s key planning documents „Growing Liverpool 2021‟ and the economic 
development aspirations including the need for higher order employment.  

 The cumulative economic impacts from both proposals have not been discussed.   

 Does not take into consideration the future trends in container origin/destination in Liverpool LGA.  
Some discussion of container trends is discussed in other appendixes found elsewhere in 
application.   

 

4.10.5 Recommendations  

 
Overall, the report does not constitute a complete economic assessment of the proposal.  The 
following issues need to be addressed in a revised report:  
 
 The potential negative economic impacts as a result of SIMTA proposal and as such do not 

constitute a true economic assessment.  Negative economic impacts include purchase of land for 
rail corridor, costs for likely infrastructure upgrades, and constraint of land east of site for 
development purposes.   

 Alternative higher order economic uses of the site.   

 Impact on the Federal Governments Proposal.  

 Potential cumulative impacts of both proposals.   

 Potential negative impacts resulting from externalities as a result of proposal. 
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Furthermore, it is impossible to assess the potential benefits of proposal as these are based on the 
PwC Report titled „Employment Forecasts for the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal, June 2010‟ 
which has not been included in any documentation.  The applicant needs to supply this report to allow 
assessment of the economic impact assessment. 

 

4.11 Stormwater & Flooding 

4.11.1 Flood Behaviour 

 
The SIMTA site is located outside of the 100 year ARI flood extents of Anzac Creek. This is reflected 
in the Hyder modelling of the site, and in the original extents generated in the Anzac Creek FRMS&P 
(2009). PMF extents are observed to inundate a significant portion to the south of the SIMTA site, 
which places this area within the low flood risk precinct.  
 
Proposed filling of the site to provide flood immunity has impacts on the PMF only, with impacts of up 
to 50mm shown for downstream flood extents. Impacts appear to dissipate at the South Western 
Motorway, although the mapping provided does not incorporate the full extents of the PMF impacts 
(which continue off the page).  
 
It is recommended that these PMF impacts be further quantified and assessed, particular in 
terms of any implications to emergency response planning or the safety of people in 
accordance with the FDM (2005).  
 
The PMF impact map provided by Hyder (2011) does not appear to incorporate a „was dry now wet‟ 
parameter, which would be valuable in assessing whether any properties would anticipate further 
flood affectation as a result of the proposal.  It should be noted however that flood maps provided for 
this peer review are of such low resolution as to be generally illegible, and legible copies of the Hyder 
reports would be required to confirm such commentary. 
 
Figure 2 of the FSSM report (Hyder, 2011) indicates external catchment inflows entering the site from 
the west and the north. The inflow located approximately midway along the western site boundary is 
draining from a sealed carpark area of the IMT site, which is piped under Moorebank Avenue and 
discharged into a concrete lined channel through the SIMTA site (as described in the FSSM, Hyder 
2011). It is understood that these flows are proposed to be diverted towards Outlet C (on the north-
west of the SIMTA site); although it appears that the flooding impacts of this diversion have not been 
incorporated into the flood model.  However, it is unclear as to whether details have been provided for 
the diversion due to generally illegible drawings provided for the peer review. Legible copies of the 
Hyder reports would be required to perform a thorough assessment. 
 
The FSSM report (Hyder 2011) indicates that flows which currently enter the SIMTA site along its 
northern, southern and western boundaries may be impeded and diverted. Indicative sketches of 
potential civil design options are provided, although clarification is required to ensure that off-site 
impacts have been thoroughly quantified and mitigated as necessary. It is unclear as to whether 
details have been provided for the diversion, due to generally illegible drawings provided for the peer 
review. Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to perform a thorough assessment. 
 

4.11.2 Cumulative Impacts 

 
No discussion has been identified within the Hyder reports (2011) which addresses the anticipated 
impacts of other proposed developments, or the cumulative impacts associated with them (e.g. 
adjacent IMT site). 
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4.11.3 Hydrological Impacts 

 
The FSSM (Hyder 2011) presents an assessment of hydrological impacts in Section 5.1 Water 
Quantity, which generally satisfies the DGR in this respect. Drains software was adopted for 
hydrological modelling of the site. 
 
The FSSM (Hyder 2011) demonstrates that increases to peak flows resulting from the proposal have 
been mitigated through provision of OSD, up to the 100 year ARI event only (PMF peak flows are 
shown to be increased), which is consistent with Liverpool City Council DCP (2008) and broader 
principles contained within the NSW Government‟s Flood Prone Land Policy.  
 
Results of DRAINS modelling presented indicate that hydrological impacts have been effectively 
mitigated for the proposed site, although sufficient information to support this finding is lacking in 
some respects: 
 
 A developed scenario catchment plan for the site is provided, however no existing scenario site 

catchment plan is provided for reference. As such it is difficult to qualify changes in flood 
behaviour proposed for the site. 

 The report indicates that „detention storage details are included in the accompanying design 
drawings‟, however it is unclear as to whether details have been provided due to the generally 
illegible drawings provided for the peer review. Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be 
required to perform a thorough assessment. 

 Parameters of proposed OSD Basins A, B and D are summarised in Table 2 of the FSSM (Hyder 
2011), however locations or footprints of these basins could not be identified in the drawings 
provided. Table 2 indicates that the three proposed basins are to be located in the NE, SE and 
NW corners of the SIMTA site. A proposed stormwater catchment plan is presented in Figure 4 
and again in Appendix F of the FSSM report (Drawing no. FIG-F2), which notes “location of 
proposed detention devices indicative only”. On the contrary, this drawing does not indicate any of 
the proposed basins. Such details may have been provided in the drawings contained within 
Appendix G of the FSSM report; however this cannot be confirmed due to the generally illegible 
drawings provided for the peer review. Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to 
perform a thorough assessment.  

 

4.11.4 Stormwater Quality 

 
Stormwater quality improvement devices have been modelled and results presented in the FSSM 
report (Hyder 2011). Results presented in the report indicate that the proposed devices are effective 
in achieving the water quality objectives (WQOs) as prescribed in the Liverpool City Council DCP 
(2008).  
 
Although peer review of the modelling data is beyond the scope of this assessment, proposed 
treatment devices were found to comprise approximately 3% of the total site area. This appears 
reasonable given that substantial reuse is proposed through the incorporation of rainwater tanks, and 
also considering that highly effective bio-retention devices have been adopted.  
 
The Hyder reports provided were of a resolution which rendered much of the accompanying drawings 
and figures illegible. As such, it is difficult to comment on the configuration of the devices proposed. 
However, it appears that at least some of the bio-retention devices are integrated with OSD. In such 
integrated approaches, it is necessary to exclude the extended detention depth required for water 
quality from the OSD volume adopted in peak flow calculations. Clarity should be sought as to 
whether this has been considered in the FSSM report (Hyder 2011).  
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4.11.5 Strategic & Statutory Considerations 

 
Diversion channels are proposed and details are provided in the drawings contained within Appendix 
G of the FSSM report.  However this cannot be confirmed due to the generally illegible drawings 
provided for the peer review. Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to perform a 
thorough assessment.  
 

4.11.6 Consultation 

 
DGRs specifically require that the proponent undertake an appropriate level of consultation with 
relevant parties during preparation of the EA, including adjoining and affected landowners.  
 
The FSSM report (Hyder 2011) indicates that adverse impacts resulting from the management of 
external catchments „may be open to negotiation with the various stakeholders‟, while no evidence of 
such negotiation or consultation is provided. The FSSM report highlights that civil design options may 
be adopted to avoid such impacts, however the effectiveness of such mitigation options has not been 
quantified or demonstrated in the FSSM report (as discussed in Section 4.1 of this report). If 
mitigation of impacts cannot be demonstrated, consultation with affected landowners (as per DGRs) 
will be appropriate. 
 

4.11.7 Recommendations 

 
Based on our assessment, the following additional information should be provided by the applicant: 
 
 If mitigation of impacts from the impediment / diversion of external catchments cannot be 

demonstrated, consultation with affected landowners (as per DGRs) will be appropriate. 

 Clarity should be sought as to whether an integrated approach has been adopted for bio-retention 
/ OSD devices. Drawings provided for this peer review are of such low resolution as to be 
generally illegible, and legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to confirm the 
approach adopted.  

 If an integrated approach has been adopted, checks should be made to ensure that the extended 
detention depth required for water quality has been excluded from the available OSD volume 
adopted in peak flow calculations. 

 PMF impacts should be further quantified and assessed, particular in terms of any implications to 
emergency response planning or the safety of people in accordance with the FDM (2005). 

 The PMF impacts map should be extended to incorporate the full extent of downstream impacts. 

 The PMF impact map should be amended to include a „was dry now wet‟ parameter, which would 
be valuable in assessing whether any properties may anticipate further flood affectation as a 
result of the proposal. 

 Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to confirm the assessment, including a Full 
set of flood maps included in the unmodified Anzac Creek FRMS&P, existing scenario site 
catchment plan 

 Off-site impacts of impediment / diversion of existing catchments should be qualified to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 
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4.12 Environmental Risk Assessment 

 
Overall, the environmental risk analysis submitted by the applicant lacks detail and there is limited 
assessment on the cumulative impacts of the subject development and the Commonwealth 
Government‟s proposal.  Our assessment is summarised as follows. 
 

 Table 3 of the Environmental Risk assessment sets out the consequence criteria used in the risk 
assessment.  Guidance is given on assessing safety, financial and operational risks, but no 
guidance is provided on assessing consequence of environmental risks. Since the purpose of the 
assessment is to assess environmental risk this is considered inappropriate, and the risk 
assessment should be reviewed with reference to environmental consequence.  An example set of 
environmental consequence criteria is provided in Table 4.4. (Note that the title of Table 3 in the 
Hyder report is incorrect and should refer to consequence not likelihood). 

 The risk of increased traffic impact on local roads and rail is described as high even after mitigation 
measures are applied. The principal mitigation measures proposed all require additional studies to 
be undertaken. It is recommended that these studies are undertaken and made available for 
review before the EA is determined. Documents identified in the risk assessment as being required 
include: 

a. Detailed transport and accessibility impact assessment; 

b. Traffic management plan; 

c. Strategic and project modelling; 

d. Assessment of the road and rail infrastructure quality to determine capacity to handle 
increased traffic. 

 Justification is required as to why the risk of increased traffic impact on local roads and rail risk 
was not assessed as Very High both before and after mitigation. A likelihood criteria of A (Almost 
Certain) and consequence criteria of 4 (Major) or 5 (Severe) would both result in Very High Risk 
ranking, and would seem appropriate. 

 Air quality risk is shown to be reduced from Very High to Medium by the application of an Air 
Quality Management Plan. Justification for this needs to be provided as it is unclear what practical 
measures are available to reduce the risk by this margin. 

 As a result of the first bullet point above, it is not clear that environmental risk has been adequately 
addressed and whether the results presented address financial, safety and operational risks 
instead. 

 Table 4 of the Hyder Environmental Risk Analysis presents the results of the environmental risk 
analysis. It does not provide the likelihood or consequence assigned to each risk either before or 
following mitigation. This information is needed in order to enable the reader to understand how 
the risk ranking has been derived. 

 A staging plan is required to help the reader understand the period over which risk will apply, and 
the timing at which the risk will be present. This is particularly true for risks related to the build up 
of traffic over time, and for construction related impacts. 

 Disruption to the community during construction is shown to be reduced from Very High to Medium 
by the application of Community Consultation and Involvement Plan. Justification for these needs 
to be provided as it is unclear what practical measures are available to reduce the risk by this 
margin. 

 There is no indication of how cumulative impacts have been incorporated into the assessment. In 
particular, what background traffic increases are expected? What other developments are planned 
or known?  
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Table 4.4 – Example of Environmental Consequence Criteria 

 

 

 There is no discussion or information on who has responsibility for implementing the identified 
control measures. This is of particular relevance where infrastructure upgrades are required (For 
example in road or intersection upgrades). Each mitigation or control measure needs to have a 
responsibility assigned, with indicative costs identified to ensure that adequate funding is in place 
prior to approval. Responsibility should consider both responsibility for implementation and for 
funding provision. 

 No information is provided about what materials or goods may be handled at the terminal. A clear 
statement is required to identify hazard classes of goods which will be accepted, and to identify 
any goods and materials which will not be handled. 
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 The risk assessment seems to accept the loss of threatened species without fully identifying 
mitigation measures. 

 With regard to the risks, the following comments are provided: 

Table 4.5 - Comments on Environmental Risk Analysis (Table 4 of the Hyder document) 

Issue Cardno’s Comment 

Transport and 

Access 

Additional potential impacts need consideration including: 

 Increased accident rates 

 Exceeding road capacity 

 Pavement Failure 

 Increased traffic on local and residential roads 

 Decreased access to existing properties 

 Bringing forward upgrade works and costs 

 

No information is provided on other developments and land use changes which 

will occur in addition to the SIMTA proposal. Consequently cumulative impacts 

do not appear to be adequately considered. 

The control measures need to give some consideration to who is responsible 

for implanting them, and how will they be funded, eg. for traffic, how will the s94 

plan be applied, and how will funding contributions be agreed?  

Noise and 

Vibration 

Assessment covers only operational noise from locomotives. Other noise and 

vibration sources including trucks moving on local roads and the site, site 

equipment and manual handling operations also need to be considered. 

Biodiversity The risk assessment seems to accept the loss of threatened species without 

fully identifying mitigation measures. The number of individuals of threatened 

species to be lost needs to be quantified, and the mitigation strategy needs to 

be identified. Offsetting strategies should be documented as appropriate. 

Without knowing the number of individuals to be lost, the residual risk of Low 

does not seem justified. It is suggested that until the route is known this cannot 

be assessed as having being reduced from Medium by the proposed mitigation 

measures. 

Riparian Success criteria need to be documented for the OEMP in relation to monitoring 

and maintenance of riparian vegetation and water and sediment control 

structures, and a commitment needs to be made to corrective action in the 

event that the success criteria are not being achieved. 

Hazards and 

Risks (Storing 

and handling 

dangerous goods 

on site) 

No information is provided about what materials or goods may be handled at 

the terminal. A clear statement of any goods and materials which will not be 

handled is required. 

Mitigation measures are considered weak. Additional mitigation measures 

should include the storage of hazardous goods in dedicated areas with 

adequate chemical and fire protection systems. Pre-approval systems should 

also be in place for the handling of any such materials. 

 

Greenhouse Gas / 

Utilities 

An additional control measure should be required as a permit condition to 

include the onsite generation of renewable energy to offset the net increase in 

GHG emissions. (It is noted that the installation of solar panels on warehouse 

roofs will be more cost effective at the time of construction than as a later 

retrofit). 
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Issue Cardno’s Comment 

This may also reduce the level of risk assigned to the „utilities‟ category. 

Air Quality Risk is shown to be reduced from Very High to Medium by the application of an 

Air Quality Management Plan. Justification for this needs to be provided as it is 

unclear what practical measures are available to reduce the risk by this margin. 

 

4.12.1 Recommendations 

 
The following additional information is required from the applicant: 
 
 The scale used in assessing environmental consequence as part of the risk assessment should 

be documented, and the risk assessment should be revised as necessary with reference to this 
scale.  

 The likelihood and consequence assessment before and after the application of mitigation 
measures should be provided for all risks. 

 The following documents are identified as being control measures to manage transport and 
access risk. As key documents in controlling a major project risk, they should be provided prior to 
the EA being determined: 

 -  Detailed transport and accessibility impact assessment; 

 -  Traffic management plan; 

 -  Strategic and project modelling; 

 Assessment of the road and rail infrastructure quality to determine capacity to handle increased 
traffic. 

 Further justification of the transport and access risk ranking before and after application of mitigation 
measures is required. 

 Justification of how an Air Quality Management Plan will reduce the air quality risk from Very High 
to Medium is required. 

 Justification of how a Community Consultation and Involvement Plan will reduce the risk of 
community impacts during construction from Very High to Medium is required. 

 Potential cumulative impacts need to be addressed. 

 Responsibility for implementation of each mitigation measure needs to be identified, along with 
responsibility for funding each mitigation measure. 

 Information about the classes of hazardous or dangerous materials which may be handled at the 
terminal should be clearly stated in order that the required mitigation measures and residual risks 
can be adequately assessed. 

 An assessment of the potential for on site renewable energy generation and use should be 
provided. 
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4.13 Green House Gas Assessment 

4.13.1 Key Findings 

 

 The lack of consistency in the proposal description between the air quality, noise and green house 
gas (GHG) reports suggests a poorly defined scope of works. 

 The results presented are not justified, and the input data and calculations undertaken should be 
transparently provided. 

 Impacts in the rail corridor are poorly considered and this should be included. 

 From information provided, it is considered likely that emissions have been underestimated. 

 Inclusion of solar panels on warehouse roofs should be a permit requirement, with the requirement 
stating that the amount of installed capacity should be sufficient to offset in full the GHG emissions 
the site is responsible for.  (It is noted that installation at the time of initial construction is more cost 
effective than retrofitting at a later date, and also that this may facilitate a shift from diesel driven 
plant and equipment to electrical equipment with a corresponding reduction in air pollutants and 
noise). 

 The climate risk assessment identifies the rail corridor as being flood prone. Recommended 
mitigation measure is to „incorporate adaptive capacity measures‟  

 

4.13.2 Inconsistent Assumptions 

 
The GHG, air quality and noise assessments appear to use different assumptions on what the 
proposal includes, giving an overall impression of uncertainty as to what is being proposed, and an 
inconsistent assessment. Some specific examples are given in Table 4.6.  

Table 4.6 - Inconsistent Assumptions 

Topic Assumption in Air Quality 

assessment 

Assumption in GHG assessment 

Buildings on 

site 

Buildings are not described, or 

accounted for in the modelling 

It is stated on page 11 that there is 

sufficient information on the terminal to 

accurately assess construction 

requirements, however it is not stated 

anywhere how many buildings there are, 

or what dimensions. 

Operational 

emission 

sources 

Assumed emission sources 

documented, and based (pro-rata) on 

similar Enfield site 

Emissions sources are stated, and differ 

from those in the Air Quality report.  

Cranes Assumed to be diesel powered Assumed to be electrically powered 

Fork Lift Trucks 

and site 

vehicles 

Included in assessment Not included in assessment 

Train emissions Emissions from locomotives 

travelling and idling included 

Emissions are not clearly considered, but 

are alluded to. 

Cold Storage No refrigeration plant (or associated 

emissions) is considered.  

A cold warehouse is referred to 

throughout, however no assessment of 

potential GHG emissions associated with 

refrigerant plant is made. 
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Construction 

Staging 

Not identified or considered Follows a 5 stage staging plan with a 

reference to Hyder 2011 as the source. 

(Section 2) 

Construction 

impacts 

Minor consideration – largely 

deferred to CEMP 

Assessed 

Operational 

impacts 

Assessed Assessed 

 

4.13.3 Calculation of Emission Levels 

 
Calculations throughout the document are not substantiated, and it is impossible to verify the 
quantified emissions presented.  The report should include (likely as an appendix) details of all 
calculations undertaken in a spreadsheet file and this needs to be submitted. In particular, the lack of 
the following information prevents the results being verified: 
 

 No emission factors are provided at any point in the report 

 Tables 4, 8, 12, 16, 20 all list the types of equipment to be in operation, but do not indicate how 
many items of each type have been considered, or how long each type of equipment is expected 
to operate for. 

 Calculation of diesel fuel consumption is based on fuel tank size, and an assumption that each 
tank is filled every 2 days. Some justification that this is realistic is required. 

 Table 22 does not present the embodied emission (either per unit or in total) of the materials listed 

 No data is provided on the number or size of buildings included in the assessment. 

 There appears to be no consideration of vehicles on site including trucks or fork lift trucks used by 
the facility, or freight trucks moving on the site or along Moorebank Ave 

 There are data gaps in Table 5 which appears to show 0 fuel use for demolition, clearing and 
grubbing and contamination removal. This possibly leads to an underestimation of emissions. 

 There is an inconsistency between Tables 26 and 28, with one presenting a VA/m
2
  for offices of 

75, and one presenting 100. 

 
Vegetation clearance is considered only in terms of decomposition of cleared grass at a composting 
facility. No consideration is given to the long term land use change 
 
Vegetation clearance is described on page 14 as being ‟50,000m

2
 of grass at 0.15m depth‟. No 

account is taken of clearance of vegetation from the rail corridor, which we understand to be 
significantly greater in terms of biomass. 
 
Section 4.4 provides an assessment against an alternative scenario, which is considered speculative, 
largely irrelevant and possibly misleading. Suggest it should be removed or more fully justified as 
being a valuable comparison. 
 
Mitigation measures presented are appropriate, but do not consider explicitly the potential for on site 
offsetting of emissions.  Inclusion of solar panels on warehouse roofs should be a permit requirement, 
with the requirement stating that the amount of installed capacity should be sufficient to offset in full 
the GHG emissions the site is responsible for.  (It is noted that installation at the time of initial 
construction is more cost effective than retrofitting at a later date, and also that this may facilitate a 
shift from diesel driven plant and equipment to electrical equipment with a corresponding reduction in 
air pollutants and noise). 
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4.13.4 Recommendations 

 
The following additional information is required from the applicant: 
 
 A collated set of assumptions used in the air quality, noise and vibration, GHG and traffic reports 

should be provided. Where different input data has been used, this should be documented, and a 
justification made as to why the assessments undertaken can be relied upon when determining 
the magnitude of impacts. 

 Additional data should be provided which enables the data presented to be verified. In particular, 
model input data and assumptions should be provided, ideally in a spreadsheet format.  

 Activities in the rail corridor, including vegetation clearance should be documented and fully 
assessed. 

 An assessment of the potential for on site renewable energy generation to off set the project GHG 
emissions should be provided. 

 

4.14 Fauna & Flora 

4.14.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Fauna & Flora Assessment 

 
A Flora and Fauna Assessment, including desktop and field assessment, has been conducted by 
Hyder Consulting to support the EA. The report identifies several ecological impacts from the 
development and these are: 
 

 Loss of native vegetation, including Endangered Ecological Communities and threatened flora 
species; 

 Loss of fauna habitat including that of threatened and migratory species; 

 Impact on fauna connectivity; 

 Alteration and degradation of aquatic habitats; 

 Edge effects and weed invasion. 

 
The report acknowledges limitations including inability to access the western portion of the site and 
lack of information regarding the area of impact across the site. 
 
The report identified two threatened plant species listed under the EPBC Act And TSC Act- the 
endangered Persoonia nutans and the vulnerable species Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora, were 
recorded in the rail corridor lands to the south of the SIMTA site. The populations in these areas are 
relatively large and are considered to be of significant conservation value. Another threatened plant 
species, the vulnerable Acacia pubescens, was recorded to the east of the SIMTA site.  
 
Five threatened ecological communities listed under the TSC Act were identified in the study area, 
based on analysis of existing vegetation maps and ground truthing:  
 

 Castlereagh Scribbly Gum Woodland in the Sydney Basin bioregion  

 Castlereagh Swamp Woodland  

 River-flat Eucalypt Forest on Coastal Floodplains of the NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin and 
South-east Corner bioregions  

 Freshwater Wetlands on Coastal Floodplains of the NSW North Coast, Sydney Basin and South-
east Corner bioregions  

 Cumberland Plain Woodland in the Sydney Basin Bioregion  
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All threatened ecological communities in the study area are located within the rail corridor lands. 
 
Detailed terrestrial fauna surveys across the study area identified the presence of five exotic and 54 
native fauna species, including three threatened fauna species; Eastern Bent-wing Bat (Miniopterus 
schreibersii oceanensis), Southern Myotis (Myotis macropus) and Grey-headed Flying Fox (Pteropus 
poliocephalus). The probability of threatened species recorded within 10 kilometres of the study to 
occur within the study area was assessed and it is possible that 16 species may occur in the study 
area on a temporary or transient basis, predominantly highly mobile species such as bird and 
micochiropteran bats.  
 
Three broad terrestrial habitat types were identified within the study area; remnant vegetation, riparian 
habitats and cleared and disturbed areas. Notable habitat features across the study area that offer 
potential shelter and foraging resources to fauna include flowering trees and shrubs, damp areas and 
watercourses, well-developed leaf litter in places and several hollow-bearing trees. There is, however, 
an absence of other important features such as large hollow-bearing trees, rocky features and hollow 
logs across the site. 
 
The SIMTA site is considered to be of limited conservation significance and ecological impacts within 
the site are likely to be low.  
 
The majority of likely impacts on threatened species and communities will occur as a result of 
construction of the rail spur. The extent of scale and impacts within the rail spur cannot be quantified 
until the alignment of the rail link has been finalised. The requirement for a 30 metre wide zone of 
clearing and/or disturbance will result in the removal and fragmentation of threatened communities 
and threatened plant populations. As the exact area to be cleared and/or disturbed is not yet known, 
the impacts cannot be assessed with any certainty, a conclusion on the significance of impacts and 
the potential requirement for additional assessment cannot be made at this stage. 
 

4.14.2 Recommendations 

 
The following additional information is requested to allow thorough assessment of the report: 
 
 The full scope of the development, including a concept deign of the rail spur, needs to be included 

in the application to allow for appropriate assessment of the fauna and flora impact.  Due 
consideration must be given to the 2 threatened plant species on the site. The population of 
Persoonia nutans is considered very significant and is considered the highest biodiversity 
constraint in the study area. The population of Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora is also of 
significance and impacts on this population should be minimised. 

 A referral to the Commonwealth Minister under the EPBC Act should be undertaken as part of this 
application to confirm if an approval is required. 

 Design of the rail corridor link to avoid or at least minimise impacts on these 2 threatened plant 
species should be considered to conserve areas of remnant vegetation and remnant woodland 
which would act to mitigate impacts on the 3 threatened fauna recorded at the site. 

 A map of all ecological constraints needs to be prepared to inform the design of the rail corridor 
link. Following the design stage, the Flora and Fauna Assessment will need to be resubmitted to 
include a full impact assessment. 
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5 Project Justification 
 
This section assesses the project justification for the proposed SIMTA intermodal terminal based on the current 
and projected demand for contain freight, the capacity of SSFL and the Federal Government‟s Moorebank 
Project Office proposal opposite the site.   

 

5.1 Demand for Container Freight in Sydney 

5.1.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Assessment 

 
SIMTA commissioned Price Water House Coopers (PwC) to undertake a need assessment for the 
proposed intermodal terminal at Moorebank.  The PwC report suggests that SIMTA is critical to 
ensure the Government policy to shift 40% container freight movement by rail out of Port Botany is 
achieved by 2016.  In the absence of SIMTA, the currently Sydney region intermodal terminal 
capacity will be limited at 0.67 million TEU, comprising the aggregate capacity of the Enfield, 
Yennora, Minto and Villawood intermodal facilities, which represents only 24% of containers 
transported by rail in 2016. 
 

5.1.2 Cardno’s Assessment 

 
Our assessment acknowledges the following assumptions adopted by SIMTA: 
 

 The NSW Government has set a target to increase the proportion of all container freight movement 
by rail out of Port Botany to 40% by 2016.   

 Port Botany container freight demand will continue to increase by approximately 6.7% per year.  
Sydney Port Corporation (SPC) has a capacity limit of 3.2 million TEU per annum under its current 
consent.  The proposed expansion of SPC will increase the capacity to approximately 5.0 million 
TEU per annum and this will be subject to further environmental assessment.  The projected 
increase in the container trade will mean that Port Botany is likely to reach it‟s capacity of 3.2 
million TEU by around 2018.  (Currently, Port Botany is handling approximately 2.0 million TEU per 
annum). 

 There are currently three intermodal terminals (IMT) operating in Sydney and another one at 
Enfield commencing in 2016.  These IMTs include:  

o Minto (0.15 million TEU per annum),  

o Yennora (0.17 million TEU per annum),  

o Villawood (0.05 million TEU per annum) and  

o Enfield (0.30 million TEU per annum – to be commenced in 2016).  

In total, the existing and planned IMTs have the capacity to handle 0.67 million TEU per annum. 

 
A plan showing these IMBs are provided in Figure 27. 
 
  



SIMTA Intermodal Terminal – Peer Review of Environmental Assessment 
Prepared for Liverpool City Council  

Cardno Ref: 112083-01/Report 001 Rev 0 June 2012 Page 79 

Figure 27 - IMBs in the Greater Metropolitan Sydney 

  
(Source: Department of Finance and Deregulation, Moorebank Project Office (2011) Information Paper 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Project) 

 
 
We found the following fundamental issues relating to the SIMTA‟s assessment: 
 
 SIMTA has failed to include the planned but not approved IMTs into the consideration of its 

demand analysis.  These include the adjoining Commonwealth Government‟s proposal, which will 
have a capacity for 1.5 million TEU per annum and the Eastern Creek proposal, which will have a 
capacity for approximately 0.5 million TEU per annum. 

 Whilst Port Botany accounts for almost the entire volume of containerised import/export trade 
throughput in NSW.  Most intermodal terminals service both local and interstate trades due to the 
ability to cover both markets once the infrastructure is established.  However, the SIMTA‟s 
proposal has no mentioned of transfer to rail for inter-state or inter regional delivery, yet this 
option has not been ruled out. 

 SIMTA‟s demand analysis is based on unpublished data that is impossible to verify. 

 
Cardno has analysed the SIMTA‟s and the Government‟s figures and prepared the following two 
graphs showing the relationship between the growth in TEUs handled by the Port Botany terminal, 
projected growth in the movement of TEUs by rail and the opportunity/need for intermodal terminals.  
These are shown in Figures 28 and 29 below. 
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Figure 28 - Forecast Demand with SIMTA & Eastern Creek 

 
(Source: Cardno‟s Analysis of SIMTA‟s and other Proposals) 

 
 

Figure 29 - Forecast Demand with Eastern Creek & without SIMTA 

 
(Source: Cardno‟s Analysis of SIMTA‟s and other Proposals) 
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Figure 28 shows SIMTA starting in 2016 and reaching capacity by around 2025 on top of existing or 
future intermodal terminals.  Figure 28 analyses the timing proposed by the Moorebank Project Office 
in their Preliminary EA report and on their website.  The Commonwealth Government‟s documents 
suggested a timing of mid 2017 to commence operation for the initial 1.0 million TEU, and ramp up to 
1.5 million TEU by 2024. 
 
Whilst both charts show the need for additional intermodal terminals to achieve the Government 40% 
mode shift target, it also suggests that both Eastern Creek and the Commonwealth Government‟s 
proposal would provide sufficient capacity to service the growth in demand for containerised freight.  
The volume of information contained in the Commonwealth Department of Finance and Deregulation 
website suggests that the project is well underway as follows: 
 

 Funding allocation of $70.0 million in the 2010-11 Budget to complete the Feasibility Study and to 
support the potential relocation of the School of Military Engineering and other Australian Defence 
Force units to Holsworthy. 

 Establishment of a project team (the Moorebank Project Office) within the portfolio of the 
Department of Finance and Deregulation to develop the Feasibility Study and manage the project.  
The Moorebank Project Office includes representatives from Finance, the Department of Defence 
and the Department of Infrastructure and Transport.   

 Lodgement of a Preliminary Environmental Assessment with the NSW Department of Planning and 
Infrastructure as a State Significant Development. 

 Completion of initiatives studies, including Aboriginal and European Heritage assessment and 
Ecological assessment to inform the Environmental Assessment of the project. 

 Community Information Sessions in October 2011 with local residents at Casula and Wattle Grove 
to view the project and provide feedback, plus ongoing releases of community updates 

 Release of invitation for market participation in the design, construction and operation of the 
terminal by the private sector  

 Market Sounding/Briefing meetings to brief interested stakeholders on the advancement of the 
Project and its proposed implementation plan. 

 
SIMTA‟s proposed operational date of 2016 is both doubtful and unrealistic as it has not resolved the 
key connection with the SSFL and there is no evidence in the submitted documents showing 
commitments from the ARTC to undertake further investigations on the expansionary infrastructure 
and funding of such works.  If SIMTA wishes to commence operation in 2016, these off-site 
infrastructure will need to be included in the current EA proposal, but there is no indication of the 
scope of such works. 
 

5.1.3 Recommendations 

 
SIMTA‟s proposal has not been identified in the current planned IMT development program and there 
are no appropriate justifications on the demand for the project within the identified timeframe, which is 
a key requirement under the DGRs.  If SIMTA wants to undertake the project in the specified 
timeframe, the following additional information is required: 
 
 Demonstrate commitment from ARTC in relation to the expansionary infrastructure to service the 

SIMTA‟s site and the funding arrangement. 

 Provide the scope and concept design of the expansionary infrastructure and the environmental 
assessment for such works. 

 Undertake further need assessment on the demand for SIMTA‟s proposal, taking into account the 
capacity proposed by the Moorebank Project Office and the Eastern Creek project. 

 Undertake research and provide raw data from the existing IMTs showing their capacities and the 
split between local and inter state freight. 
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5.2 Location of SIMTA & Geographic Distribution of IMT 

 
A Technical Note on the Strategic Freight Demand, prepared by Hyder was submitted with the 
SIMTA‟s project.  The Technical Note seeks to: 
 

 determines the catchment size served by SIMTA and each IMT in 2016 and 2025,  

 determine the container truck movements within the SIMTA catchment as input into detailed traffic 
engineering evaluation of the report, and  

 determine the overall movement of container trucks to/from Port Botany and other IMTs with and 
without ISIMTA as input into the metropolitan wide project team.   

 
The Technical Note provides valid information on the geographic catchment and this analysis needs 
to be considered in the context of the planned Commonwealth Moorebank proposal and the Eastern 
Creek proposal.   
 
It is important to note that the operation of an IMT is predicated by the total cost of the container 
supply chain and the market catchment for distribution of containers.  The locations, distribution and 
volume of container freight generated in each catchment area influence the demand for the IMT.  
Warehouses choose to use an IMT as oppose to using a road base transport system because of the 
cost and time saving provided by the IMT.  If the warehouse is located outside a certain distance of 
the IMT, the cost of transporting containers to the IMT will become uneconomically and they will either 
choose to travel directly to Port Botany or travel to another IMT closer to their location. 
 
In essence, there is no obvious benefit of clustering IMTs in one location because the ultimate 
decision is based on the distance and efficiency of transporting goods from warehouses to Port 
Botany.  It is therefore important to design a network of IMTs to capture the different warehouse 
locations and to plan for the truck routes to maximise the efficiency of traveling from the warehouses 
to the IMT and to minimise the impacts on the local road network. 
 

5.2.1 Summary of SIMTA’s Strategic Freight Demand Assessment 

 
SIMT‟s proposal includes catchment plans based on: 
 

 Container distribution data obtained from a survey in March 2000 – this forms the base container 
distribution data; 

 Projected container distribution based on the current forecasts of changing employment types in 
Sydney.  It distinguishes between blue collar, white collar and retail employment and suggests that 
blue collar employment is the most appropriate available forecast to measure container activities.   

 
The IMT catchments were then determined based on the maximum throughput of each IMT and using 
the forecast regional container demand (generated based on employment forecast data) to model the 
most cost effective supply chain.  These catchments are identified in Figures 30 and 31. 
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Figure 30 - IMT Catchment Maps 2016 

 
(Source: Hyder (2011) Technical Note 1 Strategic Fright Demand (Appendix D of Traffic and Transport Impact 
Assessment), Pg 21) 

 
 

Figure 31 – IMT Catchment Map – 2025 

 
(Source: Hyder (2011) Technical Note 1 Strategic Fright Demand (Appendix D of Traffic and Transport Impact 
Assessment), Pg 22) 
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Based on the catchment analysis, the Hyder report suggests that: 
 

 In 2016, if SIMTA is not operational, direct trucking from Port Botany would delivery over 70% of 
the market, largely as a result of inadequacy of IMT capacity, not because they are uncompetitive 
in terms of supply chain costs. 

 With SIMTA in operation, it has the capability to attract a significant proportion of the TEU market 
(up to 35%), thus reducing the trucking demand from Port Botany to as little as 40% of the total 
import market.    

 Even in 2016, when SIMTA would still be in start-up mode, it is sufficiently cost competitive to 
attract its long-term target throughput of 500,000 import TEUs per annum.  The timing of the 
staged development of SIMTA may somewhat reduce its market capture in early years, but the 
latent demand nevertheless would still exist.   

 Note, in 2016, there is sufficient demand forecast for SIMTA to operate at 100% of its final 
capacity, taking the demand for Yennora and Enfield in excess of the capacity of these terminals.   

 By 2025, additional IMT capacity will be essential to deliver the forecast 5 million TEU through Port 
Botany.  A location in west-northwest Sydney has been assumed.  In 2025, SIMTA would attract 
containers from a reasonably clearly defined and localised catchment including Liverpool and part 
of the South West and Industrial West.     

 Without SIMTA, much of Liverpool would be served by road direct from the Port.     

 By 2025, the demand for containers in the South West would exceed the current capacity of Minto 
IMT.  In the analysis it has been assumed that sufficient IMT facilities would be available to meet 
this demand, although none is currently being planned.   

 
On the basis of the catchment analysis, Hyder evaluats the impacts on the local road network at two 
levels: 
 

 Metropolitan wide changes in truck movement and the resultant changes in vehicle km of travel 
and other environmental indicators.  

 Additional truck traffic generated by container movement from and to the SIMTA proposal, 
including the number and geographic distribution of trick trips. 

 
However no data has been provided in the Strategic Freight Demand report or the main Traffic report. 
 

5.2.2 Recommendations 

 
Cardno is unable to make a full assessment of the SIMTA‟s proposition in its catchment analysis due 
to the lack of clarity in the data used and the unclear assumptions.  In order to understand the full 
implications of SIMTA‟s assessment, the following additional information should be provided: 
 
 There is no information on the source of the base year container distribution data, other than 

quoting a survey undertaken in March 2000.  There is no source of the survey and no indication of 
the detail, assumptions or methodology of such survey.  This information should be provided and 
the raw data of the survey should be submitted. 

 Using employment data and employment projection to determine container distribution is not 
considered appropriate without understanding the assumptions of the original employment 
projection.  It is more appropriate to use the current and future industrial land use data (ie. current 
and future zoning) to determine container distribution.  Additional analysis of zoning should be 
undertaken to further derive a pattern of container distribution for the base year and future years.   

 No consideration of the Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal and its affectation to the SIMTA‟s 
catchment is provided.  The report notes that the Commonwealth proposal is not as advanced as 
the SIMTA‟s proposal.  However Eastern Creek, which has not even progressed to a 
development application stage, is included.  There is inconsistent assumption in the methodology.  
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A new catchment analysis should be submitted taking into account all planned proposals, 
including SIMTA, Moorebank Project Office and Eastern Creek. 

 The catchment plans and distribution forecast do not include any indications of the truck routes 
assumptions used in the model.  It is noted that the model uses the „most cost effective supply 
chain‟ to determine the catchment area of the individual industrial activity.  The modeling results 
and truck routes need to be presented in the additional information submitted by SIMTA, as well 
as the data behind the model. 

 As suggested in the traffic assessment in Chapter 4.1 above, the main Hyder traffic report has 
not considered the impacts on the local road network and there is insufficient information to 
determine the likely truck routes and the potential impacts.  These information need to be 
submitted for further consideration on impacts on local roads. 

 Based on the revised catchment and demand analysis, justification needs to be given to provide 
the reasons for co-locating two IMTs at the same location with a total capacity of 2.5 million TEU 
per annum.  If the demand within the identified catchment does not justify such capacity, the 
proposal needs to be revised to consider the following alternatives: 

 -   Reduce the capacity of this development to meet the required demand within the 
appropriate timeframe. 

 - Consider the opportunities to upgrade or expand the existing IMTs, based on the 
catchment demand, current and future warehouse distribution and truck movements 
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6 Conclusions 
 
This report focuses on the key components of the EA, including the scope of the development, the 
impact assessment, the strategic justifications and the statutory compliance. 
 
The overall conclusion is that the EA and the supporting documents do not contain sufficient 
information to allow a proper assessment of the project.  There are a number of shortcomings with the 
application which can be summarised as follows: 
 

6.1 Scope of Development 

 

 The definition of the scope of the development is unclear  

 There is limited consideration of the off site works required to undertake the project in its initial 
phases. 

 The land use on the site is unclear and inconsistent between different reports.   

 The location, scale and height of the structures on the site is unclear. 

 The quality of the submitted Concept Plan does not contain sufficient information to allow valid 
assessment of the proposal.   

 There is no indicative commitment from the landowners, whose lands will be affected by the off 
site works of this proposal, to allow for this development. 

 The timing of the proposal does not align with the existing lease term and there is no indication 
that the existing tenant will vacate the site to allow the construction of the project to commence in 
mid 2012. 

 There are no commitments from stakeholders, in particular the ARTC, to allow connection from the 
site to the SSFL. 

 The indicative perspectives are misleading and they do not provide appropriate representation of 
the development. 

 The concept design does not take into account the adjoining Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal.  
There is no obvious coordinated design between the two proposals. 

 

6.2 Environmental Impact Assessment 

 

 The environmental impact assessments are not based on the full scope of the assessment and 
there are limited assessments on the offsite works. 

 All recommended mitigation measures identified in the impact assessments are not included in the 
proposed scope of works and the report simply defers these works to the project application stage.  
Even if this is a Concept Application, the full scope of the development is fundamental to ensure 
the project can be delivered as per the applicant‟s proposal.  The lack of information does not 
allow an appropriate level of impact assessment. 

 There is no indication of the proposed routes of truck movements between the warehouses and 
the intermodal terminal.  The environmental impacts resulting from the increase in truck 
movements on local and regional roads cannot be assessed. 

 The proposal seems to have significantly over-estimated the economic and employment benefits 
of the development. 

 There is no consideration of the cumulative impacts as a result of the subject development and the 
Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal. 
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 The appropriateness of the consultation methodology (when taking into account local 
demographics) is questioned and there is no evidence to show that the issues identified by the 
public have been addressed in the proposal. 

 Due to the un-coordinated design between this and the Commonwealth Government‟s proposals, 
the development represents an inefficient use of land, which is contrary to the objective of the 
EP&A Act. 

 The proposed development does not comply with the local planning controls. 

 

6.3 Strategic Justification 

 

 There is no consideration of the need for two IMTs in one location. 

 The demand analysis is based on unpublished documents and it is impossible to verify the 
assessments. 

 There is no assessment on the volume of container import/export within the Liverpool catchment 
area and there is no evidence to justify the proposed 1.0 million TEU. 

 The methodology for the catchment analysis is inappropriate and there is no evidence to show that 
there is sufficient demand in the catchment to support two IMTs in Moorebank. 

 There is no consideration of an alternative design or proposal, either by expanding the existing 
IMTs in Sydney or by combing with the Commonwealth Government‟s proposal to address the 
demand. 
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7 Recommendations 
 
Having regard to the report‟s findings, it is recommended that Liverpool City Council lodge an urgent 
submission to the DoPI requesting the following matters be addressed and the application be 
readvertised. 
 

7.1 Description of Development 

 
A revised description of the proposed development should be provided to include: 
 
 The size of the warehouse and distribution centres 

 The types of proposed retail activities 

 The justifications and need for a hotel 

 Where are these activities located and how do they relate to the surrounding land uses and 
Moorebank Ave? 

 How would they operate? 

 

7.2 Detailed Concept Plan  

 
A detailed concept plan must be submitted to include: 
 
 A realistic depiction of the indicative building footprint and envelopes of all structures on site 

 All proposed uses on the site and how these uses physically relate to each other 

 Concept design of the internal road network showing road widths and turning areas 

 Concept design of the access points 

 Relationship of the proposed accesses with the entry points to the adjoining Moorebank Project 
Office intermodal facility 

 Concept design of the rail corridor of appropriate width within the site and how the warehouses 
and the intermodal terminal physically relate to the rail corridor. 

 Concept design of the rail spur outside the site boundary, including appropriate curvature and 
correct location that does not overlap on the adjoining Defence land.   

 Concept design of the bridges across Anzac Creek and Georges River 

 Concept design of the grade separated crossing at Moorebank Ave and the East Hills Passenger 
Line showing the extent of upgrades required to the crossing 

 Concept design of the proposed duplication of the East Hills Passenger Line showing how this 
additional rail line can be physically fit and the widening of the existing railway corridor. 

 

7.3 Proposed Rail Spur 

 
Details of the proposed rail spur must be submitted to include: 
 
 Concept design of the rail spur and alternative locations and design and justifications for the 

chosen design options. 

 Concept design of the crossing on Anzac Creek and Georges River and the grade separated 
crossing at Moorbank Ave and the existing passenger line. 
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 Consideration of using the existing disused railway line for the proposed rail spur. 

 Consideration of using the proposed rail spur of the Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal and 
evidence to demonstrate that SIMTA and the Moorebank Project Office have made an effort to 
resolve this matter. 

 Concept design of all expansionary infrastructure to the SSFL required to provide the required 
capacity sought by SIMTA. 

 Commitments from the ARTC to the expansionary infrastructure and indication of the funding 
arrangement, timing of the delivery and the scope of works. 

 Evidence that land ownership issues are resolved for the expansionary infrastructure and the rail 
spur.  

 Preliminary environmental assessment to be undertaken for the rail spur alignment and the 
expansionary infrastructure. 

 

7.4 Timing and Staging 

 
The applicant must provide the following confirmation on the timing of the development: 
 
 Written confirmation from the Department of Defence that the DNSDC will vacate the site upon 

the expiry of the current lease term. 

 Evidence of communication with affected land owners affected by the proposed rail spur and their 
indicative consent for such works to traverse their land. 

 Commitments from the ARTC to the expansionary infrastructure and indication of the funding 
arrangement, timing of the delivery and the scope of works. 

 Evidence that land ownership issues are resolved for the expansionary infrastructure and the rail 
spur.  

 Revised staging and timing schedule and revised assessments to align with the revised 
timeframes 

 A realistic staging plan showing how different stages of the development relate to each other and 
the works involved in each stage.  Provide realistic timing for each stage of construction. 

 A staging program that combines the proposed timeframe for the SIMTA‟s and the Moorebank 
Project Office‟s proposal.  Evidence to demonstrate how the proposed construction timeframe can 
be co-ordinated to minimise impacts on the residents and adjoining activities. 

 

7.5 Operational Details 

 
 Details of how the intermodal terminal operates within the site, eg. how containers are loaded and 

unloaded from the trucks and onto the train wagon, the relationship between the warehouse and 
the terminal, movement pattern of the trucks, procedures to handle, store and move containers, 
any quarantine or security controls of the content of the containers, etc. 

 Detailed description of the routes that will be used by the trucks to the development site and 
consideration of the traffic management requirements for the routes, including any proposed 
induction to truck drivers to use the chosen routes. 

 Number of workers on site at any one time.  Resting places for workers and its capacity. 

 Accident handling procedures. 
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7.6 EPBC Referral 

 
 The applicant must submit evidence that a referral to the Commonwealth Minister under EPBC 

Act has been carried out, and the appropriate assessment be submitted with the EA in 
accordance with the outcomes of the referral. 

 

7.7 Traffic Assessment 

 
To address the deficiencies of the traffic and transport section of the EA Report several key steps 
need to be undertaken: 
 
 Details of the 2011 and 2031 road networks used in the Strategic and Paramics Models should be 

made available.  

 Details of the future land use data for the 2031 transport model should be made available 
especially the assumptions adopted for the Liverpool LGA. 

 The transport modelling should be repeated to include the Commonwealth Intermodal Site when 
details become available. 

 The traffic modelling should by undertaken for intervening years to show the impact of intermodal 
traffic as either/or the SIMTA and Commonwealth intermodal sites ramp up from 2015 to 2031. 

 Make available the AM and PM peak hour traffic flow results produced by the transport models on 
all roads within the Liverpool LGA included in the model. The modelled results should clearly 
distinguish traffic flows without either intermodal terminal and with one or other or both intermodal 
sites. The traffic flow results must clearly show the car and truck movements generated by the 
intermodal sites on Council roads.  

 The traffic models should be undertaken to include the southern access route to the site via a new 
road link between the Hume Highway and Moorebank Ave via Cambridge Ave. 

 A more robust determination of the level of employment on the site should be undertaken as there 
is some scepticism on the employment levels used in the EA report. The number of employees on 
the site directly relate to the number of car movements to and from the site in the peak hours. 

 

7.8 Air 

 

The applicant must submit a revised air impact assessment to include: 

 Clarification on whether there will be any refrigerated or frozen materials handling and storage. 
No emissions related to refrigeration have been considered, and if refrigeration is proposed this is 
required. 

 Will there be any space heating of warehouses? No on site fuel consumption for space heating of 
warehouses or offices has been considered. 

 An impact assessment for ozone, hydrocarbons and airborne toxics is required as these 
pollutants have not been adequately assessed. 

 Technical details of the dispersion model inputs is required (see Table 2 above) in order that the 
assumptions made in the modelling can be reviewed. 

 Information on background SO2, and hydrocarbon levels should be provided. 

 A justification is required to show that the areas surrounding the development have an air quality 
suited to the additional emissions the facility will generate. This should be in the context of 
variability in background air quality across the Sydney basin.  
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 Dispersion modelling results should be provided as contours of maximum ground level 
concentrations as well as tabulated data at the nominated receptor so that that the impact at any 
point can be reviewed. 

 A justification of why vehicle movement beyond Moorebank Avenue does not require 
consideration should be provided 

 It is noted that the background levels of some pollutants are already high. Although it would 
appear that the addition of emissions from the SIMTA terminal will not cause any criteria to be 
exceeded, it will reduce available headroom for new industry or other emission sources to enter 
the area, possibly restricting future development. A discussion of this issue is required, 
particularly in respect of cumulative impacts and the proposed Commonwealth facility. For 
example, it is noted that PM10 annual average in 2009 was 26 ug/m

3
, and that the predicted 

SIMTA contribution was 2 ug/m
3
 giving a total of 28 ug/m

3
 once SIMTA is operational.  With a 

PM10criteria of 30 ug/m
3
 the ability for future developments is questioned. 

 

7.9 Noise 

 

Application must submit a revised noise impact assessment to include: 

 Operational noise and vibration impacts are required to be assessed based on an agreed concept 
plan for the site where details of on-site structures such as warehouse buildings, rail entry and 
exit points and internal loops are clearly positioned; 

 Consideration of enclosures for container loading and unloading onto freight trains and road 
haulage trucks should be provided; 

 Clarification of sound power levels of plant and equipment is required, ie. are they based on 
actual measurements of comparable installations? 

 Confirmation that all residential receivers have been included in the acoustic assessment, 
including new land releases at Glenfield and Casula and areas where noise exceedance is 
currently experienced.  

 An operational stage noise model of the site using an agreed concept site plan and clarified 
sound power levels (as noted previously) would provide a more satisfactory acoustic assessment 
which would identify the requirement for noise mitigation to control noise impacts to the nearest 
noise affected receivers. This may indicate the need to factor in and provide suitable locations for 
earth berms, noise walls, position of buildings on the site to provide acoustic screening from noisy 
site activities etc; 

 Impulsive and transient noise sources associated with the operation of the site requires further 
consideration, ie trains shunting, containers being handled on site (dropping of containers, 
containers being loaded onto empty train wagons etc) as these noises will carry across the site 
and potentially be audible at the nearest noise sensitive receivers, particularly during temperature 
inversions; 

 Further consideration should be given to the assessment of cumulative noise impacts as it may 
be possible that the SIMTA site and Moorebank Project Office‟s sites may operate 
simultaneously, which may influence location of buildings and noise sources on the site (SIMTA).  

 

 

7.10 Land Contamination 

 
The following additional information must be provided: 
 
 Details of previous remediation and validation reporting (if any) prepared for the SIMTA site and 

any requirements for remediation, monitoring or other management measures.  
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 A Contamination Management Plan for the SIMTA‟s site based on an appropriate and updated 
environmental assessment to show the remediation measures and monitoring program required 
to allow the construction of the site. 

 A Contamination Management Plan for the rail corridor site to identify the appropriate remediation 
measures and monitoring program required to allow the construction of the rail corridor. 

 A program showing the timing of the remediation works and they align with the construction 
program of the intermodal terminal project.   

 Ongoing monitoring, auditing and reporting requirements. 

 

7.11 Urban Design & Landscaping 

 
The application should include a site layout plan indicating as a minimum:  
 
 The conceptual layout of the site including building envelopes, main road layouts, arrangement of 

the terminal facility and broad landscape zones; 

 Existing components of the heritage fabric of the site that are to be retained and which are to be 
removed; and 

 A 3D model of the site developed as per the concept plan 

 Revised perspective images showing realistic representations of the intermodal terminal and the 
ware houses. 

 
 

7.12 Visual Impact 

 
The following additional information must be submitted: 
 
 The images of model showing the massing, forms, scale, height and layout of all the structures on 

site. 

 Description of the height and size of all structures. 

 

7.13 European Heritage 

 
The following additional information must be submitted: 
 
 A concept plan including building envelopes and indicating, as a minimum, what buildings on the 

site are proposed to be retained, relocated or demolished; 

 A revised heritage report, based on the above described concept plan that adequately addresses 
the relevant DGR‟s.          

 

7.14 Social Impacts 

 
The applicant must undertake a full social impact assessment to ascertain the spectrum of likely 
impacts on surrounding residential areas and measures required to mitigate impacts.  This should 
include the following: 
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 A survey of residents in Wattle Grove and Moorebank to gain an understanding of the potential 
social impacts on these residents, 

 A detailed demographic profile of the suburbs of Wattle Grove, Holsworthy, and Hammondville, 

 An assessment of fairness and equity issues for residents of Wattle Grove and Moorebank given 
scale and nature of operation. 

 Review of the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures given the industrial nature of proposed 
activity, 

 Review the impact on accessibility to the Georges River, 

 An assessment of off-site benefits to surrounding community.  

 

7.15 Public Consultation 

 
 
The applicant must provide additional information to demonstrate the level of consultation that has 
been carried out to ensure unbiased, inclusive and accessible communications between the applicant 
and the residents.  This should include details on: 
 
 How the residents with a cultural and linguistically diverse (CALD) background are involved in the 

process? 

 Whether the location of the CIC is appropriate or are there any options for a more accessible 
location? 

 The reason why a resident survey has not been carried out given the significance of the project? 

 Does the consultation distinguishes between the two intermodal terminals projects – one by 
SIMTA and one by the Moorebank Project Office? 

 
The applicant must also provide additional information to address the following questions: 
 
 Which issues were raised by particular stakeholder groups? 

 How each issue is proposed to be addressed in the environmental assessment, and 

 Whether the proposal has been altered as a result of feedback received. 

 

7.16 Economic Impacts 

 
The applicant must submit the following additional information: 
 
 The potential negative economic impacts as a result of SIMTA proposal and as such do not 

constitute a true economic assessment.  Negative economic impacts include purchase of land for 
rail corridor, costs for likely infrastructure upgrades, and constraint of land east of site for 
development purposes.   

 Alternative higher order economic uses of the site.   

 Impact on the Federal Governments Proposal.  

 Potential cumulative impacts of both proposals.   

 Potential negative impacts resulting from externalities as a result of proposal. 

 
The applicant needs to supply PwC Report titled „Employment Forecasts for the SIMTA Moorebank 
Intermodal Terminal, June 2010‟ to allow assessment of the economic impact assessment. 
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7.17 Stormwater & Flooding 

 
The applicant should submit the following additional information: 
 

 If mitigation of impacts from the impediment / diversion of external catchments cannot be 
demonstrated, consultation with affected landowners (as per DGRs) will be appropriate. 

 Clarity should be sought as to whether an integrated approach has been adopted for bio-retention / 
OSD devices. Drawings provided for this peer review are of such low resolution as to be generally 
illegible, and legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to confirm the approach 
adopted.  

 If an integrated approach has been adopted, checks should be made to ensure that the extended 
detention depth required for water quality has been excluded from the available OSD volume 
adopted in peak flow calculations. 

 PMF impacts should be further quantified and assessed, particular in terms of any implications to 
emergency response planning or the safety of people in accordance with the FDM (2005). 

 The PMF impacts map should be extended to incorporate the full extent of downstream impacts. 

 The PMF impact map should be amended to include a „was dry now wet‟ parameter, which would 
be valuable in assessing whether any properties may anticipate further flood affectation as a result 
of the proposal. 

 Legible copies of the Hyder reports would be required to confirm the assessment, including a Full 
set of flood maps included in the unmodified Anzac Creek FRMS&P, existing scenario site 
catchment plan 

 Off-site impacts of impediment / diversion of existing catchments should be qualified to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

 

7.18 Environmental Risk Analysis 

 
 The scale used in assessing environmental consequence as part of the risk assessment should 

be documented, and the risk assessment should be revised as necessary with reference to this 
scale.  

 The likelihood and consequence assessment before and after the application of mitigation 
measures should be provided for all risks. 

 The following documents are identified as being control measures to manage transport and 
access risk. As key documents in controlling a major project risk, they should be provided prior to 
the EA being determined: 

 -  Detailed transport and accessibility impact assessment; 

 -  Traffic management plan; 

 -  Strategic and project modelling; 

 Assessment of the road and rail infrastructure quality to determine capacity to handle increased 
traffic. 

 Further justification of the transport and access risk ranking before and after application of mitigation 
measures is required. 

 Justification of how an Air Quality Management Plan will reduce the air quality risk from Very High 
to Medium is required. 

 Justification of how a Community Consultation and Involvement Plan will reduce the risk of 
community impacts during construction from Very High to Medium is required. 
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 Potential cumulative impacts need to be addressed. 

 Responsibility for implementation of each mitigation measure needs to be identified, along with 
responsibility for funding each mitigation measure. 

 Information about the classes of hazardous or dangerous materials which may be handled at the 
terminal should be clearly stated in order that the required mitigation measures and residual risks 
can be adequately assessed. 

 An assessment of the potential for on site renewable energy generation and use should be 
provided. 

 

7.19 Green House Gas Assessment 

 
The following additional information is required form the applicant: 
 

 A collated set of assumptions used in the air quality, noise and vibration, GHG and traffic reports 
should be provided. Where different input data has been used, this should be documented, and a 
justification made as to why the assessments undertaken can be relied upon when determining the 
magnitude of impacts. 

 Additional data should be provided which enables the data presented to be verified. In particular, 
model input data and assumptions should be provided, ideally in a spreadsheet format.  

 Activities in the rail corridor, including vegetation clearance should be documented and fully 
assessed. 

 An assessment of the potential for on site renewable energy generation to off set the project GHG 
emissions should be provided. 

 

7.20 Flora and Fauna Assessment 

 
The following additional information is required form the applicant: 
 
 The full scope of the development, including a concept deign of the rail spur, needs to be included 

in the application to allow for appropriate assessment of the fauna and flora impact.  Due 
consideration must be given to the 2 threatened plant species on the site. The population of 
Persoonia nutans is considered very significant and is considered the highest biodiversity 
constraint in the study area. The population of Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora is also of 
significance and impacts on this population should be minimised. 

 A referral to the Commonwealth Minister under the EPBC Act should be undertaken as part of this 
application to confirm if an approval is required. 

 Design of the rail corridor link to avoid or at least minimise impacts on these 2 threatened plant 
species should be considered to conserve areas of remnant vegetation and remnant woodland 
which would act to mitigate impacts on the 3 threatened fauna recorded at the site. 

 A map of all ecological constraints needs to be prepared to inform the design of the rail corridor 
link. Following the design stage, the Flora and Fauna Assessment will need to be resubmitted to 
include a full impact assessment. 

 
 

7.21 Demand for the Proposed Development 

 
The following information must be submitted in order to assess the need for the project: 
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 Demonstrate commitment from ARTC in relation to the expansionary infrastructure to service the 
SIMTA‟s site and the funding arrangement. 

 Provide the scope and concept design of the expansionary infrastructure and the environmental 
assessment for such works. 

 Undertake further need assessment on the demand for SIMTA‟s proposal, taking into account the 
capacity proposed by the Moorebank Project Office and the Eastern Creek project. 

 Undertake research and provide raw data from the existing IMTs showing their capacities and the 
split between local and inter state freight. 

 

7.22 Catchment Analysis 

 
The following additional information is required: 
 

 There is no information on the source of the base year container distribution data, other than 
quoting a survey undertaken in March 2000.  There is no source of the survey and no indication of 
the detail, assumptions or methodology of such survey.  This information should be provided and 
the raw data of the survey should be submitted. 

 Using employment data and employment projection to determine container distribution is not 
considered appropriate without understanding the assumptions of the original employment 
projection.  It is more appropriate to use the current and future industrial land use data (ie. current 
and future zoning) to determine container distribution.  Additional analysis of zoning should be 
undertaken to further derive a pattern of container distribution for the base year and future years.   

 No consideration of the Moorebank Project Office‟s proposal and its affectation to the SIMTA‟s 
catchment is provided.  The report notes that the Commonwealth proposal is not as advanced as 
the SIMTA‟s proposal.  However Eastern Creek, which has not even progressed to a development 
application stage, is included.  There is inconsistent assumption in the methodology.  A new 
catchment analysis should be submitted taking into account all planned proposals, including 
SIMTA, Moorebank Project Office and Eastern Creek. 

 The catchment plans and distribution forecast do not include any indications of the truck routes 
assumptions used in the model.  It is noted that the model uses the „most cost effective supply 
chain‟ to determine the catchment area of the individual industrial activity.  The modeling results 
and truck routes need to be presented in the additional information submitted by SIMTA, as well as 
the data behind the model. 

 The main Hyder traffic report has not considered the impacts on the local road network and there 
is insufficient information to determine the likely truck routes and the potential impacts.  These 
information need to be submitted for further consideration on impacts on local roads. 

 Based on the revised catchment and demand analysis, justification needs to be given to provide 
the reasons for co-locating two IMTs at the same location with a total capacity of 2.5 million TEU 
per annum.  If the demand within the identified catchment does not justify such capacity, the 
proposal needs to be revised to consider the following alternatives: 

o Reduce the capacity of this development to meet the required demand within the appropriate 
timeframe. 

o Consider the opportunities to upgrade or expand the existing IMTs, based on the catchment 
demand, current and future warehouse distribution and truck movements 

 

 



 

 

 

Annex A 

A. Traffic Modelling Results (Cardno) 
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General Manager

5 June 2012

Mr Chris Wilson
Executive Director Major Projects Assessment
NSW Department of Planning & lnfrastructure
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

Attention: Ms Kylie Seretis Manager Ports and Rail lnfrastructure Projects

Dear Mr Wilson

Submission on Environmental Assessment - Concept Plan for SIMTA lntermodal
Terminal proposal at Moorebank

Council acknowledges the opportunity to make a submission on the SIMTA lntermodal proposal at
Moorebank.

Council is supportive of the establishment of a network of appropriately located intermodal terminals
in Sydney to be connected to Port Botany by way of dedicated freight rail lines, to cater to the
continuing rapid growth in container freight through Port Botany.

However, Council is of the view that, as a precondition to the approval for such facilities, the
environmental impacts need to be adequately assessed and mitigated and also ensuring that the
short, medium and long-term rail and road infrastructure capacity issues have been effectively
addressed.

As it is now certain that the Commonwealth is going ahead with its proposal for a larger intermodal
facility of 1.2 million TEU capacity at the same location on the SME site and that it would like to see
the development of a freight intermodal hub at Moorebank, the cumulative impacts of these two
clustered and significantly large intermodals must be assessed.

This is only possible if the two projects of a combined capacity of 2.2 million TEU are assessed
together and the pros and cons of clustering two significantly large facilities at the same location are
objectively assessed by an independent expert panel.

The City of Bankstown, being an adjacent local government area in close proximity to the proposed
site, is likely to be impacted by the two proposals, particularly due to the increased heavy freight
tratfic through its road network, the increased noise vibration along the rail corridor, the significant
potential for air quality impacts on the regional airshed, resulting in adverse impact on the health of'
its community,

The flow-on effects on Bankstown's arterial road networks are likely to be considerable, as some of
the roads and intersections are already at or near capacity and experiencing low level of service and
congestion.

CUSTOMER SERVICE CENTRE Upper Ground Floor, Civic fower, 66-72 Rickard Rd, Bankstown
Hours 8.30am - 5.00pm Monday to Friday EMAIL councilEbankstown.nswgov.au DX 11220 ABN 38 380 045 375

www.bankstown nsw. ov.au



ln a number of areas, the assessment by the proponent has not responded to the requirements in

the DGR. These are outlined in some detail in the attached comprehensive submission by Council,

Based on the review of the SIMTA proposal by Council, the submission includes a number of
irn portant recommendations.

Council's key recommendations, among others, include:

. A decision be made by the Minister to assess the two intermodal proposals (the SIMTA and the
Commonwealth) together by an independent expert panel, to ensure an efiective assessment of
their cumulative impacts and to ensure effective and complementary mitigation measures are in
place to address these,

r The proponent be required to resubmit lheir Concept Plan Application, with necessary further
investigation and assessment to address the deficiencies identified by Council in a number of
areas in the assessment of impacts from the SIMTA proposal (e.9, traffic, road and rail access
capacity, air quality, noise, obtrusive lighting and risk analysis etc) as well as the proponent's
failure to consider the cumulative impacts from the Commonwealth proposal, as otherwise in its
current form the application has not fully responded to the DGR and therefore is not
supportable.

. State and Federal Government commitment to funding a wider strategy of arterial road
upgrading works be secured to support the two IMTA proposals, prior to and as part of
assessing either of the IMT proposals further.

. That the relevant recommendations from the 2005 Freight lndustry Advisory Board report
(Railing Port Botany's Containers), which has been included in the DGR as an adopted
Government policy, be complied with in the assessment of the proposal. These include the
requirements that:

. Future expansion of the East Hill passenger line is not compromised by the lMTs and must
be ruled out at the beginning.

. A 'zero tolerance' policy involving heavy penalties in respect of container road traffìc
travelling through designated residential precincts is adopted and residential road networks
in the wider catchment of the intermodal terminals be identifled and designated prior to
approval, in order to give effect to this policy.

. An appropriate financial disincentive to carrying containers from Port by road be legislated
and applied.

Council would appreciate if the concerns raised in its submission relating to the deficiencies in the
SIMTA proposal and the recommendations resulting from these receive the due consideration they
merit.

Should you require further information on this or would like to discuss, please feel free to contact
me on 02 97 07 9524 o¡ matthew. stewa rt@ba n kstown. nsw. q ov. a u

Yours

Matthew Stewart
General Manager

Attached: Submission
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Bankstown City Council's Submission on Concept
Plan - Application for the SIMTA lntermodal Terminal at
Moorebank
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1.0 lntroduction

This submission is the outcome of a review by Bankstown City Council of the Concept
Plan for the proposed SIMTA Moorebank lntermodal Terminal facility wíth an ultimate
annual handling capacity of '1,000,000 TEU containers.

Council is supportive of the establishment of a network of appropriately located intermodal
terminals in Sydney to be connected to Port Botany by way of dedicated freight rail lines,
to cater to the continuing rapid growth in container freight through Sydney Port.

However, Council is of the view that, as a precondition to the approval for such facilities,
the environmental impacts need to be adequately assessed and mitigated as necessary
as well as ensuring that short, medium and long-term rail and road infrastructure capacity
issues have been effectively addressed.

As it is now certain that the Commonwealth is going ahead with its proposal for another
intermodal facility of even a higher capacity ol 1.2 million TEU at the same location on the
SME site and that it would like to see the development of a freight intermodal hub at
Moorebank, the cumulative impacts of these two clustered and significantly large
intermodals must be assessed. This ís only possible if the two projects of a combined
capacity of 2.2 million TEU are assessed together and the pros and cons of clustering two
significantly large facilities are objectively assessed by an independent expert panel.

Both the projects are significantly large and of similar ultimate capacities of 1.2 million
TEUs (Commonwealth) and 1 million TEUs respectively. On implementation these lMTs
are likely to be Australia's largest for decades to come.

Recommendation

1. That the SIMTA and the Commonwealth IMT proposals be assessed together by an
independent expert panel to ensure the cummulative impacts are effectively taken into
consideration and addressed.

2.'l The 2005 Freight lnfrastructure Advisory Board (FIAB) Report

ln October 2005, the then Minister for Planning released the report entitled Railing Port
Botany's Containers - A Plan to Ease Pressure on Sydney's Roads, which was prepared
by the Freight lnfrastructure Advisory Board (FIAB) established and commÍssioned by the
Government to assist in the formulation of the Government's Port Freight Plan for Sydney.

This report has been included in the Director-General's Requirements (DGRs) for the
SIMTA proposal as an adopted policy/plan for the NSW Government, thus providing the
relevance and applicability in the assessment of the SIMTA proposal.
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The report includes a number of recommendations which are relevant to the proposed
SIMTA development and issues raised in this submission. These recommendations,
among others, include:

Ensure that access to the Moorebank site is delivered in a way that does not
compromise the future expansion of the East Hills passenger line.

Ensure planning for Moorebank includes design buffers to reinforce the site's
separation from residential development and provide public recreation facilìties along
both sides of the Georges River,

The Government adopt a'zeto tolerance'policy involving heavy penalties in respect of
container road traffic travelling through designated residential Precincts

Before projects are approved, residential areas surrounding intermodal terminals be
designated in order to give effect to this policy.

The Australian Rail Track Corporation assess the infrastructure requirements of the
Sydney Metropolitan Freight Network including additional staging and passing loops.

The timing of construction works to amplify the M5 and new road connections between
the Port and the M4 take into account the Government's success in moving containers
off road and onto rail.

ln the interim, planning proceed for the provision of additional truck capacÍty in both
these corridors.

The NSW Government pursue the implementation of a national truck tracking scheme
in consultation with the industry-

The issue of tracking intermodal trucks be revisited as soon as these new nationally
consistent arrangements are in place.

The Government legislate for a Freight Movements Management Act to give effect to
the Freight lnfrastructure Charge.

The Government consider a Charge set at $30 per TEU, collected on all import and
export containers

The Charge be fully rebated for Contaíners carried to or from the Port by rail and
Containers carried to or from the Port by road during designated night-time off peak
hours.

Although some of these recommendations may require NSW Government's strategic
programs for implementation, nonetheless, these recommendations are pertinent to the
issues raised in the following sections.

2.2 Rapid growth in container freight through Port Botany

Gontainer freight through Port Botany has been increasing at an average rate of 7Yo per
annum i.e. doubling in ten years and has already exceeded 2 millíon TEUs, earlier than
previously predicted.

According to the forecast data included in the November 2011 NSW Government
submission to lnfrastructure Australia entitled, Port Botany and Sydney Airpoft
lmprovement Program (p v), "Port Botany containerised freight volumes are expected to
increase over 3.5 times or by 5.5 million TEU from 2010111 to 2030/31. Heavy vehicles
trips forecast to increase by 2.2o/o per annum between 2006 and 2036 and light
commercial vehicle trips by 1.1o/o per annum.
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This indicates that even if both the SIMTA and Commonwealth lMTs are fully operational
by 2031, more than 5 million TEUs will still need to be carried by road freight.

3,0 The Development of an lntermodal Hub at Moorebank: Cumulative impacts
of both SIMTA and Commonwealth proposals must be effectively assessed

The Federal Government has already expressed that it would like to see the development
of a freight intermodal hub at Moorebank and accordingly progressing its proposal for the
Commonwealth's Moorebank lntermodal facility at the SME site on Moorebank Avenue,
which is in close proximity to and opposite the SIMTA site on the same road.

Both the projects are significantly large and of similar ultimate capacities ol 1.2 millíon
TEUs (Commonwealth) and 1 million TEUs respectively. On implementation these lMTs
are likely to be Australía's largest for decades to come.

While the SIMTA project is currently at concept plan exhibition stage, the EIS for the
Commonwealth's project is likely to be on exhíbition within months, sometime later this
year.

As both projects are at the same location, are of significantly high and similar capacity of
lmillion TEUs or more each (even individually Australia's largest and combined total
capacity of 2.2 million TEUs) and both have identical24171365 days operations - there is
no scope for assessing the two proposals in isolation and independent of each other. This
is particularly because in reality their combined and cumulative impact will be no different
from a single facility of the combined total capacity.

Therefore, if any meaningful assessment of environmental impacts and infrastructure
capacity to support the two operations is the objective, the cumulative impacts of the two
projects need to be assessed and taken ínto consideration.

However, the SIMTA proposal documents on exhibition admittedly do not include any
information about the cumulative impacts of the two proposals.

The various volumes/parts of the SIMTA Concept Plan and environmental assessment
documents on exhibition include self-contradictory statements about assessment of
cumulative impacts of SIMTA and the Commonwealth proposals, which contrary to the
explicit requirement included in the DGR (Director-General's Requirements).

By way of examples:

On one hand, SIMTA's Environmenfal Assessment, Part 3A Concept Application
document (p 4) states:

"The cumltlative impact of the SIMTA proposal and a future Moorebank Project Office
proposal will be substantially the same and accordingly, the cumulative impacts have
been fully assessed within this proposal."

On the other hand, SIMTA's Transport and Accessibility lmpact Assessment Vol 1(p 105)
states -

"At the time of undertaking this traffic impact assessrnent, actual information on the size
and potentialtraffic generation from the SME site was not available."
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This is contrary to the following specific requirements included in the DGR (p2) that
transporf and access assessment must, among others, include:

"Cumulative impacts, pafticularly with regard to existing and proposed freight distribution
facilitìes in the locality and potentialcumulative mitigation measltres..."

Regarding assessment of potential cumulative ecological impacts of the two proposals,
SIMTA's Environmental Assessment, Part 3A Concept Application document (p 79)
states:

"The cumtrlative impact of the development of intermodal terminals on bofh sifes can only
be quantified once environmental investigations of the SME sife are undeftaken as pañ of
an application for an intermodalterminal on that site."

ln regards to noise and vibration, the DGR (p 2) requires that assessment carried out
should include but not limited to 'horse and vibration from all activities and sources (on
and offsite.) and impacts to adjoining receivers..."

ln response, SIMTA's Environmenfal Assessment, Paft 3A Concept Application document
(p 71) states:

"Ral? Nor'se - norse modelling was undeftaken based on 42 rail movements per 24 hours
spread equally across the day, resulting in 26 movements per day period (7am to 10pm) and
16 movements per night period (11pm to 7pm) along the indicative raillink." -
This clearly indicates that noise assessment was done for the SIMTA proposal only and
not for cumulatíve impact from the two proposals.

Similar statements have been made (in p 71) regarding road traffic noise and industrial
noíse resulting from typical planUequipment and operations inside the SIMTA site only and
not based on noise levels that would be already existing from other sources, including the
adjoining Commonwealth intermodal's operation,

The same document from SIMTA (in p 72 under section 6.3.2 Potential Cumulative
lmpacts) then goes on to add:

"Norse modelling unde¡úaken for the SIMTA proposal assessed the full one million TEU
capacity of the fretght catchment demand. The effect af development of the School of Military
Engineering site would be to distribufe fhis total freìght volume between the two sites and
would result in a diffusion of noise generation sources over a greater area and the reduction of
freight movements along a proporlion of the SSFL and nominated rail corridors for both
developments."

Although SIMTA's "revised" document is dated March 2012, when the Commonwealth's
Moorebank Project Office (MPO) had already progressed its proposal including finalisation
of the planned capacity ol 1.2 million TEU capacity, the above statement from SIMTA
seems to have conveniently overlooked the facts and made an assumption that the two
facilities (SIMTA and MPO) will have a combined total capacity of 1 million TEUs only.

Also, there is no evidence or technical basis to support that "fhe development of the
School of Military Engineering sife would be to distribute this total freight volume between
the two slfes and would result in a diffusion of noise generation sources over a greater
area and the reduction of freight movements along a proportion of the SSFL and
nominated rail corridors for both developmenfs", when the two planned facilities are:
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¡ Of similar capacities (SIMTA 1m TEUs and MPO 1.2 million TEUs),
. Located next to each other
. Would be serviced by the same freight rail line/corridor and rail spurs next to each other
. Road traffic generated by both would be impacting the same stretches of surrounding

road network and same sound receivers off-site

The points noted above suffice to demonstrate that the information in the documents on
exhibition have not been based on any assessment of the cumulative impacts of the two
proposed facilities.

A further review of the SIMTA Concept Plan and environmental assessment documents
on exhibition appears to suggest that these documents are inadequate and deficient and
have not responded the requirements included in the Director-General's Requirements
under Section 75 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. This will be
dealt with more specifically in the following sections in this submission.

Recommendations

Council recommends that for the reasons stated above:

2. The proponents be required to resubmit their Concept Plan Application, with
necessary further investigation and assessment to consider the cumulative impact of
both the SIMTA and Commonwealth proposals, as in its current form the application
has not fully responded to the DGR and therefore not supportable.

3. A decision be made by the Minister to assess the two intermodal proposals (the
SIMTA and the Commonwealth) in conjunction with each other, to ensure an effective
assessment of their cumulative impacts and ensuring effective and complementary
mitigation measures are in place.

4.0 Transport and Accessibility lmpact Assessment

4.1 Road transport accessibility: cumulative impacts of proposals

A review of the information presented by the proponent demonstrates the following
deficiencies in assessment:

. The DGR required the proponent's assessment to include, but not limited to:
"Cumulative impacts, particularly with regard to existing and proposed freight
distribution facilities in the locality and potential cumulative mitÌgation measures. .. "

SIMTA's Transport and Accessibility lmpact Assessment Vol 1(p 105) states: "At the time
of undeftaking this traffic impact as.sessment, actual information on the size and potential
traffic generation from the SME slfe was not available."

ln addition to this, SIMTA's Environmental Assessment Part 3A Concept Application (p
39) states to the contrary: As the SIMTA proposal has already öeen assessed on the total
catchment demand, rT is considered the potential cumulative impacts of the DFD
[Commonwealthf proposal are relativelv minor."

Nothing can be further from fact than this, as the Gommonwealth has already committed
more than $0.5 billion to the 1.2 million TEU project and have well progressed it through
the development of a detail business case, have already received the DGR and expected
to exhibit the EIS later this year.
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. Although SIMTA's Environmental Assessment Part 3A Concept Application (p 39)
document identified two major surrounding projects (Goodman Fielder Bakery facility at
90 Moorebank Avenue and a 500,000MT construction waste recycling facility at
Newbridge Road) both of whioh have already received DGRs - these were also
conveniently excluded in the assessment,

There is therefore no evidence in the documents exhibited that the cumulative impacts of
the proposal and the Gommonwealth's lntermodal proposal as well as other major
surrounding projects were taken into consideration at all.

4.2 Road infrastructure capacity issues

The proponent's argument in relation to relieving road congestion simply by transferring a
certain volume of freight by rail, which will simply re-íntroduce and redistribute even
greater number of heavy vehicles in the project's catchment to distribute the containers or
unpacked goods, is unsubstantiated and therefore not tenable, Further analysis of
cumulative traffic impacts of these heavy vehicles are essential, prior to considering the
proposal,

The large areas of South West and West Sydney, which is the catchment area for the
SIMTA's proposal, is forecast to experience continued significant increase in future traffic
volumes to accommodate higher growth in population, employment and economy. By
2031, population in the major high growth areas to the west M5 corridor is forecast to
grow by 108o/o. This growth would increase background traffic growth higher than all
historicalgrowth.

The assumptions used by the proponents for the future traffìc projections do not appear to
reflect the future background traffic growth appropriately, particularly thousands of heavy
freight vehicles from the Port to South Western Sydney which will still carry containers not
carried by rail. More specifically, its modelling did not use the freight traffic to be
generated by the relatively larger Commonwealth Moorebank lntermodal, to be built next
to the SIMTA facility. According to the proponent, the SIMTA development alone is
forecast to increase average traffic growth on Moorebank Avenue up to 3.1o/o p.a. Given
that the Commonwealth intermodal is of a higher capacity, the combined impact is
expected to be more than double, This renders the proponents findings to be deficient and
without any sound basis.

However, in spite of the above, the model forecasts critically low level of service (F) at the
key intersections in the projects core area during both AM or PM peak, simply because of
background traffic growth to 2031 and regardless of SIMTA development and will require
upgrading.:

. M5 Motorway/Hume Highway
r Moorebank Avenue/Heathcote Road
r Moorebank Avenue/Newbridge Road

The M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue interchange is forecast to be operating with LoS D
in the PM peak. A number of regional road upgrades will be required regardless of the
SIMTA proposal, which means these upgrades will need to be brought forward as
priorities within short to medium term.
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The proponent's traffic assessment identified the following road network capacity improvements
requlred by 2031, when the SIMTA site is fully developed, to cater for the additional traffic
demands in the core area:

¡ Widen Moorebank Avenue to four lanes between the M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue
grade separated interchange and the Northern SIMTA site access. Some localised
improvements will be required around central access and southern access points;

¡ Concurrent with any four lane widening on Moorebank Avenue, the current Moorebank
Avenue/Anzac Road traffic signals will require some form of widening at approach roads;

. A new signalised intersection at the Northern SIMTA entry and egress with the Moorebank
Avenue; and

. Potential upgrade works at the M5 Motorway/Moorebank Avenue grade separated
interchange to cater for both background and additional SIMTA traffìc growth.

However, even in the absence of any firm commitment for funding or delivery timeframe,
the proponents modelling used these as "committed schemes", causing concern about the
validity of the results of the modelling,

Although the site ís hardly serviced by public transport (only one bus service and
kilometres away from rail stations), the employee traffic generation rather have been
underestimated, based on the flawed assumption of "scope to encourage greater public
transport share.

4.3 Potential traffic impact on Bankstown

The proponent has not assessed the potential traffic impact of the proposal outside the
immediate "core area", particularly the wider catchment including adjacent road network in
Bankstown likely to have both direct and flow-on impact.

r Bankstown's industrial areas include Chullora - Potts Hill, Padstow - Bankstown,
Milperra - Airport and Villawood - Sefton. Although in future, once Enfield IMT is
operational, bulk of the containers to Bankstown's industrial precincts should travel by
road (on mainly state roads) from Enfield lMT, however the western areas of Milperra
and Villawood will have better road access from Moorebank.

¡ Bankstown's industrial and employment centres are accessed predominantly from state
roads (e,9. Canterbury Road/Milperra Road, M5, Hume Highway, Rookwood Road,
Woodville Road/Henry Lawson Drive), which are already operating at or near capacity
in peak hours. Therefore, any further flow-on impact will result in deteriorated service.

. The traffic impact of the two proposed intermodal terminals (lMT) in Moorebank on the
adjacent road network in Bankstown LGA is expected to result in an increase in heavy
freight traffic, which is likely to continue to grow, as the two lMTs are developed to their
full capacitíes. Although a proportion of the existing direct trucking tratfic from Port
Botany is expected to be replaced by traffic from both Enfield and Moorebank lMTs,
there will still be net growth in heavy traffic on Bankstown roads due to the lMTs and
the because of rapid growth in containers through Port Botany.

. lt is likely that the two lMTs will induce establishment of bulky/heavy goods warehouses
and distribution centres in Bankstown, resulting in increased heavy freight traffic.

. Also, because container numbers are increasing at the rate of 7o/o annually, even if the¡¡
are able to transport by rail 2m containers to the two lMTs at Moorebank by 2031, by
then they will still have to carry another 4.6 million containers by road to various parts
of Sydney, bulk of these will be destined for West and South Western Sydney. This is
where the already congested, at capacity or near capacity freight and commuter routes
through Bankstown will become challenging.
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. The identified traffic impact of the SIMTA Moorebank IMT on Newbridge Road will flow
on, beyond the "inne/' area, to Milperra and Canterbury Roads and Henry Lawson
Drive. These roads are already seen as an alternative to the M5 motorway during peak
hours.

. Southbound peak hour traffic in Henry Lawson Drive already extends for kilometres
because of the low level of service at the Milperra Road intersection.

. The level of service at the "meccano set" intersection (the Hume Highway and Henry
Lawson Drive) results in congestion in all four directions.

. The only solution to further deterioration in service at both of these intersections is
considered to be grade separation.

r HerU Lawson Drive particularly north of Milperra Road and the intersection with
Milperra Road are already experiencing low levels of service. Because of normal
growth and flow-on impact, it will deteriorate further however the RMS has only recent
resurfaced this section of Henry Lawson Drive so that there does not appear to be any
plans for upgrading in the near future.

. The RMS will need to bring forward the upgrading of Henry Lawson Drive and the
intersection with Milperra Road.

. The M5 is already in its peak hour capacity and congested. The widening of the M5
west will be of some assistance, however the M5 East, if not duplicated, will remain the
real bottleneck.

. For large trucks the steep westbound rise out of the tunnel slows traffic flow
considerably. The proposed M5 east duplication will have a flatter, and hence faster
exit for westbound traffic.

Recommendations

4. To comply with the DGR, the proponent be required to further investigate the traffic
and transport impacts of the proposal to include cumulative impacts from:

(a) Commonwealth's Moorebank IMT development.
(b) lncreased freight vehicles on road due to rapid growth of containers through Port

Botany and South-west and Western Sydney's share of the extra 5.5 million
TEU containers that will still be carríed by road in 2031, as explained above and
in Section 2.2 of this submission.

(c) Traffic impact on a wider regional catchment, including Bankstown LGA, of the
SIMTA proposal

5. State and Federal Government commitment to funding a wider strategy of arterial
road upgrading works be ensured to support the two IMT proposals, prior to
assessing either of the proposals further.

6. Heavy vehicle movements associated with the project should be restricted to the
major road network and not travel through residential areas, as recommended in
the 2005 FIAB report and includedin the DGR:

"The Government adopt a'zero tolerance' policy involving heavy penalties in
respect of container road traffic travelling through designated residential
precincts."
"Before projects are approved, residential areas surrounding intermodal
termÌnals be designated in order to give effect fo fhis policy."

a

a
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7. To address the challenges of achieving the 4Oo/o target of freight by rail, Government
implement the following recommendations from the 2005 FIAB report, as part of
considering the two major IMT proposals:

a

a

a

a

"Iñe rssue of trackìng intermodal trucks be revisited as soon as fhese new
nationally consistenf arrangements are in place."

"The Government legislate for a Freight Movements Management Act to give
effect to the Freight lnfrastructure Charge."
'The Govemment consider a Charge sef af 830 per TEU, collected on all impoft

and export containers."
'The Charge be fully rebated for Containers carried to or from the Po¡t by rail and

Containers carried to or from the Po¡tby road during designated níght-time off
peak hours."

4.4 Rail Access lssues

lnformation and analysis presented by the proponent in the SIMTA proposal documents
are deficient, including some uncertainties, and inadequate for any objective assessment
of the proposal. This is because:

a

a

There is some confusion regarding the rail services required for the SIMTA proposal,
when fully developed. ln various parts of the proponent's documents 21 services or 21
movements or 42 movements have been used. Also, no information has been
presented on the actual or forecast demand versus capacity to be available on rail
route from Port Botany to the SIMTA site via SSFL, which is still under construction,
This route is part of the Sydney-Melbourne rail freight route and demand is growing.
The DGR for the SIMTA proposal includes the 2005 FIAB report as an adopted policy
document of the NSW Government, making it mandatory for the proposal to comply
with the report's relevant recommendâtions, which states:

"Ensure that access to the Moorebank sife is delivered in a way that does not
compromise the future expansion of the East Hills passenger line."

Any likely requirement for encroaching into future expansion capacity of the East Hills
passenger line need to be ruled out from the beginning, to comply with the FIAB
recommendations, included in the DGR.

The proposal indicated lhal "The rail link will be subject to a separate Project Approval
application", rendering the proposal premature for assessment ín its present form, in
the absence of confirmation from SSFL/ARTC about the scope, route, additional
expansionary infrastructure (may require two 750m loops between Leightonfield and
Moorebank and the extension of the existing Moorebank loop and full duplication of
the Botany line (based on initial review) funding and delivery timeframe,

SIMTA proposal may need up to 1Oha of land acquisition in different terrains and
ownerships, where no flooding, geotech, ecological, contamination assessment have
been carried out.

a

a

a
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a Because the railway spur and the SSFL expansionary infrastructure are crucial parts
of the proposal, the location, concept designs, land owners commitment and financial
arrangement of these works must be addressed in the application to allow the proper
assessment of the proposal. Without this information, the determination of this
application is premature.

Recommendations

L That the proponent be required to address the deficiencies in rail access issues of
the proposal explained above and re-submit the proposal for assessment.

L That a clarification and confirmation about the available capacity along SSFL be
obtained from the ARTC, to objectively assess the proposal.

10.Any likely requirement for encroachíng into future expansion capacity of the East
Hills passenger line need to be ruled out from the beginning, to comply with the
FIAB recommendations, included in the DGR.

5.0 Air Quality lssues

The air quality assessment for the proposal, as presented in the documents exhibited, have
been inadequately scoped, methodologically flawed and therefore the 'findings' remain
technically unsubstantiated. The Executive Summary (p 5) of the proponent's EA: Paft 3A
Concept Application summarises the air quality assessment as follows:

"Air Quality - fhe assessment concludes that the SIMTA proposal will not exceed air quality
crÌteria during the construction or operationalphaseg subject to the implementation of a range
of mitigation measures. Fu¡íher, it has been demonstrated that the proposal will result in a net
positive impact on air quality at the regional level, taking into account the increased use of rail
based freight transpott."

This claim does not seem to have any sound technical basis, as it is overly based on the
premise of limited air quality benefits from the use of rail based freight (e.9. taking otf the
roads 2,700 heavy vehicles). ln fact, the assessment has conveniently overlooked facts,
including:

. A greater number of heavy diesel vehicles will be reintroduced and redistributed in the
lntermodal's catchment area for carrying containers or goods unpacked at the lMT.

e The assessment has not included background air pollutants to be emitted along the rail
corridor from diesel locomotive rail freight services by others in the future at full corridor
capacity utilisation, including the Commonwealth's Moorebank IMT or several other major
surrounding projects which recelved DGRs (see Section 4.1 above).

. Even when both the lMTs are fully developed at Moorebank by 2031, an extra 5.5 million
TEUs will be carried by road freight in Sydney, significantly impacting the background air
pollutant level.

. No assessment has been carried out for emissions of fine particulate matter PMzs and
ultra-fine PM1, which are particularly significant for diesel emissions and are known
carcinogenic compounds having significant adverse impacts on human health and
respiratory systems.

. Some air pollutants have not been adequately assessed (ozone, hydrocarbons and
other airborne toxics)
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. The proposal completely lacks in operational and other details (e.9. type of
locomotives, maximum train and truck idling time etc), without which any air quality
assessment is incomplete.

. Some emission estimates have been based on assumptions used for the under
construction Enfield lntermodal, which cannot be verified or validated, rather than on
data from any existing and operational IMT in NSW, inter-state or overseas.

. Meteorological conditions such as annual frequent dust storms and dispersion capacity
of the airshed has been misinterpreted or over estimated and exceedance data have
been trivialised or arbitrarily excluded. This has resulted in uncertainty about how
regional airshed (such as Bankstown) will be impacted.

. Council is concerned that the growth in heavy vehicle movements from the intermodal
through. Newbridge Road, M5, Henry Lawson Drive and Milperra Road will have an
adverse impact on local air quafity and health of residents in the Bankstown LGA.

Recommendations

1 1. That the proponent be required to address the deficiencies in the air quality impact
assessment of the proposal, as explained above and re-submit the proposal.

12. fhal the proponent's assumptions and modelling for air quality impact assessment
be peer reviewed by an independent expert, prior to any approval being given to
the proposal,

6.0 Noise lmpact Assessment

ln regards to noise and vibration, the DGR (p 2) requires that assessment carried out
should include but not limited to 'horse and vibration from all activities and sources (92
and offsitel and impacts to adjoining receivers..."

However, SIMTA (in p 72 under section 6.3.2 Potential Çumulative lmpacts)'s EA
document states:

"Norse modelling undertaken for the SIMTA proposal assessed the full one million TEU
capacity of the freight catchment demand. The effect of development of the School of Military
Engineering site would be to distribute this total freight volume between the two sifes and
would result in a diffusion of noise generation sources over a greater area and the reduction of
freight movements along a proportion of the SSFL and nominated rail conidors for both
developments."

This statement itself demonstrates the lack of any sound technical basis in the
proponent's noise assessment assumptions.

The SIMTA proposal's EA: Part 3A Concept Application (Executive Summary, p 4) concludes:

"Âloise and Vibration - it has been demonstrated that the SIMTA proposalwill be able to
meet the relevant noise and vibration criteria for surrounding land uses through the
implementation of a number of mitigation measures during construction phase to minimise
its potential impacts."
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ln response, SIMTA's EnvironmenfalAssessment, Pa¡t 3A Concept Application document
(p 71) states:

"Rail Noise - norse modelling was undeftaken based on 42 rail movements per 24 hours
spread equally across the day, resulting in 26 movements per day period (7am to 10pm) and
16 movements per night period (10pm to 7pm) along the indicative raillink." -
This clearly shows a lack of consideration of the noise impact from rail movements
servicing the adjoining Commonwealth IMT and also background noise levels existing in
the rail corridor.

That noise impact mitigation along the SSFL corridor can be a significant challenge is evident
from the following observations included in the Noise & Vibration Assessment Repoil for the
under construction Southern Sydney Freight Line (Report No. 05032, Wilkinson Murray, April
2006, Executive Summary, p 2).

Worse monitoring and calculations undeftaken for fhe assessment of indicated that these
"planning criteria" are already exceeded at a large number of norse-sensitive locations along
the route, due to a combination of passenger and freight movementl"

"some residual exceedances of 3dBA or. more are predicted, even with the proposed noise
barriers in place."

"ln partioular, treatment of individual buildings is not generally considered reasonable due to:

The large number of receivers at which predicted noise levels after barrier treatment still
exceed the "planning" noise criteria; and ,..., ,..,"

Therefore, the actual SSFL residual noise impact levels depicted above, even with
mitigation measures (such as 4m high noise barriers) proposed demonstrates the lack of
any rigour in the SIMTA proposal's noise assessment.

There is no evidence that an assessment of the noise impact of heavy vehicle lraffic
generated by the proposal has been carried out. Some mitigation measures have been talked
about the industrial noise resulting from typical planVequipment and operations inside the
SIMTA site only and not based on noise levels that would already be existing from other
sources, including the adjoíning Commonwealth intermodal's operation.

The noise assessment has been prepared as an inadequate preliminary assessment and not
a detailed assessment as there is considerable detail that is not included in the report
(including impact on sleep disturbance).

For both intermodals a more detailed study for night time rail movements is required in
particular

6.1 Noise impacts in Bankstown

Assuming that the freight trains will travel40km/h and approximately 900-1000m long, the
high frequency of freight trains will cause continual noise impacts on the communities in
Chester Hill and Sefton. SIMTA proposal seems to project freight train movements beyond
the scope of SSFL. Whether the noise mitigation works completed for SSFL is adequate
in mitigating impacts from the SIMTA freight movement projections, especially around
Chester Hill and Sefton rail corridor.
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Recommendatlons

13. That the proponent be required to address the deficiencies in the assessment of
noise impact of the proposal explained above and re-submit the proposal.

14. The noise impact assessment by the proponent be peer reviewed by an
independent expert, prior to any approval being given to the proposal.

15. Council be provided with clarification on whether the noise mitigation works
completed for SSFL is adequate to mitigate the freight movement projections,
especially around Chester Hill and Sefton Rail corridor, from SIMTA and
Commonwealth lMTs at Moorebank.

7.0 lmpact of Obtrusive Outdoor Lighting

The proponent's Environmental Assessment does not mention compliance with the relevant
Australian Standards for obtrusive lighting, light spill and sky glow. The EA should provide
modelling outcome and further advice on how the proposal complies with the 454282-1997
Control of Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting, rather than making a mere statement about
using suitable light fittings.

8.0 Environmental Risk Analysis

Although the EA has identified significantly high risk in some areas, the risk analysis by
the proponent then downgraded and recategorised these arbítrarily and withoùt providing
any credible mitigation measure. This is particularly true for air quality, noise, traffic,
greenhouse gas, stormwater/flooding and onsite storage of hazardous materials.

Given the significant deficiencies and flaws in the proponent's EA as outlined above
throughout this submission, the Environmental Risk Analysis of the proposal lacks any
sound basis and needs to be objectively prepared afresh and peer reviewed by
independent experts.

Recommendations

16. That the propent be required to provide further assessment of impact from
obtrusive outdoor floodlighting from a 24171365 operation and credible evidence
about how the proposal will comply with the A54282-1997 Control of Oþtrusive
Effects of Outdoor Lighting

17. That the the Envirobnmental Risk Analysis of the proposal be objectively prepared
afresh and peer reviewed by independent experts.

l3
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Ms Rebecca Newman
NSW Department of Planning & lnfrastructure
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2OO1

Dear Ms Newman

Re: Exhibition of Environmental Assessment for SIMTA lntermodalTerminal Facility-
Concept Plan (MPl 0-01 93)

Reference is made to your letter dated 21 March 2012 requesting comment and advice from
the Department of Primary lndustries on the above proposal.

It is noted that in response to your concurrent letter to the NSW Otfice ôf Water, that Office
has replied separately by letter dated 24 May 2012. A copy of that letter is attached for
information. Many of the issues raised by the NSW Office of Water and, as detailed below,
by NSW Fisheries are similar. ln pafticular, both agencies identify the necessity to be
consulted in the detailed design of watercourse crossings and outlet structures. As such it is
requested that the condition of consent that the Office of Water seeks in this regard includes
consultation joinily with Fisheries NSW.

The proposal does not raise any issues from an agricultural or forests perspeotive.

It is also noted that the bed of the Georges River is Crown land and that a Crown road
traverses part of the area to the west of the Georges River identified as the location of the
proposed rail link. The proponent will need to obtain relevant approvals under the Crown
Lands Act 1989 and the Roads Act 1993 respectively for any works that affect these lands.
Crown Lands may require the Crown road be closed. The próponent should be advised to
liaise with the local (Parramatta) office of Crown Lands when determining the final proposed
alignment of the rail link relative to this Crown road and the associated bridge over the
Georges River, and in respect to the subsequent required approvals or other actions.

It is understood that there are no comments to make on the proposal from a minerals
perspective. However Mineral Resources is now a separate agency within the Resources
and Energy division within NSW Trade & lnvestment (and not part of the Department of
Primary lndustries) and separate contact should þe made to confirm this advice if required
also suggest consideration, if not already undertaken, be given to the need for a wider
referral of this application to NSW Trade & lnvestment.

The Department of Primary Jndustries, through Fisheries NSW, is responsible for the
conservation and protection of fish stocks and key fish habitats within NSW. lt is noted that

NSW Department of Primary lndustries
Level 6, 201 Elizabeth Street, Sydney NSW2000

PO Box K220, Haynaßet NSW 1240
Tel: 02 8289 3999 Fax: 02 9286 3208

ABN 72 169 919 072 www.dpi.nsw.gov.au
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the Georges River is an important habitat for the migratory Australian Bass, a popular
recreationally-fished species, The construction of a railway line across the Georges River
has the potential to impact upon this, and other, important key fish habitat.

Fisheries NSW has considered the environmental assessment and proposed mîtigation
measures and raises no objection to the proposal provided the followíng aspects of the draft
Statement of Commitments are implemented:
. Best practice erosion and sediment control measures are used.so that potential impacts

on aquatic habitats are mitigated.

' A Vegetation Management Plan is prepared prior to construction.
. Waterway c.rossings are dasigned in accordance with Fisheries NSW Polt'cy and

Guidelines for Fîsh Friendly Waterway Crossings and Why Do Fish Need to Cross ffie
Road?: Flsh Passage Requirementsfor Waterway Crossings (See:
http://www,dpi.nsw.gov.au/fisheries/habitaVprotecting-habitatsitoolkit#Policies-&-
guidelines).

' Management plans to be prepared prior to construction indicating how potential impacts
to the riparian and aquatic zones are minimised in respect to each of the construction,
operation, and maintenance components of the project.

, The proposed stormwater treatment measures to mitigate the potential reduction in water
quatity to the Georges River are incorporated.

Fisheries NSW notes that there is no detail in respect to the design and construction of the
proposed waterway crossings at this (concept) stage. The proponent should be required to
consult wiih Fisheries NSW during finalisation of the design of the waterway crossing and
when developing the Construction and Operation Management Plans relating to the
waterway crossing and any other works within the riparian zone, ln designing the watenuay
crossing the principles stated on pages 129 and 130 of the draft Statement of Commitments
are recommended. Further, it is critical that the passage of fish in the Georges River is not
completely obstructed during bridge construction.

The Environmental Assessment notes, in Section 3.3.2, that the Commonwealth
Government is investigating the feasibility of developing another intermodal facility on
neighbouring land on the opposite side of Moorebank Avenue. The construction of two
intermodal facilÍties in this area could result in the construction of two bridges across the
Georges River in close proximity to each other. The preference of this Department is that
one bridge only be constructed over the river. Further, the possibÍlity of two bridges so close
to each other emphasises the necessity to ensure that the bridge designs are wholly
consistent with fish-friendly crossing design principles. This is specifically required to support
the migratory populations of the Australian Bass within the river.

Should you require any further information on these matters, please contact Carla Ganassin
on (02) 9527 8552 or carla.sanassin@dpi.nsw.qov.au,

Yours sincerely

Ph¡l
Director, Business Services

Date: 29 May 2012
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4904 2503
I nfrastructure Projects

Department of Planning and lnfrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2OO1 Your ref MP 10123873

Attention: Rebecca Newman

Dear Rebecca

Exhibition of EnvironmentalAssessment SIMTA lntermodal Terminal Facility (MP f 0_0f 93)

I refer to your letter of 21 March 2012 inviting a submission on the proposed project

The NSW Office of Water has reviewed the environmental assessment for the project and provides
the following recommends of conditions of approval on the basis that the former legislative
provisions under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 apply and
provided the proposal receives project approval.

Recommended Gonditions of Approval

1. The Proponent shall ensure that all water supplies for the project are sourced from an
authorised and reliable supply.

2. The Proponent shall ensure that the taking of water for purposes other than water supply,
such as dewatering during construction, is appropriately authorised.

3. The design and construction of watercourse crossings and outlet structures is to be in
accordance with the NSt4/ Office of Water Guidelines for Controlled Activities.

4. Watercourse crossings and outlet structures shall be designed in consultation with the
NSW Office of Water.

5. The Soil and Water Management Plan and the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan shall be
prepared in consultation with the NSW Office of Water.

6. The Proponent shall catry out the project in accordance with the Statement of
Commitments.

lf you require further information please contact Elizabeth Cala, Planning and Assessment
Coordinator on (02) 4904 2533 at the Newcastle office.

Yours sincerely

Mark Mignane
Manager, Major Projects Mines and Assessment
24May 2012

elizabeth.cala@water.nsw.gov.au

ER21151

Level 3, 26 Honeysuckle Dr, Newcastle I PO Box2213 Dangar NSW 2309

t (02) 4904 2500 | I (02) 4904 2503 | www.water.nsw.gov.au
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i-ìirc,:tor_General
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Brindabella Br.rsiness Park (BP3-2'¡\001)

PO Box 7925

Dcprtrtment of Doftnçe
CANBDRRA BC ,{CT 2610
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Mr Sam Hadacld

Director General
Maj or Proj ects Assessment
Departmeiit of Planning and InfrastructuÌo
PO Box 39 SYcIneYNSW 2001

Dear Mr Hadadd

Yours sincerelY,

subnrisqion on sydney fntsrnrodal Terminal Alli¡uce's Intcrnrorlal Tcrminal Facitity

Environmcntùl Assessment

'fhe attached submission prorrides the Department of Defence's commentÈly on the

B,nvironÞental Assessnreit CB¿l lodged by tlre Sydney Intemodal Terminal Alliance

(SIN4TA) on 28 Ma¡ch2¡liwittr ttre NSW Departrnent of Planning and inliastructure

(DP&Ð,

.Ihe 
submission focuses on how the EA has considered and addressecl the potential impact of

tlre proposed SIMTA. development on the following two elements of the Auslralian Def'ènce

estate:

a. The School of Military Engineering (SME) and other Ausfralia¡r Defenoe Force

(ADF) Urrits as cun'eutly located at Moorebaukl and

b. The Defence National Storage and 
I

occupies the site on which SIMTA
Itacility, SIMTA has proposed the

the rrorth of the SIMTA site'

My point of contact within the Department for arry cnquirie   

  

/X MaY zotz

Encloslre:
L Comments ôn Potential imPacts of the proposçu,)rrYr t é\ oËvelopment ôn the Ltepartment of l.)etþnce'
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Attachment 1

Potential Impacts of the Proposed SIMTA development on the Department

ofl)efence

The EA document (P. 40) identifies:

The School of Mititary Engineering (sME) is located ln lhe western ^tide of Mortrebank

Avenurel oppLsfie the-SIMTA land, The assessment oJ the key rssøes has gÌven

consider¿îionto the polential impacls of the SIMTA proposal onlhe existinguseswilhin

the SME.

Despite this acknowledgement, horvever, D

assessments in fact do not acknowledge the

undersgndi¡g of the activities conduoted on site at either SME or by other Defence ìrnits' The

SIMTA docunrentation generally assumes that S

olosest receptoïs, and Defence is conoerned

that the SIMTA proposal would lrave signifioant - if not unacceptable - impacts on the

Defenoe personnel who live and work on the site'

1.1. Staging and consolidation

, seclion 2.7.3 of.thaEA ídentifies the construotion phase comnrcncingin'mid 2012 with

operutions ,o*ün"ing mid 20; 5 '. Given the cunãnt timing of the plarming approvals

pto.".t this timelino does not appear realistic'

to extend the lease on the DNSDC site, which

Pires in March 2013' SIMTA's
be delaYed until 2018 even if the

1.2. Im¡racts ou the School of Military Engiueering

. Defer¡ci is concerned about the impacts on the residential sohool and other Defence units

ar Moorebank ffiõth; ;*tu"tio" and operation of the SIMI'Aproposal should it

propeed u, suggest"ã. SIMTA's environmental studies need to refloot líkely impacts

which are c'urrántly not adequately doounrented'

. In Section 2.7.I.|SIMTA's EA incorrectly notes tha! the closest residential receivers are

located i" W"ttl, G;;;e,misr"presenting the proximity of the residential like property

useF on the SME site.

DeÍendifB Aualrâlla ¡rd ¡b ¡Vðlþn.ttnleflsf¡
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r SIMTA,s development would preclude firture passengçr tain station development at

Mooteba¡k that woulcl potentially service the SME population or future workforce. The '

rail link passes through Lot 1 ifl DP825352, whichis owned by RailCorp and which has

had a plarrning propo-sal fbr the development of a passenger rail station on this lzurd for

almost 20 years since the East Hills rail line was co'structed.

1,3. Inpncts on adjoining CommonwealÚh land

. Defence is concerned about impacts on its proper[y associated with the proposed

widening of thc Defence o*tt"ã Moorebank Ave. The issue is not explained adequately

in thç EÃ. Defence is also uuolear oû any proposed responsíbilities or aratgements for

the ¡rroposed capital upgrades and ongoing maintenafice'

. Defence is couceÍied about ftaffic impacts on aocess to the North DNSDC site a¡rd

poteptial impacts on the development of the Wes e relocation

and pstablíshment of the DNSDC under Defence Program

(DLTP). Mitigntion strategies aro not adequately proposal'

. It is not olear what is proposed within the

Southem Commonwealth land associated w

SIMTA proposes to compensate Defence

larrd, ¡otìng the land is aiso ídentified as being requited for the proposed Commonwealth

intermodal.

. Defçnce is not clear if there would be any irnpacts of the Proposed northe¡n rail

conûectîon to the SSFL on the Commonwoalfh owned Lot 4 in DPI 130937 on the

Westem side of the Georges River adjoining the Glenfield Tip site. Defence_has a sftong

interest in rrnderstanding\¡/hat impaci SIMTA's proposal would have on its land.

r The proposal would ìmpact on the Deferrce owned Cambridge Ave and Moorebank Ave

by aliowing trucks to turn south,'and may be in breach of the exísting road use

auangement SIMTAhas with Defence'

Def'ence is unable to agree to any developmen.t on its iands until further information is

provided on whioh appropriate decisions could bE made'

1.4, SIMTA oPerations

I

I

It is not clear if SIMTA's proposed terminal operations inolude provision_for emergency

locqmotive and train stabling on site or withín the proposed rail corridor. It is also

un"l"ar what rail infrastructlre is roquired within the rail corridor (e.g' number of tracks,

anival an,il departure rail roads, turnouts, etc)'

It is unsleæ fuom the submission e.xactly how the terminal is ptoposed to operate' though

the estirnated time fo¡ eaoh heavy vehicie to pass throrrgh the terminal is understood to

be qrolnd 30 minutes. This has t'he potential to create a situation where the number of

heavy vehicles waiting to entet ùe SIMTA site exoe

withín the site, potentially resulting in heavy vehiclc

Moorebank Ave. There is a high possibility that fruc

*i*i"g their booked time slot-anä wait idiing along Mooreba¡k Ave tbr their time to

Delendlnq Australia ¡¡d ik lV¡lþn¡l lnls¡¡*h
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enter the terminal. There are tlree issues associated with this activity; air quality, noise

*J rou¿ safety. Flow tlrese matters would be addressed is not included ìn the EA.

, 'lle EA does not adequately address air quality and noise impacts on living quarters at

SMB prior to SME's *ouuio Holsworthy. I;acto¡s that_should be considered are 'hum'

noise ãnd concet¡ated air smisSions. Queuing along Moorebank Avo would c¡eate a

road safety concgrn when heavy vehioles would try to negotiate a re-entry into

Moonebank Ave which has a speed limit of 50 km/hf from a stationary mode' The

inteqded mitigation rneasure is not described adequately'

. Furthèrrrlore, access to the site via the souflrernmost entry (non-signalised left-turn only)

involves bofi private and heavy vehicles. During peak arrival tiûes, it is unclear whetber

there is sufüoient space for holdiug what oould be a signifioant number of vehicles

waiting to enter the terminal. The entry ploriess is assumed to involve

documintationr/security checks f.or all entering traffic'

r Imp&ots of the proposed developmont on the training of working dogs on the SME site

have not been adequately addressed'

¡ undpr the staged apploBch to develoþment of the SIMT+ site, DNSDC would be

required to consoliãate on site and cohabit with SIMTA for up to eight years-which

would involvc construction and operation phæes. It has to be dernonstÌated that a

consolidation plan can be developed to melt tffi?;'"Ï,'"X'#r;i"r##;,î;"t*""tu

consftuction ftom mid-2012 (less than 2

mely short period of time in which any

potential consolidation could occur'

I.5, Environmental a$PectÊ

1.6, General

. Insufficient detail was provided in the proposal [o allow any rneaningfrrl evaluation of

the likely inrpacts on the environment'

1,7. Trqfftc

. I)efence is concerned with the lask of explanation of intendecl mitigation in relation to

insrcased taffîc generated by the ptoposãd development and how it would ¡iffectthe

following:

) Air qualitY

) Noise and vibration

) Truoks queuing / waiting area

) Road safetY

) Other road users

) Southern eooess to Defence owned Cambridge Ave'

DalfJnd¡fig Aßlralia ¡r¡d ir6 tlodont, ,rlérËfE
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t In 2010 approximately 17,500 vehicles per day traversed Moorebank Ave, with 875 of

these beini heavy nehi"t.å. SIMTA's dåvelopment would generate an additional 6,200

movçment-s p", day (2,600 heavy:vehicle and 3,600 ca¡ movements) associated with the

SIMTA siteievelopment. This would have maintenânoe cost implications for Defence'

SIMIA docs ûot inãicate how these costs would be addressed,

Heavy vehicle movemett along Moorebank Ave is around 5% (875 movements) a day of

the totat traffic of 17,500 vehicles per day. The addition of the sIM"t'A ¡elafed heavy

vehicle movçrnents could raiSe heávy vehiole movement tO alound I5Yo of all traffio, or

nearly three times the proportion of heavy vehicles ourrently on this road' Defence as ân

adjaónt landowner nee¿s to be assu¡ed that safe Bocess can continue to be provided to its

properties.

This issue Ís particularly important for the section of Moorebank Ave between the

proposed rrorih"--ost enty (signalised) to SIMTA and the southemmost (noÊ-

",ry. 
Ãtt three proposed entry points have been identified as

móvements. The rate of arrival on a standard weekday could

vehicJe everY 30 seoonds.

Impacts of the proposed SIMTA site entry poiuts and the_ oun'ent signalised access to

Snin (Cnatnam Ave) are rurclea¡ and require ñr¡ther expla*ation.

The EA states (Section 5.3,4) tltaT'actual infotmation on îhe size andpotential tralÍic

generalionfrom the SME site was not available" D

ãrr.*r*"t t has adequately addresse d trafff c impaôts

by all adjacent land users. lt should be clarified how

It is unclear how any future acoess off Moorebank Ave for the potential redevelopment

of DLTP at West Wãtle Grove would be impacled by the proposed SIMTA development

and assOciated trafüc impacts. Defence is unclear how access may work under such a

scenariô.

Northern access points proposed in the SIMTA proposal have not sonsideted that the

relocation of ¡N'SDC 6 th" DLTP site at /est ryattle Grove has oc<;u¡ted a¡rd the

potential conceutration ofttafTic in that area'

It iS unclear that the proposed widening of Moorebank Ave to four lanes between the

northem most SIMT'À u'.""r, poirrt anã'the M5 would be sufTicient in terms of level of

service. There is no proposed upgrade on that nart 9f \fogreba¡k Ave south of that point

on rvhich vehicles assoc'iated witi aotivities at SME rely for access to that site'

I

a

r

l'8' Heritage 
the demolition of all, or
posed mitigation
site, the required

eritage values'

. Thç assessment acknowlcdges that the DNSDC is highly significant for its evidence of

fMwll infrastruoture: the prãposed development's inrpact on these values is sonceded to

be rsignificant'. Despit" ti¡., t¡" assessment concluded that 'It is necessary to coDsewe

Defending AualÍalll ¡fld i& t'¡sfon0/,nlotts&
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the site's heritage values where possible' "(emphasis added)'" (p. I Zl)' Similarly, the

only commitmelrt to mitigate impact ís to 'mitigate thìs impact where praoticabl-e' (p'

t tí). 'ttrese conclusions a¡e not commensurate wiTh the assessed significance of the

valuçs to be impacted'

. Defence is soncemed about the impact of SIMTA development on the Èuropean heritage

valugs on tho site. The proposal involves full site development" which could potentially

mean the demolition of afheritage buildings. Despite assurances about best endeavours

to ¡etain where possiblo, there appears to be little prospect for these structües to bE

a.dapted for re-use as a part of sitå wide redevelopment. The requirements of any Defence

siteìl"ritago Managemänt Plan (HMP) may be useful to assist in guiding the proponent

in relatiou to these heritage issues.

, I'he report incorrectly conoludes that there are no non'Indigenous heritage constraints f'or

the land within the sivfn along the railway oorridor. The potential for impacting the

r'mûins of sand mining inûas-tucture (oãding bins adjacent to the river, and a light rail

line) present in this uruã fro* 1 91 7 to i q¡0. has not been identified ot addressed and this

area tnay have índigenous herilage implicatíons'

, 'l'he only firm mínimum oommitment regarding the,extlnJ to which impaot to historic

heritagi values would be mitigated is the sonduct of a¡chival recordings a¡rd of further

archaälogical investigation ai select areas' Maoy potential mitigation options are

presented,-but it is [kJly that follorving arehival reoording, all heritage items would be

äenotishÀd rvithout *y forth"r mitigaiion (such as in-situ co¡servation' adaptive reuse

or relocation of selecteä items¡. Tbis level of irnpact is not adequately acknowledged or

assessed, nOr Would be effestively mitigated under the assessnrent commitments'

1,9. Ecolory

I lndireot impacts from the SIMTA proposal itself are likety to be minor' However' the' 
itnpacts to biodiversity as a ¡esult of

e rail spur. This vegetation is recorded as

'A rail sprrr would include clearing of
of the Moorebank IMT. The extent of the

and proposed alig¡ment of the mil spur is

ade to determine the extent of clearing as

. It is not clEa¡ what SIMTA proposes as environmental offsets to compensate clearing the

Commonwealth land.

. Vegetation mapping presente{1nJhe SIMTA ecological assessment identifies vegetation

or, îh" site to thË uolrtfr of the SIMTA site. Two vegetation maps presented in the

ecological sssessment identifies native vegetation-on.the northerû site, although the

distribution, extent and type of vegetatioridiflf'ers in the two nraps. AII vegetation mappod

is listed as a tlueetened ecotogi"ol *tn*uoity under the NSW Threatened species

Conservatio" A;-¡ig;.No gio,rnd truthing has been completed to confirm vegetation on

site or to determine the Ptesence of threafened species'

Delending Awltalß ¡nd ib lrl¡fion¡l Inleraslb
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r.10. Light sPill

. The e locaÍirtnwith the

mos ctr6a" which is

clos level of light spill,

Defenoe notes that SIMTA incorrectly assu¡ned the nearest residential property was

somç 400 m a\ /ay from the site. Defence residential accommodation located within the

critiçat'150 . ,udi,,, would be adversely impacted, especially at nigl-t. More infbrmation

is reqluired by Defence to make a judgement regarding the proposed lighting

arrangement, and its potential imfaot on the Defenoe people who live and work at SME'

l-11- Noiee and vfbration

. The Noise Impact Assessment recommends that uoise levels from within the site are

required to mãet intemal noiso criteria. llu! the assessment should also include a

prËdiat¡oo of noise levels on sensitive reoeivers ftom noise generating aotivities from the

SIMTA proposal.

. Ope¡ation activity and construction works
potentially be auáible at the SME and may teria for
'än educatioo institution. The SIMTA prop stages of

duvelOpn ent, including assessment of simultaneous construction and operation'

. It is very likely that noise impacts from the SIMTA proÞosal would fall on the DNSDC

populatron wÑch would .".-ult on the SIMTA owned land (currently under lease by

bNSnC¡, and have n.ot been addressed in the EA'

. NoiÊe impacts from the SIMTA proposal on fhe proposed DLTP population whioh woUld

move to the Wattle Gtove site a¡e anticip rted and have not been addressed in the EA^

. No ¡nitigation mE4sures wÊrc pïoposed to minimise Defefice's e)q)osure to noise and

vibmtion. The sME population would particularly be im¡acted by the noise and

vibration during the åonsruction phase-. It is not clear which soeûario is likely to generate

the worst cas. noise and vibration levels: during the initial construction stage' or during

th" op"ration of the 600 m port shuttle and stagôd conskuction of the termin¿l.

, Noise and vib¡ation impacts during both construction and operation phases on.the

residential functiÀn þriìcipally by uight) performed at SME neod to be considered'

. NoiÊe and vibration impacts during both construotion a¡rd operation nhases. on the

eduçation tuncti;; (ùncipatly by day) performed ul IMF need to be corisidered' The

rail infrashucture is proposed on th" w"Ët"* side of the S'IMTA site, closestto SME

e

validated with ¡eference to specific detail that

SIMTA does not rocognise the residential nature of SME'

. Seqtion 6.3 . j states lhat , vibrations frorn roller or impact piling could he perceptible

from the residences in Holsworthy ."' though limifed in dttration' ' It is unclear what the

Dëlendlng Auslralia ¡nd r& tJotlo¡*l/flle'trsfc
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vibrstion inrpacts would be dwing the construction phase of these activities on

operptions at SME.

The noise assessment teport trotes (p. 9)'noise levels al the arnty baftacks, west oJthe

site, at,e representetl hy monitoring Site l. The army barcacks are subiecl to levels oJ'

trffic noiie a,ssrtciaterJwith the Moorebank Avenue. An industrial rrcise conlribution lo

thå" qrea oJ less than 35 dBA has been eslimated bused on sìte observalions and noise

*rorur"rinnfs'. lt is unclea¡ whether the stated industrial noise contribution to the area of
less than 35 dBA would have any impact on the educational and residential f'unctions at

SME. Defenoe seeks a clarification on the nature of impact on these fi¡rctions
specifically.

The noise assessment report identifies (p' t e

management Ievel of 42 dBA in telation to
*uou!.*"ot level identified for the Wattle ioh is

furthel from the site, is 39 dBA. Defenoe seeks clæification as to why ths lower

management level for Wattle Grove has not been applied to the SME.

The EA has assunred that noise criteria tbr the SME site is consistent with the

surrounding land use and applied noise criteria for 'urban' souroes, as opposed to Wattle

Gyove where ,subwban' noi-se criæria is applied. Defence is of the view that a suburban

land use assumption should also be applied to the sME given that it is extensívely

residential.

The EA provides projected specific conshuction and operational noise levels at key

receiver sites. There i. ,ro 
"ottt"*t 

provided in the assesg¡1ent as background levels are

not included for comParison.

The noiso assessûrent report (p. 32) states that from figures 5'l a¡rd 5-Z 'iî can be seen

that areøs l() the west o|th" tlt, could accommodate noisier equipment lhan lowards the

,à* i¡rlt"sirø'. Clarification is required as to why this is thecase and whether this

u"resJ-"nt took into accoì.rnt the existenc.e of educational and residential fungtions

con¡inuing to be urdettaken within the SME site'

The noise assessment report (p. 3Z) no¡es'TraÍlìc associatedwith the SIMTA proposal

trauelling along the approxi^oøy 600 metre iection of Moorcbank Avenue to the MS ìs

expeuelø ru*lt in àn increase of up lo 3 tepresents a

smatl but just noticeahle increa,se in noìse ìdential

receptors- immediately adiacent 1o this seclion oJ Moot ch this

cr¡ìir.¡on cpplies'. lt ís nóted elsewhere in the submission that all tlu'ee access points are

to be usedby heavy vehicles, notjustthe northern access Point.Therefore claÌification

rreefls to be sought as to wheth"r th" 3dBA increase applies also to the middle and

southem access points, which are closer or rdjacent to residential dwelling within the

SME site.

'l-he assessment approach o¡rd statement of compliance requires clarification- Based on

the individual plant noisc levels in the feport, where two or more dominant noise

leuerating plant items a¡e in simultaneous operationfhe recommended source noise

ionÈt* are-titely to be excoeded and the op :ration ¡oise goals would not be met at nearest

recaivers.

I

i

t

I

I
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. Ope¡ational noise assessments resulting from traffic generated along Moorebar¡k Ave

have made an inconect assumption that there ate no residential receivers along

Moorebank Ave. As the SME faoility provides for residences, the noise impacts should

be rea.ssessed. Similarly, rail traffic noise has not cotsidered residences in the SME'

7.L2, Contaminated land management

. The potential hazards aud risk assessment report (p.22) identifies the potential risk

aotivjties assooiated with the transport of goods to a¡rd around the SIMTA site' The

potential risks listed do not include off site vehicle movement, which should be added to

the list.

. Itis.uncleæ fromthe submission (section 8.3.1) whattypes/uafures of dangerous goods

may be handled through the IM'I'facility and wha! nglential risks and mitigation

sfãtegies they may pose for the occupants of the SME site'

. The potential haza¡ds and risk assessment report (p. 14) notes that 'Land uxe safety

plartiing is essentially a mechanismfor dealingwith acrual or potentiul conflicts

between sources o¡rish such as pokntially hazardous industrial developments, and

surrcunding lard'uses. These guidelines jocus on the land use safery impli_cations of
inùlstrial hazards, in particuiar those aiisingfrom loss oJ'containment of hazardous

and.loxic releases','The EA has not assessed the

pment of DLTP on the lVest'Wattle Grove site ftom

getous goods within the SIMTA site'

. Disturbance and mobilisation of cont¿minants fro¡n development of'q" SIMTA site

migrating towards the SME or DNSDC would be at the detriment of the respective land

and site users.

, provided that mitigation and managernent ûieasures aro adequately identifle-d and

implemented there-is a low risk that contamination woulcl migrate to the SM-L' or the

proposed DLTP at Wattle Glove site. More information on the extent and nature of

contamination ori the SMTA site is required to provide a better u¡rderstanding of the

oontamination issues on site and potential risk to Defence'

. F'urlhe¡ asse$srnent ís required to gain a better understanding of the nature and extent of

potential impacts that a lail link crossing Defeuce lan-d would have on the SME and the

iotgntial foithese impacts to present risks to the SME'

. Thq SIMTA pruposal would need to cOnsider the types of potentialþ ìazardous goods

sto¡ed on the SIMTA site relative to goods stored in the relocated DNSDC functious

within the SIMTA site (in the strort tãrrn) and the proposed DLTF site at Wattle Grove

(in the long term), with respect to separation dis[ances'

1.13. Visual imPact

. visual impact was described as '?elatively loil'. Defelc¡ seeks clarification as to how

tf," i"placing of DNSDC warehousing (around 15 m high) on the site wi{t lZ m hieh

gsqtry orares *á +o m high light poËs can be described as 'low' visual impaot from the

i"çtá* side of Moorebarrf ,o,vã. Mitigation measures, includirr9 Pl_anting of tees with

height of 20 m at maturity, may not be sufficient to mirrimise the visual imFact.

DstÈnding AusI¡aIâ !¡d llt aklromll¡lercgf¡
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¡ Thç submission does not appeax to have considered any visual impacts of the proposed

devolopment from withint}re SME site. There ale clea¡ views ftom within this site across

MoqreLank Ave into the SIMTA site. Defence seeks to olarify whether these visual

impacts have been assessed.

, The visual inrpact assessment report (p. tOS¡ states 'Besides ,secure perimeterfencing

lhere is very linte landscaping or other visual screening ttt shield operations fi'otn the

public view anrl that of surrountlíng clevelopmenfs', This apPe4rs to be inoonsistent with

"tui+n. 
elsewhere that the development of vegetation within buffers would be a visual

impect mitigati on measL¡re.

. 'fhe visual impact assessmÊnt report G. 79) states that 'Most visv)s fi"om within this area

looking north þwatds the proposerl development will be from existing industrial ateas ot

froru to**ulers travelling alctng Moorebank Ayenue'- This statement does not appear to

ãcknowledge the sizeable population on site at SME and the impact on views for that

population of the development of the SIMTA site.

. The,visual impact assessment report does not prösent any representation of the visual

impacts of development of the SIMTA site by night. Defense would like to request such

a rePrescntation.

1.14. .ô.ir quality

, Potantial impacts to air quality at SME are anticipated. 'I'he SME has not been identifìed

as a sensitive receptor to air quality impacts predicted as a result of construction and

ope¡ation of the SIMTA proposal. Assuming that SME was to temain in situ, at least

¿-rning the construction pbase of the SIM'I.A proposal, ir should be considered as a

receptor for the purposes of fi¡rther assessments'

. Thq relocation of the DNSDC to the north and adjacent to the SIMTA site has not been

considered in the assessment. If the DNSDC was to consolidate to the north of the

SII\4TA site, the facility would be the closest receptor to the SMTA propos{, The EA

needs to articulate the potential consttuction and operation impacts on the DLTP as a

result of the SIMTA proposal.

. eueuing of trucks waiting to enterthe facility along Moorebank Ave would likely create

uìr qouñty impacts. fne PA needs to articulate the potential impacts on thenearby

Defence popùation from the queuing of tr cks both during construotion and operation

phases of the SIMTA ProPosal'

. Further infomration is reguired to gain a more comprehensive understa¡ding of the

antícipated impacts to air quality and the intended managemeût of these impacts.

1.15. fle¡lth Risk Ässessment

. It should be noted that the population of SME is closer in just aborrt every case than the

recÊptors identified in Table 3.3 of the HRA Repoft(p'27)'

r Seqtion 7 of the HRA Report (p. 52) addresses rurcertaínty analysis' It is not clear from

tbi$ report what happens io air quality and impacts if the most modern equipment is not

usEd onthis site. This issue should be add: essed-

P, 10
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1.16. Cumulativc imPacts

. SIMTA deals with the cumulative impact assessment on the basis of total demand for

freight throughput for the area being capped at IM TEU. Therefore, the ûumber of ftains,

heaîy vehiolés and terminal operating equipment required to handle this lM TEU is the

sa¡nówhether it is handled on-one site oi wo. A cumulative impact assessment of both

proposals operatingto full capacity as per each proposals full design speoifications has

not been undertaken and therefore a comp. ete potential cumulative impact assessment

has not be undert¿ken'

1.17. Utilities

. [t isnot clear if the proposed utilities seryices to the SIMTA site can be accornmodated

within existing easements on Comrnonwealth land'

1.18. tlroperty impacte

. SMTA identified expansionary inûastnrcture would be required to facilitate its

devçlopment. Items that affect the commonwealth are listed belorv:

a) Upgrade of Defenoe owned Moorebank Avs to a four-lane dual carriageway at the
' 

"*p-"o.u 
of the Comrnonwealth land currently occupied by the SME and other

Defence Units.

b) Extensíon of Moorebank Ave ovetpass (over the East Hjlls line) whicb has a

pÀtential to encroach onto the SME land due to raísed elevatio¡r requfuing a retaining

wall.

, SIMTA proposed easements for connecting services inûastucture along the Greenhills

Road axis. SMa clrrently does not hav ian easement along Greenhills Road south of
AnuacRoad. These connr.iionr need to be consistent with the development of the West

Waftle Grove site for DNSDC.

, 'Ihe lVest Watge Grove land earmarked for the potential redevelopment of DNSDC

rurder DLTP is desoribed in Section 3.4 as 'there are no current plans to de-velop this

lan¿l'. This statemont shor¡id be corrected to reflect the proposal by the Defenoe to

potentially develoP this land.

. For the purposes of undertaking further teshnioal ínvestigations, the proponent envisages

accpss tä potentially affected land for intn¡sive envitonmental site assessment purposes.

Defenoe is unclearâUout the nature and timing of these Þloposed intrusive assesstrents'

1.19, flooding and stormwater iseues

. Inc¡eased impewious a.reas and removal on the

SIMTA siæ úas the potential to inctease flows

across the SME rit io the Georges River inoreasíng

flooding and erosion risk.

Delendtnd AuslrÐlÌE ¡rd iJE t{oflonal lnfgrcsk
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r A review of the Floorl Study and Storm ly'ater Management (Hyder 2011c) shows that

therç will be a reduction in flows crossing the SME site in events up to and inoluding the

100 year Average flood event however there will be

sig¡íficant increas (PMF) flows. As the requircd design

stãnda¡¿ is 100 ye contirmation that increased flc¡ws have beeu

sufflciently mitigated by the ptoposed onsite detention'

. An increase in flood levels of 0' the SME site

whiçh drains to Anzac Creek as osal' This is

con¡idered a significant impact f the SME site

should the land use change'

. The proposed bridge c¡ossing of the Georges River may jmpalt on sME site flooding

an¿ laná stability. ih*r" hasãot þeen an aisessment made of the potential flood impacts

of the propose,il bridge crossing of the Georges River'

. Thete is currently uo runoff draining no

SIMTA site nor is there likely to be post

provided appropriate drainage and attenu

not considered likely that there would be

DNSDC site.

. The SIM'IA devolopment would ueed to consider appropriate stormwater mitigatíon arrd

attenuation devicesïrespective of the existing and proposed surror¡ndinß land use'

. Potpntial impact of SIMI'A site development on flooding of the SME site (particularly

the car park opposite DNSDC HQ).

. SIMTA notes that there is a need to ensure the rail infrastuctrue is immune frorn

flooding, una zury ri*" in flood levels associatEd with ciimate change' In making the rail

oornpon*ént immírne to climate change flood effscts, Defenoe would need to know of any

potpntial change to the 100-year ARI on adjacent Defence land.

1.20. Nationulsecurit5r

threat to Defenoe activities at the SME' 'lhe

the line of sight from SIMTA's site is
e developmeut proposes 32 m high gantry

cranes and 40 m high light poles which could serve as a viewing plltform to oversee

cuio¡rrg operationsä thä Siøg and expose Defence to a-high rjsk of a third party being

able to-beiter interpret Deferrce opelation methods and practices'

1.21. iLund ovrner consultation

. Thç EA does not demonstrate adequate engagement by the proponent regarding

' Commonwealth land and Defence use of it'

Detendlng Auslnl¡â tnd lfs ¡/¡lion¡l rnfere5l6
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Australian Government

Department of Finance and Deregulation

DGPI l/00040

Mr Sam Hadadd
Director General
Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning and Infi'astructure
PO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001

RECf:IVED

3 i iûAY 2012

D irector-General

Dear Mr Hadadd

Submission on Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance's lntermodal Terminal Facility
Environmental Assessment

The following submission incorporates the Department of Finance and Deregulation
(Finance) commentary provided via the Moorebank Project Office (MPO) on the
Environmental Assessment (EA) lodged by the Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance
(SIMTA") on 28 March2}l2 with NSW Department of Planning a¡rd Infrastructure (DP&|.

The comments focus on the following three categories:

1. Comments on the EA affecting the Department of Defence (Defence) - assessment of the
potential impact by the proposed SIMTA development on the:

a) School of Military Engineering (SME) and other Defence Units prior to their
proposed relocation; and

b) Defence National Storage Distribution Centre (DNSDC) if partially consolidated to
the north of the SIMTA site and the DNSDC functions to be located to the nearby
SIMTA site at West Wattle Grove under the Defence Logistics Transformation
Project (DLTP).

This is addressed in Section 1 of this submission.

2. Comments on the EA affecting the proposed Moorebank Intelmodal Terminal project
(Moorebank IMT) that was announced by the Australian Government on 23 April 2012 -
consisting of a high level evaluation of information for completeness necess¿ry to carry

out cumulative impact assessment as part of the environmental assessment for the

Moorebank IMT and; identification if the information provided by SIMTA in the

technical reports is adequate and what impact it has on the cunent scope of works. This
is addressed in Section 2 of this submission.

3. General overview of SIMTA's methodology and approach for consistency and accuracy
This is addressed in Section 3 of this submission.

John Gorton Building, King Edward Terrace, Parkes ACT 2600 o Telephone 02 6215 2222
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Further to the comments in the above categories, there are a number of important points that
need to be understood conceming SIMTA's proposal in the context of surrounding land on all
sides owned by the Commonwealth (Defence) coupled with Defence's lease (DNSDC) with
SIMTA over the same portion of land that SIMTA proposes to commence construction of its
Intermodal Terminal in mid 2012 and coÍrmence operations in mid 2015.

a) DNSDC Lease - I am advised that Defence intends to exercise its right by taking up
the first five year options until 2018 noting that Defence has been planning to re-
locate the DNSDC to a new site on Defence land at W'est Wattle Grove (an adjacent
site to the north and north-east of the current site) under the Defence Logistic
Transformation Project. This project has not yet been approved by Government and
if approved, the earliest time in which Defence could construct and move to its new
site is around end2}l4.If not approved, it is likely that Defence would remain until
2023 at which time Defence would consider araîge of alternate options.

b) Moorebank Ave - owned by Defence and not suitable for use by a large number of
heavy vehicles and would require a significant capital investment and ongoing
maintenance by SIMTA to support its proposed intermodal terminal operations.

c) Defence land south of the SIMTA sile - owned by Defence that SIMTA proposes

.develop for its rail infrastructure. Defence has not provided Owners Consent to the
development of rail infrastructure on its land.

d) Defence land to the north qnd west of the SIMTA sife - currently occupied by
Defence with no plans to vacate.

I am aware that the Department of Defence will also be making comments on the SIMTA EA.

My point of contact within the MPO for any enquiries 
 

Yours Sincerely

Moorebank Proj ect Office
/g May 2012

Attachment:

1. Moorebank Project Offrce comments of on the Environmental Assessment (EA)
lodged by the Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA)

John Gorton Building, King Edward Terrace, Pa¡kes ACT 2600 r Telephone 02 6215 2222
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Attachment I
MOOREBANK PROJECT OFX'ICE COMMENTS OF'ON THE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT (EA) LODGED BY THE SYDNEY INTERMODAL TERMINAL
ALLIANCE (SIMTÄ)

1. Comments and concerns affectine the Department of Defence (Defence) - notine that
Defence will be makinq a senarate submission

The EA document (p. 40) identif,res:

The School of Military Engineering (SME) is located on the western side of Moorebank
Avenue, opposite the SIMTA land. The assessment of the key issues has given
consideration to the potential impøcts of the SIMTA proposal on the existing uses within
the SME.

We note however that many of the impact assessments still do not acknowledge the
residential receivers on the SME site in their assessments. As a result, minimal consideration
is given to the possibility of the Defence Units remaining on site and to potential impacts the
proposed neighbouring development would inflict on the existing Defence activities until they
are relocated. There is no acknowledgement or understanding of the activities conducted on
site at either SME or by other Defence units. The SIMTA documentation generally assumes

that SME (and other Moorebank units) have relocated prior to development (both construction
and operations phases) of the SIMTA proposal. It certainly may not be the case that SME has

relocated before the construction phase of SIMTA occurs, and therefore the proposal needs to
address the potential impacts of activities on the SIMTA site on the activities on the SME site

in particular. SIMTA needs to be aware that important Defence related capability educational
and associated residential functions are performed at SME, and which are placed closer than
those generally described in the EA documentation as being the closest receptors.

1.1. Staging and consolidatÍon

. Section 2.7.3 of the EA identifies the construction phase commencingin'mid 2012 with
operatíons commencing mid 2015 '. Given the current timing of the planning approvals
process this timeline does not appear reasonable.

. [t is understood that Defence is going to exercise its contractual right to extend the lease

on the DNSDC site, which is owned by SIMTA, for up to 5 years when it expires in
March 2013, SIMTA's proposed development of the IMT may therefore be delayed until
at2018 even ifthe approval to develop the site is received.

1.2. Impacts on the School of Military Engineering

. Defence is concemed about the impacts on the residential school and other Defence units

at Moorebank during the construction and operation of the SIMTA proposal should it
proceed as suggested. SIMTA's environmental studies need to reflect likely impacts

which are currently not adequately documented.

. In Section 2.7.1.2 SIMTA's EA still notes that the closest residential receivers are located

in Wattle Grove, effectively ignoring the proximity of the residential like property uses

on the SME site.

John Gorton Building, King Edward Terrace, Parkes ACT 2600 . Telephone 02 6215 2222
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. SIMTA's development precludes future passenger hain station development at
Moorebank that would potentially service the SME population or future workforce. The
rail link passes through Lot 1 in DP825352, which is owned by RailCorp who has had a
planning proposal for the development of a passenger rail statíon on this land and has had
so for almost 20 years since the East Hills rail line was constructed.

1.3. Impacts on adjoining Commonwealth land

. Defence is concerned about impacts on its property associated with the proposed
Moorebank Ave widening. These are inferred but not explained adequately in the EA.
Defence is also unclear on any proposed responsibilities or arrangements for the proposed
capital upgrades and ongoing maintenance.

. Defence is concerned about SIMTA traffic impacts on access to the North DNSDC site
and potential impacts on the development of the West Wattle Grove site for the relocation
and establishment of the DNSDC under Defence Logistic Transformation Program
(DLTP), Mitigation is not adequately explained.

. Defence is not clear what is proposed wíthin the 30 m wide corridor on the SME land and
the Southern Commonwealth land associated with the proposed rail link. It is not clear
how SIMTA proposes to compensate Defence for the loss of the unencumbered use of
that land.

, Defence is not clear if there are any impacts by the proposed northern rail conneotion to
the SSFL on the Commonwealth owned Lot 4 in DPl130937 on the Westem side of the
Georges River adjoining the Glenfield Tip site. Defence has a strong interest to
understand what impact SIMTA's proposal would have on its land.

. SIMTA impacts Cambridge Ave and Moorebank Ave by allowing trucks to tum south,

and may be in breach of the existing road use arrangement it has with Defence.

. Defence is unable to agree to any development on its lands until further information is
provided, and on which appropriate decisions can be made.

1.4. SIMTA operations

. Defence is not clear if SIMTA's proposed terminal operations include provision for
emergency locomotive and train stabling on site or within the proposed rail conidor. It is
also unclear what rail infrastructure is required within the rail corridor (e.g., number of
tracks, arrival and departure rail roads, tumouts, etc).

. It is unclear from the submission exactly how the terminal is proposed to operate, though
it is noted that the estimated time for each heavy vehicle to pass through the terminal is
around 30 minutes. This has the potential to create a situation where the number of heavy
vehicles waiting to enter the SIMTA site exceeds the internal storage capacity within the

site, potentially resulting in heavy vehicle parking along the verge of Moorebank Ave.
There is a high possibility that trucks would arrive eariy to avoid missing their booked

time slot and wait idling along Moorebank Ave for their time to enter the terminal. There

are three issues associated with this activity: air quality, noise and road safety. How these

matters would be addressed is not included in the EA.

. The EA does not adequately address air quality and noise matters affecting Defence

living quarters prior to SME's move to Holsworthy. Factors that should be considered

are 'hum' noise and concentrated air emissions. Queuing along Moorebank Ave would

John Gorton Building, King Edward Terrace, Parkes ACT 2600 . Telephone 02 6215 2222
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create a road safety concem when heavy vehicles would try to negotiate a re-entry into
Moorebank Ave which has a speed limit of 50 krdhr from a stationary mode. Again the
intended mitigation measure is not described adequately.

. Furthermore, the proposed access to the SIMTA site via the southernmost entry (non-
signalised left-turn only) involves both private and heavy vehicles. During peak arrival
times, it is unclear whether there is sufnicient space for holding what could be a
significant number of vehicles waiting to enter the terminal. The entry process is
assumed to involve documentation/security checks for all entering trafhc.

. Impacts of the proposed development on the training of working dogs on the SME site
have not been adequately addressed. This haining will in all probability continue unitl the
end of2014.

. Under the staged approach to development of the SIMTA site, DNSDC will be required
to consolidate on site and cohabit with SIMTA for up to eight years which will involve
both SIMTA construction and operation phases. It needs to be demonstrated that a
consolidation plan can be developed to meet Defence's needs before any commitments
could be made to consolidate. The indicative timing (Section 2J.3) for staging
development suggests commencement of the construction from mid-2012 (less than2
months' time). This appears to be an impossibly short period of time in which any
potential consolidation could occur.

1.5. Environmental aspects

1.5.1. General

. Insufficient detail was provided in the proposal to allow any meaningful evaluation of the
likely impacts on the environment including direct a¡rd indirect impacts on the
Commonwealth land.

1.5.2. Traffic

, Defence is concerned with the lack of explanation of intended mitigation in relation to
increased traffic generated by the proposed development and how it would affect the
following:

) Air quality

) Noise and vibration

) Trucks queuing / waiting area

) Road safety

) Other road users

) Southem access to Defence owned Cambridge Ave.

. In 2010 approximately 17,500 vehicles per day traversed Moorebank Ave, out of which
875 were heavy vehicles. SIMTA's development would generate an additional6,200
movements per day (2,600 heavy vehicle and 3,600 car movements) associated with the

SIMTA site development. This would have maintenance cost implications for Defence.

SIMTA does not indicate how these costs will be addressed.

. Heavy vehicle movement along Moorebank Ave is around 5% (875 movements) a day of
the total haffic of 17,500 vehicles per day. The addition of,the SIMTA related heavy

John Gorton Building, King Edward Terrac€, Parkes ACT 2600 . Telephone 02 6215 2222
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vehicle movements could raise heavy vehicle movement to around I5o/o of aI traffic, or
nearly three times the proportion of heavy vehicles currently on this road. Defence as an
adjacent landowner needs to be assured that safe access can continue to be provided to
their properties.

. This is particularly so for that section of Moorebank Ave between the proposed
northernmost entry (signalised) to SIMTA and the southernmost (non-signalised left-turn
in only) entry. All three proposed entry points have been identified as catering for heavy
vehicle movements. The rate of arrival on a standard weekday could be as regular as one
heavy vehicle every 30 seconds.

. Impacts of the proposed SIMTA site entry points and the current signalised access to
SME (Chatham Ave) are unclear.

. The EA states (Section 5.3.4) thal'actual inJbrmation on the size and potential trafrìc
generationfrom the SME site was not available '. Defence is unclear if the trafhc impact
assessment has adequately addressed traffic impacts taking into account traffic generated

by all adjacent land users. [t should be clarified how SIMTA has dealt with this issue.

. It is unclear how any future access off Moorebank Ave for the potential redevelopment of
DLTP at West Wattle Grove would be affected by the proposed SIMTA development and
associated traff,rc impacts. Defence is unclear how access may work under that scenario.

' Northern access points proposed in the SIMTA proposal have not considered that the
relocation of DNSDC to. DLTP site at West Wattle Grove has occurred and the potential
concentrâtion oftraffic in that area.

. It is unclear that the proposed widening of Moorebank Ave to four lanes between the
northern most SIMTA access point and the M5 will be sufficient in terms of level of
service. There is no proposed upgrade on that part of Moorebank Ave south of that point
on which vehicles associated with activities at SME rely for access to that site.

1.5.3. Heritage (Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal)

. Constnrction of the SIMTA proposal would probably necessitate the demolition of all, or
at least a majority of the SIMTA site heritage buildings. Despite the proposed mitigation
strategies ofarchival recording, and possible relocation to a new site, the required
demolition represents both a physical loss, and the end of operation continuity which
commenced with the WWII storage facility on the SIMTA site.

. The assessment acknowledges that the DNSDC is highly significant for its evidence of
WWII infrastructuie. The proposed development's impact on these values is conceded to
be 'significant', Despite this, it is concluded that'It is necessary to conserve the site's
heritage values where possible' (p. 121). Similarly, the only commitment to mitigate
impact is to 'mitigate this impact where practicable' (p. 113). These conclusions are not
commensurate with the assessed significance of the values to be impacted.

. The Defence is concerned about the impact of SIMTA deúelopment on the European

heritage values on site. The proposal involves full site development, which could
potentially mean the demolition of all heritage buildings. Despite assurances about best

endeavours to retain where possible, there appears to be little prospect for these structures

to be adapted for re-use as a part of site wide redevelopment. The requirements of any

Defence site Heritage Management Plan (HMP) may be useful to assist in guiding the
proponent in relation to these heritage issues.
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. The report incorrectly concludes that there Íue no non-Indigenous heritage constraints for
the land within the SME along the railway corridor. The potential for impacting the
remains of sand mining infrastructure (loading bins adjacent to the river, and a light rail
line), present in this area from 1917 to 1930s has not been identif,red or addressed.

. The only firm minimum commitment regarding the extent to which impact to European
heritage values will be mitigated is the conduct of archival recordings and of further
archaeological investigation at select areas. Many potential mitigation options are
presented however, it is likely that following ârchival recording, all heritage items would
be demolished without any further mitigation (such as in-situ conservation, adaptive
reuse or relocation of selected items). This level of impact is not adequately
acknowledged or assessed, nor would be effectively mitigated under the assessment
commitments.

1.5.4. Ecology

. Indirect impacts from the SIMTA proposal itself are likely to be minor. However, the
proposed rail spur would result in signifrcant impacts to biodiversity as a result of
vegetation clearing along the alignment of the rail spur. This vegetation is recorded as

being in good condition. The proposed SIMTA rail spur would include clearing of
vegetation in the proposed conservation area of the Moorebank IMT. The extent of the
impact of clearing is not known since final design and proposed alignment of the rail spur
is not complete. However an attempt should be made to determine the extent of clearíng
as a basis for seeking concept plan approval.

. It is not clear what SIMTA proposes as environmental offsets to compensate clearing the
Commonwealth land.

r Vegetation mapping presented in the SIMTA ecological assessment identifies vegetation
on the site to the north of the SIMTA site. Two vegetation maps presented in the
ecological assessment shows native vegetation on the northern site, although the
distribution, extent and type of vegetation differs in the two maps. However all
vegetation mapped is listed as a threatened ecological community under the NSW
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995. No ground truthing has been completed to
confirm vegetation on site or to determine the presence of th¡eatened species.

1.5.5. Light spill

. The visual impact assessment report (p. 103) notes 'ft is considered the location with the

most potentialfor light spill is the rail transfer and container loading area', which is
closest to SME. While it was difficult to verify SIMTA's claim on the level of light spill
without knowing details, it is noted that SIMTA assumed the nearest residential property
was some 400 m away from the site. Defence residential accommodation located within
the critical 150 m radius would be adversely impacted especially during nocturnal times.
More information is required by Defence to make a judgement regarding the proposed

lighting arrangement.

f.5.6. Noise and vibration

. The Noise Impact Assessment recommends noise levels from within the site to meet
internal noise criteria. However, the assessment needs to include a prediction of noise

levels on sensitive receivers from noise generating activities from the SIMTA proposal.
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Noise impacts from the SIMTA proposal on the SME site are anticipated. Operation
activity and construction works as part of the SIMTA proposal would potentially be
audible at the SME and may trigger external and intemal noise criteria for an education
institution. The SIMTA proposal should assess noise impacts at all stages of
development, including assessment of simultaneous construction and operation.

Noise impacts from the SIMTA proposal on the DNSDC population which would remain
on the SIMTA owned land (currently under lease by DNSDC) are anticipated and have
not been addressed in the EA.

Noise impacts from the SIMTA proposal on the proposed DLTP population which would
move to the West Wattle Grove site are anticipated and have not been addressed in the
EA.

No mitigation measures were proposed to minimise Defence's exposure to noise and

vibration. The SME population would particularly be impacted by the noise and
vibration during the construction phase. It is not clear which scenario is likely to
generate the worst case noise and vibration levels: during the initial construction stage or
during the operation of the 600 m port shuttle and staged construction of the terminal.

Noise and vibration impacts during both construction and operation phases on the
residential frmction (principally by night) performed at SME need to be considered.

Noise and vibration impacts during both construction and operation phases of SIMTA on
the education function (principally by day) performed at SME need to be considered.
The rail infrastructure is proposed on the western side of the SIMTA site, closest to SME
(approximately 250 to 300 m). The submission claims (Section 6.2)that'the SIMTA
proposal is acoustically appropriately locatedfor its use with relatively large buffer
distances to residences and near proximity to møjor roads '. This statement should be

validated with reference to specific detail on buffer distances.

Vibration (Section 6.3.1) states that 'vibrations from roller or impact piling could be

perceptiblefrom the residences in Holsworthy ... though limited in duration'. Itis
unclear what the vibration impacts would be during the construction phase of these

activities on the operations at SME.

The noise assessment report notes (p. 9)'noise levels at the army barrscl$, west of the

site, are represented by monitoring Site I. The army barrøcl<s are subject to levels of
trffic noise associated with the Moorebank Avenue. An industríal noise contribution to

the area of less thqn 35 dBA has been estimated based on site observations and noise

measurements'. It is unclear whether the stated industrial noise contribution to the area

of less than 35 dBA would have any impact on the educational and residential functions
at SME. Defence would like to seek a clarification on the nature of impact on these

functions specific ally.

The noise assessment report identifies (p. 1a) a site specific construction noise

management level of 42 dBA in relation to the SME. The construction noise

management level identified for the Wattle Grove residential community, which is further

from the site, is 39 dBA. Defence would like to seek a clarification as to why the lower

management level for Wattle Grove has not been applied to the SME.

The EA has assumed that noise criteria for the SME site is consistent with the

surrounding land use and applied noise criteria for 'urban' sources, as opposed to Wattle
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Grove where 'suburban' noise criteria is applied, Defence is of the view that a suburban
land use assumption should also be applied to the SME given that it is extensively
residential.

. The EA provides projected specific construction and operational noise levels at key
receiver sites. There is no context provided in the assessment as background levels are
not included for comparison.

. The noise assessment repoú @. 32) states that from figures 5 - I and 5 -2 ' it can be seen
that areas to the west o/'the site could accommodqte noisier equipment than towards the
east of the síte' . Clariftcation should be sought as to why this is the case and whether this
assessment had taken into account the existence of educational and residential functions
continuing to be undertaken within the SME site.

. The noise assessment report @.37) notes'Trffic associated with the SIMTA proposal
travelling along the approximately 600 metre section of MoorebankAvenue to the M5 is
expected to result ín an increase of up to 3 dBA in this section of rood. This represents a
small but just noticeable increase in noise level. There are however, no residential
receptors immediately adjacent to this section of Moorebanh Avenue to which this
criterion applies'. It is noted elsewhere in the submission that all three access points are
to be used by heavy vehicles, notjust the northern access point. Therefore clarification
needs to be sought as to whether the 3dBA increase applies to the middle and southem
access points as well, which are closer or adjacent to residential dwelling within the SME
site.

. The assessment approach and statement of compliance requires clarification. Based on
the individual plant noise levels in the report, where two or more dominant noise
generating plant items are in simultaneous operation the recommended source noise
levels are likely to be exceeded and the operation noise goals would not be met at nearest
receivers.

. Operational noise assessments resulting from traffic generated along Moorebank Ave
have made an incorrect assumption that there are no residential receivers along
Moorebank Ave. The SME facility provides for residences, as such, the noise impacts
should be reassessed. Similarly, rail traffrc noise has not considered residences in the
SME.

1.5.7. Coútaminated land management

. The potential hazards and risk assessment report (p.22) identifies the potential risk
activities associated with the transport of goods to and around the SIMTA site. The
potential risks listed do not include off site vehicle movement, which should be added to
the list.

. It is unclear fi'om the submission (Section 8.3.1) what types/natures of dangerous goods

may be handled through the IMT facility and what potential risks and mitigation
strategies they may pose for the occupants of the SME site.

. The potential hazards and risk assessment report (p. la) notes that 'Land use safety
planning is essentially amechanismfor dealingwith actual or potential conflicts between

sources of rish, such as potentidlly hazardous industrial developments, and surrounding
land uses. These guidelines focus on fhe land use safety implications of industrial
hazards, in particular those arisingfrom loss of containment of hazardous materials
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leading to fires, explosions and toxic releases '. The EA has not assessed the potential
risk to the possible redevelopment of DLTP on the West Wattle Grove site from loss of
containment of dangerous goods within the SIMTA site.

. Disturbance and mobilisation of contaminants from development of the SIMTA site
migrating towards the SME or DNSDC would be at the detriment of the respective land
and site users.

' Provided that mitigation and management measures are adequately identihed and
implemented there is a low risk that contamination would migrate to the SME or the
proposed DLTP at West Wattle Grove site. The existing extent and nature of
contamination on the SIMTA site is required to provide a better understanding of the
contamination issues on site and potential risk to Defence.

. Further assessment is required to gain a better understanding of the nature and extent of
potential impacts that a rail link crossing Defence land would have on the SME and the
potential for these impacts to present risks to the SME.

. The SIMTA proposal would need to consider the types of potentially hazardous goods

stored on the SIMTA site relative to goods stored in the relocated DNSDC functions
within the SIMTA site (in the short term) and the proposed DLTP site at West Wattle
Grove (in the long term), with respect to separation distances.

1.5.8. Visual impact

. Visual impact was described as "relatively low". Defence seeks clarification as to how
the replacing of DNSDC warehousing (around l5 m high) on the site with 32 m high
gantry cranes and 40 m high light poles can be described as 'low' visual impact from the
western side of Moorebank Ave. Mitigation measures including planting of trees with
height of 20 mat maturity may not be suffrcient to minimise the visual impact.

. The submission does not appeil to have considered any visual impacts of the proposed
development from within the SME site. There are clear views from within this site across
Moorebank Ave into the SIMTA site. Defence seeks to clarify whether these visual
impacts have been assessed.

. The visual impact assessment report (p. 108) states 'B¿sldes secure perimeter fencing
there is very little landscaping or other visual screening to shield operations from the
public view and that of'surrounding developmenfs'. This appears to be inconsistent with
claims elsewhere that the development of vegetation within buffers would be a visual
impact mitigation measure.

. The visual impact assessment report (p.79) states that 'Most views from within this area
looking north towards the proposed development will be from existing industrial areas or

from commuters travelling along Moorebank Avenue' . This statement does not appear to
acknowledge the sizeable population on site at SME and the impact on views fbr that
population of the development of the SIMTA site.

. The visual impact assessment report does not present any representation of the visual
impacts of development of the SIMTA site by night. Defence would like to request such a

representation.
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1.5.9. Air quality

. Potential impacts to air quality at SME are anticipated. The SME has not been identified
as a sensitive receptor to air quality impacts predicted as a result of construction and
operation of the SIMTA proposal. Assuming that SME were to remain in situ, at least
during the construction phase of the SIMTA proposal, it should be considered as a

receptor for the purposes of further assessments.

. The relocation of the DNSDC to the north and adjacent to the SIMTA site has not been
considered in the assessment. If the DNSDC was to consolidate to the north of the
SIMTA site, the facility would be the closest receptor to the SIMTA proposal. The EA
needs to articulate the potential construction and operation impacts on the DLTP as a

result of the SIMTA proposal.

. Queuing of trucks waiting to enter the facility along Moorebank Ave would create air
quality impacts. The EA needs to articulate the potential impacts on the nearby Defence
population from the queuing oftrucks both during construction and operation phases of
the SIMTA proposal.

. Further information is required to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the

anticipated impacts to air quality and the intended management of these impacts.

1.5.10. Health Risk Assessment

. It should be noted that the population of SME is closer in just about every case than the
receptors identified in Table 3.3 of the HRA Report (p.27).

. Section 7 of the HRA Report (p.52) addresses uncertainty analysis. It is not clear from
this report what happens to air quality and impacts if the most modem equipment is not
used on this site. This issue should be addressed.

1.5.11. Cumulative impacts

. SIMTA deals with the cumulative impact assessment on the basis of total demand for
freight throughput for the area being capped at lM TEU. Therefore, the number of trains,
heavy vehicles and terminal operating equipment required to handle this lM TEU is the

same whether it is handled on one site or two. A cumulative impact assessment of both
proposals operating to full capacity as per each proposals full design specifications has

not been undertaken and therefore a complete potential cumulative impact assessment has

not be undertaken.

1.6. Utilities

. lt is not clear if the proposed utilities services to the SIMTA site can be accommodated

within existing easements on Commonwealth land.

1.7. Property impacts

. SIMTA identified expansionary infrastructure would be requited to facilitate its

development. Items that affect the Commonwealth are listed below:

e) Upgrade Moorebank Ave to a four-lane dual caniâgeway at the expense of the

Commonwealth land currently occupied by the SME and other Defence Units.
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Ð Extension of Moorebank Ave overpass (over the East Hills line) which has a
potential to encroach onto the SME land due to raised elevation requiring a retaining
wall.

. SIMTA proposed easements for connecting services infrastructure along the Greenhills
Road axis. SIMTA currently does not have an easement along Greenhills Road south of
At:z;ac Road. These connections need to be consistent with the DLTP development of the
West Wattle Grove site for DNSDC.

. The West Wattle Grove land earmarked for the potential redevelopment of DNSDC
under DLTP is described in Section 3.4 as'there are no current plans to develop this
land'. This statement ought to be corrected to reflect the proposal by the Defence to
potentially develop this land.

. For the purposes ofundertaking further technical investigations, the proponent envisages
access to potentially affected land for intrusive environmental site assessment purposes.
Defence is unclear about the nature and timing of these proposed intrusive assessments.

1.8. Flooding and stormwater issues

. Increased impervious areas and removal of surface management infrastructure on the
SIMTA site has the potential to increase flows discharged from the site which flows
across the SME site to the Georges River via the existing constructed channel, increasing
flooding and erosion risk.

. A review of the Flood Study and Storm Water Management (Hyder 2011c) shows that
there will be a reduction in flows crossing the SME site in events up to and including the
100 year Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) flood event however there will be

significant increases in probably mean flood (PMF) flows. As the required design
standard is 100 year ARI, Defence requires that increased flows have been sufficiently
mitigated by the proposed onsite detention.

. An increase in flood levels of 0.I - 0.2 m is anticipated on the area of the SME site which
drains to Anzac Creek as a direct impact from the SIMTA proposal. This is considered a
significant impact and may restrict future development of the SME site should the land
use change.

. The proposed bridge crossing of the Georges River may impact on SME site flooding and
land stability. There has not been an assessment made of the potential flood impacts of
the proposed bridge crossing of the Georges River.

. There is currently no runoff draining north towards the proposed DNSDC site from the

SIMTA site nor is there likely to be post development of the SIMTA site. Therefore
provided appropriate drainage and attenuation is provided in the SIMTA proposal it is not
considered likely that there will be any hydrological impacts on the proposed DNSDC
site.

. The SIMTA development would need to consider appropriate stormwater mitigation and

attenuation devices irrespective of the existing and proposed surrounding land use.

. Potential impact of SIMTA site development on flooding of the SME site (particularly
the cal park opposite DNSDC HQ) is unclear.

. SIMTA notes that there is a need to ensure the rail infrastructure is immune from
flooding (and any rise in flood levels associated with climate change. In making the rail
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component immune to climate change flood effects, Defence would need to know of any
potential change to the 10O-year ARI on adjacent Defence land).

1.9. National security

. SIMTA's development may pose a security threat to Defence activities at the SME. The
topography in the area is relatively flat and the line of sight from SIMTA's site is
currently obscured by trees and shrubs. The development proposes 32 m high gantry
cranes and 40 m high light poles which could serve as a viewing platform to oversee
training operations at the SME and expose Defence to a high risk of a third party being
able to better interpret Defence operational methods and practices.

1.10. Land owner consultation

. The EA does not demonstrate adequate engagement by the proponent regarding the
Commonwealth land and Defence's use of it.

7

Generally, the information provided in the documentation at times seems fo deal more with
construction phase impacts and potential mitigation measures rather than also dealing with
operations phase impacts.

2.1. Impacts on adjoining Commonwealth land

, MPO is ðoncerned about the impacts on the Commonwealth property associated with the
proposed Moorebank Ave widening. MPO is also unclear on any proposed
responsibilities or arrangements for the proposed capital upgrades and ongoing
maintenance of enabling infrastructure.

2.2. Rail link connection issues

. MPO made public its proposed design of the Moorebank IMT on the SME site in October
2011, This information included indicative rail layout and supporting infrastructure.
SIMTA's rail design conflicts with MPO's design of the rail connection and therefore
SIMTA needs to consider an alternative rail alignment.

, MPO is unable to agree to any development on the Commonwealth lands until further
information is provided, and on which appropriate decisions can be made.

. SIMTA's development precludes future passenger train station development at

Moorebank that would potentially service the local populatiorVworkforce.

. There's an existing RailCorp rail connection to the East Hills Line that may be affected.

. SIMTA's proposed rail alignment through Glenfield tip could result in the potential
contamination of the ground water table and the river through a puncture of water-proof
membranes by piers that would be required to support the viaduct connection to the

SSFL.

' MPO is concerned about management of noise and vibration issues associated with the

rail connection to the SSFL, as the SSFL is on viaduct and crosses over the Cumberland

/South line from the eastern to the western side. This is not explained aclequately.
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. The land south of the SIMTA site has been identified by the Commonwealth as a possible
preservation area. The Commonwealth needs to understand potential impacts on that
land.

. SIMTA's indicative rail corridor appears to leave a slither of the SME land out located
between the fence of the East Hills line and SIMTA's rail corridor southern boundary.
The future of that unencumbered slither of land is unclear and if it would become
unusable.

. Rail corridor infrastructure - it is unclear from the information presented exactly what
rail infrastructure is proposed in this corridor land. Our rail technical advisor has

suggested it may require two track rail, locomotive stabling, as well as rail crossovers
depending on the proposed track layout within the SIMTA site.

2.3. Planning

. The RailCorp land and the potential use of it for the SIMTA rail link seems to ígnore the
fact that RailCorp has had a planning proposal for the development of a passenger rail
station on this land and has had so for almost 20 years since the East Hills rail line was
constructed. The development of the SIMTA site would potentially preclude that site
from being developed as originally planned.

, A terminal control tower is proposed. It is unclear what would be the height of this
structure.

2.4. Environmental aspects

2.4.1. Ecology

. Flora and Fauna Assessment (p. 123) - the 0.5 ha patch of vegetation located within and
adjoining the south-western comer of the study area was mapped as Cumberland Plain
Woodland by National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) (2002)lTozer (2003) and

Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW) (2009). In the
absence of field assessment of this patch, it has been assumed that this vegetation is
consistent with the critically endangered ecological community Cumberland Plain
Woodland as def,rned under the TSC Act. It has been assumed for the purpose of the
assessment that this 0,5 ha patch of Cumberland Plain Woodland lies outside of the
footprint of the proposed rail corridor. Provided that this area of vegetation is retained
and that appropriate safeguards are installed and maintained as necessary during
construction operations, including highly visible exclusion fencing, sediment and erosion
controls and Tree Protection Zones, it has been considered unlikely that the SIMTA
proposal represents a significant impact to the community. This appears to be a

signifi cant assumption.

, Concerns about the potential impact on Grevillea parviflora and other threatened species

as a result of the development of the rail corridor. The indicative alignment in Figure 3
shows little prospect of avoiding impacts.

. In the environmental risk analysis table (p. 104) reductíon to impacts through the design
process should be added as a control measure. In other words, SIMTA should be

encouraged to engage in a design process which identifies an engineering solution which
minimises impacts and that cheaper engineering solutions are not a default outcome.
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. Environmental offsets - the SIMTA proposal proposes consideration of the rehabilitation
of the Defence land south of the SIMTA site that is not used as part of the rail corridor as

a potential contribution to meeting any assessed requirements under the bio-banking
scheme. It is unclear whether this is has been discussed with the landowner and whether
it may be able to form part of any mitigation strategy.

. It is stated that no suwey has been undertaken of the Glenfield tip land, and it is noted
that there is no survey of the RailCorp land either. Given that these two parcels are
necessary for the rail link to the SIMTA site, a survey of these site's should ideally be
undertaken with the consent of the relevant land owners as soon as possible to determine
the potential nature of any flora and fauna impacts.

. The flora and fauna assessment (Section 4.2.2) states that 'the rail conidor generally
supports the highest abundance of and highest quality offauna habitat components
within the study area'. To be certain what the potential effects and impacts might be

before Concept Plan approval were given, more detail on the rail link alignment is
required so more detail of the impacts can be assessed and understood.

. The flora and fauna assessment (p. 142) does not appear to address the potential effects of
proposed terminal lighting may have on the foraging habits of the Eastem Bent-Wing bat.

. The environmental assessment states that the ecological values of the SME site are
unknown and that cumulative impacts of the development can only be quantiflred once
environmental investigations of the SME site are complete. The existing ecological
values at the SME site were made publically available via the Moorebank IMT website in
August 2011.

2.4.2. Visual impacts

. It is claimed (Section 2.4.1.3) that the location of the terminal warehouses will provide
for'limiting the visibilfty of the large scale builtformfrom external vantage points,
including Moorebank Avenue '. Subsequently the visual impact assessment indicates that
the impact of the proposed facility from Moorebank Ave will be high.

' The visual impact from the south along Moorebank Ave (rail overpass) is described as
'moderate '. Clarification is sought that the visual assessment ftom this location has

considered visual impacts of the rail infrastructure which accesses the proposed site from
the south on the eastern side of Moorebank Ave.

. The view of the SIMTA proposal from the north of the site towards the south would be

highly prominent at this location (p. I27 of the EA). It is assumed that this viewpoint is
not sensitive resulting in a low visual impact due to its location in an already established
industrial zone. The relocation of DNSDC and potential mitigation measures would need

to be considered.

2.4.3. Traffic

. Separation of light and heavy vehicle movements is desirable but the way access to the

SIMTA site is proposed it promotes the mixing of all traffic (heavy, light and public
transport), particularly at the northem most access point.

. The SIMTA proposal suggests that staff car parking on site would cater for around 80%
of staff using personal occupancy vehicles (POVs), meaning that20Yo arrive by public
transport. Given that under the base case 20o/o of staff will be arriving by public
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transport, then there is no need to provide car parks for these staff. Under the proposals
TDM measures, it promotes a stretch target for public transport mode share of 30%. The
submission claims to be able to potentially reduce the number of ca¡ spaces by over 600,
and yet capturing an additional mode share to public transport would only result in the
need to provide some 200 less car spaces. The reduction of600 odd car spaces does not
appear to be substantiated.

' The Traffic and Transport Report @.12)TabLe2-l does not identifu Cambridge Ave in
the road hierarchy. It is unclear whether any vehicle traffic accessing the SIMTA site
will use Cambridge Ave, and if so it should be considered for inclusion in this table.

. The SIMTA proposal assumes that catchment demand would reach one million TEUs by
2025 and infers that this is the maximum throughput capacity of the catchment. As such,
the traffic assessment approach is to assess cumulative impacts based on a maximum
catchment capacity and the maximum operating capacity of the SIMTA proposal.

2.4.4. Lighting

. Light spill - the submission claims that proposed landscapiog (p. 117) and works will
reduce the visual impacts and the effect on light spill. Given any landscaping will take
some time to reach maturity a transition strategy to manage these potential impacts may
need to be identified.

. The Urban Design & Landscape repoÉ (p. 46) states that 'design and lux of any internal
or spot ltghting shall be designed to avoid offsite and triffic safety impacts'. Noting that
the proposed 40m light poles in the terminal area are proposed for the westem most
boundary of the SIMTA site, it is unclea¡ how reflection and glare can be managed for
road users of Moorebank Ave.

2.4.5. Noise and vibration

. Operational noise (Section 6.3 . I ) assumes that of the road traffic along Moorebank Ave
'g}Yoheading north to the M5 Motorway ønd l0%o heading north to Newbridge Road'. It
is unclear if this means fhatl}Yo of traffic heads south from the site along Moorebank
Ave. If so, there does not appear to be any discussion of the potential impacts of those

movements.

. The noise impact assessment report (p. 3) assumes a train tumaround time of two hours,
which does not match the economic report assumption that it takes one hour for trains to
tum around at the IMT. Further, the PwC report assumed truck turnaround of 1.25 hours
at the IMT, but the assumption for the purposes of noise modelling is much less at 30

minutes. This reduction of time in the assumption for the noise modelling may result in
understated noise impacts.

. Cumulative noise impacts have considered the one million TEU capacity of the freight
catchment demand and assumed that the total freight volume would be distributed
between the two sites. As such, in relation to difflused noise generation sources, the
SIMTA EA does not assess full operation of both proposals and does therefore not
represent a complete cumulative impact assessment.

2.5. Security issues

, The SIMTA proposal promotes access by public transport services through the terminal
site. It is unclear under this proposal how site security would or could be maintained
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under such a scheme as the terminal operator would have no control over the passengers
who use this service who a¡e not terminal employees. This could be a significant issue.

. The Flora and Fauna assessment claims that as the proposed rail conidor will be fenced,
no increase in rubbish dumping or arson is expected. It is unclear how this outcome is
arrived at noting the history of railway corridor breaches.

2.6. Operational and economic Ímpacts

. SIMTA terminal operating concept. It is unclea¡ just how long trains will take to be

serviced within the site. There is a reference to an assumption of 80 containers being
unloaded in one hour and this assumption would need to be conf,trmed.

' The economic impacts report (p. 38) assumes that trains take one hour to load/unload at
the port and at the IMT for the purposes of estimating the labour productivity gains. The
application of this assumption could have two effects - potentially compromising the
terminal operations by increasing the truck throughput to unworkable levels and
potentially causing signif,rcant congestion outside the site boundary. It may also result in
an overstatement of the labour productivity gains. The validity of this assumption has not
been demonstrated in the SIMTA EA.

2.7. Cumulativeimpacts

. The DGR's indicate the need to consider 'the relationship with the Steele
Barracks/School of Military Engineering site and investigations being undertaken by the
Moorebank Project Off,rce'. Although this could potentially be ambiguous, they are in
fact separate issues - one is the relationship with Steele Barracks and the other the
investigation by MPO. SIMTA appears to have somewhat addressed the investigation by
MPO but do not appear to adequately countenance a scenario where SME continues to
operate at least during the proposed SIMTA development phase. MPO would like to
request that this issue be investigated, assessed and reported on.

. Cumulative construction impacts associated with exposed soils and remediation assume

that construction of the SIMTA proposal does not occur at the same time as any
development at the SME site.

2.8. Other issues

. The waste management strategy report (p. l5) lists the waste the proposed facilities are

likely to generate during operations. It omits the likelihood of medical waste which
ought to be added to the list as the facility would have a f,rrst aid facility.
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Other comments for consideration are as follows:

a) In the EA document (Section 2.7.2), there is no reference in the description of the
ancillary terminal facilities (Freight Village) to an 80 room hotel that is proposed on
site and which is proposed to be four storeys high.

b) SIMTA proposes a system for the management of truck arrivals and departures
Details of this system ought to be sought in order to understand just how the
proposed system will contribute to managing the on-site truck emissions.

c) Employment opportunities - the SIMTA submission states (p. I 18) the proposal
'provides potential opportunities to support and improve employment outcomes for
Aboriginal people'. It is unclear how this is proposed to be achieved.

d) The proponent seeks to mitigate the potential traffic impacts through traffic
distribution modelling (TDM) and a mode shift to public transport. Whilst a

proposed strategy (p. 120) is to provide 'peak period and SIMTA shift work
responsive express buses', it is unclea¡ what commitment to funding these services
the proponent is making.

e) Stormwater detention on SIMTA site - it is unclear from the submission just what
quantity of stormwater detention capacity is proposed for the site.

Ð The report is inconsistent in that elsewhere the rail infrastructure within the terminal
area is described as four tracks, but within the Urban Design & Landscape Report (p.

28) it is described as f,rve tracks.

g) Generally for the purposes of assessment, the nearest residential dwelling is
identified as being some 400m from the SIMTA site. The HRA Report (p. 19)

identifies the nearest residential area as being within 200 metres to the north east of
the site on the corner of Anzac Road and Delfin Drive. This inconsistency should be

addressed.

h) Table 5.1 of the Air Quality Assessment (p.2D incorrectly identifies the-proposed
warehousing at the SIMTA site as 250,000 m2 rather than the 300,000 m2 as cited
elsewhere in reports. It is unclear whether this impacts any findings of the air quality
assessment.

Ð Table 5.2 of the Air Quality Assessment (p. 30) identifies the number of trucks idling
on site during the busiest hour as 24. This may not be representative of the number
of heavy vehicle throughput on site during this period of time noting that up to one

vehicle on average may arrive at the site every 30 seconds (up to 120 inan hour).

j) Section 5.3 of the Air Quality Assessment (p. 34) identif,res the transient nature of
train movements based on one train per hour. This is not consistent with figures
cited elsewhere which ultimately involve 21 return train movements per day (42

movements per day or close to 1.75 movements per hour.
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2.9. Incidental issues

2.9.1. Capital costs

. The capital investment value of the proposed development is $490m. It is unclear what
this estimate is comprised of and whether the rail link connection to the SSFL is included.

2.9.2. Prqpefty

. The EA document does not identifu the river bed of the Georges River as one of the
potentially affected properties.

2.9.3. Other issues

. The SIMTA submission reports a rail freight mode share of 23%o. It is understood to be

significantly lower than that at arotnd l7Yo.

. Whilst the Moorebank IMT proposal visual assessment has yet to be undertaken, it is
unlikely to present the same nature of potential impact on Glenfield Farm as that
associated with the SIMTA proposal. This is mainly due to the location of the rail access
point for the Moorebank IMT well to the north of that proposed by SIMTA.

' It is not clear whether staff car parking is proposed to be grade or in structures.

. Figure 7 of the Climate Risk Assessment Report contains errors in the mapping.

. Incorrect reference in the HRA Report (p. 11) to the site - suggests it covers an area of
220ha comprising l94ha of Govemment owned land and 83 ha which is owned by
SIMTA.

. The artist's impression of the urban village (Urban Design & Landscape report p. 59)
does not appear to identifu or depict a building structure for the proposed hotel up to four
storeys high.

. There may be limited opportunitiesto'create a business park or campus experience
throughout the site' (Urban Design & Landscape Report p. 60).

3. General overview of SIMTA's methodoloqv and approach for consistency and
accuracv

. This section highlights issues that have surfaced during the MPO review:

3.1. Cumulative impact

3.1.1. The SIMTA EA approach

, The SIMTA proposal has identified sunounding projects within the suburb of Moorebank
without a commentary on any potential cumulative impacts thatmay arise from these

identified projects. These projects have been sourced from the DP&I website, the

Envtronment ProtectÌon and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 Public Notices website
and the Liverpool City Council website.

. The SIMTA proposal provides a broad statement that cumulative impacts as a result of
the Moorebank IMT are considered relatively minor and would be restricted to
construction impacts (p 39). There is no detail provided to substantiate this assumption.
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. It is assumed that the potential for exacerbated impacts from the result of dangerous and
hazardous materials would be mitigated due to separation distances. However, this is not
substantiated by a concept design of the SIMTA proposal.

' Cumulative impacts have been assessed on a maximum catchment throughput of one
million TEUs. It has been assumed that if two adjacent intermodal terminals are

developed, that freight would be distributed between the two and neither site would
operate to an intended full capacity. As a result, cumulative impacts would be dispersed
between the two sites. This relies on the assumption that the catchment does not exceed a

maximum container throughput of one million TEUs after 2025.

3.1.2. Adequacy of information for the MPO IMT EIS assessment

The following information gaps have been identif,red during a review of the technical reports
supporting the SIMTA EA. The information requirements and additional assessments

provided below are necessary to appropriately assess the cumulative impacts of construction
and operation of the SIMTA proposal and the Moorebank IMT.

3.1.3. Noise and vibration

The Noise Impact Assessment (Hyder 20ll) does not provide a sufficiently detailed
assessment of potential noise impacts to enable our assessment to determine representative
noise goals or potential cumulative noise impacts where both developments are constructed
and operated. Information omitted from the assessment would need to be resolved before an

assessment of cumulative impacts could be undertaken.

The construction noise assessment is sufficient to make assumption when assessing
cumulative construction noise.

3.1.4. Air quality

A number of technical issues have not been addressed in the Air Quality Impact Assessment
(Hyder 20ll). While the approach adopted is considered within the requirements of the NSW
DECs Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW, the

assessment lacks detail necessary to gain a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of the
SIMTA proposal on the SME site. The following aspects of the Air Quality Impact
Assessment (Hyder 20Il) have not been assessed and would require further assessment:

. Impacts during the construction phase have not been assessed.

, Emission estimates have not been based on operational data for the SIMTA proposal (a

scaled factor from the Enfield ILC has been used). No specific details of staging or
operations have been provided.

. A full emissions inventory does not appear to have been provided'

, Assessment has been made for Particulate Matter (PMro) and Oxides of Nitrogen only.
PM z.s has been assessed qualitatively. Total suspended particulates, dust deposition,

carbon monoxide, sulphur dioxide and organic compounds/air toxics have not been

assessed.

. Meteorological conditions under which worse case impacts occur have not been defined.
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Key sources of emissions have not been fully quantified (contributions of each source to
predicted incremental levels).

Locomotive impacts, from trains entering and leaving the SIMTA site have not been
assessed.

Impacts with mitigation have not been assessed.

3.1.5. Hydrolory

More detail is required regarding the proposed bridge crossing the Georges River. A
hydraulic assessment including the location of the bridge and proposed design drawings are
required to assess the cumulative impacts of the SIMTA proposal and the Moorebank IMT
proposal. Provided that water quality objectives are met and mitigation and management
measures for surface water are constructed as proposed, there is little risk of cumulative
impacts resulting from surface water and water quality of both the SIMTA proposal and the
Moorebank IMT proposal.

3.1.6. Ecology

The ecological information provided is good and of sufficient detail to compile a cumulative
impact assessment, However the extent of impacts is not clear since final design of the rail
spur is not provided. This will limit the usefulness of a cumulative impact assessment at this
stage.

3.2. Throughput capacþ

. SIMTA's proposal appears to only consider IMEX demand of lM TEUs and any
intention of processing the interstate freight is only considered if it occurs on the eastem
most boundary of the current SME site. No discussion of throughput volume it would
generate is provided.

. The strategic freight demand included in the SIMTA proposal has considered a maximum
catchment demand of one million TEUs by 2025. The assessment infers that two
adjacent intermodal terminals would operate below their maximum throughput capacity
due to a lack of demand, which is potentially a sub-optimal outcome for each of the two
proposals. This assumes that catchment demand does not increase beyond 2025.

3.3. IMT Operations

. There is no evidence of commitment from the ARTC that the enabling infrastructure can

be built in time for the start of SIMTA operations to meet the forecast growth.

. The SIMTA reporting of throughput capacity of other terminals in Sydney varies within
their submission. Any inconsistencies should be addressed.

. The proposed number of SIMTA car parking spacing is inconsistent with the number of
employees working there and assumptions made regarding the public transport mode
share.

3.4. Rail link

, There would be noise associated with the raised rail connection to the SSFL and tight
radii ofcurvature.
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The SIMTA proposal requires additional invesûlent in rail inftastructure to facilitate
froight rail capability at full capacity G. 58). The SIMTA proposal has not considered the
feasibility of anticipated rail infrastructure that is required.
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South Western Sydney &
Sydney Local Health Districts

Public Health Unit NSW
GOVFDNMENT

Ms Kylie Seretis ||| lill I lilllill

Manager−Rail and Ports PCL
Infrastructure Projects

NSW Department of Planning & Infrastructure

lI IlllI Illll|lll|llJ!l]Jl]ll|ll IIl III
GPO Box 39 Sydney NSW 2001

28 May 2012

Dear Ms Seretis

Health
Population
Health

Our ref: 05−31−10

Depar t or PIanning

3 ! MAY 2012

Delic a iìü KGOre

Re: Exhibition of Environmental Assessment for Moorebank Intermodal Terminal (SSD − 5066)

Moorebank Avenue, Liverpool

Thank you for your letter to this Public Health Unit of 21 March 2012 advising the above Environmental

Assessment is on exhibition and inviting comments. Moorebank falls within the region covered by our

Public Health Unit and we have prepared a submission on behalf of South Western Sydney Local

Health District and the NSW Ministry of Health. In this instance we have prepared comments, in

consultation with the Ministry of Health's Environmental Health Branch.

1. Consultation

We were given the opportunity to view a draft Environmental Assessment and we submitted comments

on those documents on 20 October, 2011. The documents now on exhibition are largely unchanged

and no adjustment has been made in light of our comments.

We note that in the current documents, with respect to health impacts, in Section 15.2−Assessment of

Additional Issues (p 137) there is reference to consultation with the Department of Health, particularly

regarding air quality and human health. A similar statement is again made in Section 17 (p114). We are

not aware of any such consultation.

We have not been given the opportunity to participate in any of the local consultations that the

proponent may have organised. However, the Ministry of Health and this Unit have been approached

by the local community expressing concern about health impacts of the intermodal development with a

particular focus on air pollution. These concerns are reasonably summarised in Appendix AA of the

Environmental Assessment.

On p16 Appendix AA (Air quality and health impacts) there is a reference to undertaking the risk

assessment in accordance with NSW Health Department Guidelines. NSW Health does not have

specific air quality guidelines and we would usually refer to National Environment Protection Council

monographs and or NSW Protection of the Environment Operations legislation or policies. However, the

general principles of the enHealth guidelines for Assessing human health risks from environmental

hazards have been followed which is the process we usually suggest is followed.

South Western Sydney and Sydney Local Health Districts Public Health Unit

PO Box 374 Camperdown, NSW, 1450, Australia

Telephone: 9515 9420 Facsimile: 9515 9440

PCU034272PCU034272



2. Air quality and possible health effects

The health risk assessment for air pollutants is dependent on models prepared by the consultants PAE

Holmes (Appendix J). Taking a base assumption of locomotive, truck movements and heavy machinery

use for a maximal hour, the consultant calculates emission rates in grams per second for NOx and

PM10 for each source.

The consultants rely heavily on more detailed work previously done for the intermodal site at Enfield

and apply a scaling factor (3.3) to arrive at emission rates for different sources and allocate these

source emissions to various points within the SIMTA site. They then use a plume model to estimate

incremental additional NOx and PM10 at each of 7 residential receptor sites on every side around the

site. Background pollutants levels from the nearby EPA Liverpool monitoring site or Bankstown site are

added to generate a year's worth of predicted data for NOx and PM10 and PM2.5 exposure. The health

risk assessment (Appendix J, Toxikos consultants) takes this base data and develops hazard indexes

based on pollutant exposure at the receptor sites for days or hours when pollutant levels are toward the

higher end of the concentration distribution.

In general, the approach to modeling the air quality impacts adopted by the consultants appears

adequate. However, we have concerns that some of the underlying assumptions may be incorrect and

may lead to an underestimate of air quality and potential health impacts. We make the following

comments on the methods and the findings.

• The consultants rely on a scale factor of 3.3 to generate emissions data from previous work

done for the Enfield Intermodal EIS. This is based on the difference in maximum TEU handling

capacity, i.e. 300,000 per annum for the Enfield site and 1,000,000 per annum for the

Moorefield's site. For example, 24 truck movements (idling) are scaled to 80 truck movements

(idling). This is a relatively simple scaling and does not seem to be a safe assumption at least

for truck movements. The proponents in their own traffic modelling study (Appendix K Transport

and Accessibility Impact Statement Volume 1 section 7.4.5) estimate that daily truck movements

at maximum capacity will be 2,368 each weekday and truck traffic will peak between 2 and 3pm

at an estimated 245 truck movements for this hour. This estimate of maximum hour truck activity

is three−fold greater than that used by the consultants and will affect the calculated emission

rates for idling trucks and moving trucks substantially.

• Choice of receptors seems reasonable except that the defence army base is excluded as a

receptor site. There may be grounds for treating this site differently from residential receptors.

However, it is our understanding that defence personnel reside there. Some estimate of impacts

is warranted including training if applicable.

• The use of the nearby (3km) Liverpool OEH monitoring station to generate background air

quality data for each receptor site is probably not ideal. Some direct ground level measurements

at some of the receptor sites would provide a more accurate estimate of whether incremental

additional exposure from the Intermodal activity would lead to regular increases above guideline

limit values at some receptor sites. These need not be long term measurements but could

validate the use of the Liverpool monitoring station data. We note that some residential receptor

sites are already close to main roads and may have NO2 or PM2.5 exposures higher than that

recorded at the Liverpool site.

• Overall the focus on NOx and PM10/2.5 is reasonable and an assumption of 90% of PM10

fraction as PM2.5 is acceptable.

• It is noted that there are occasional exceedances for PM2.5 at receptor sites 2 and 3 in the

scenarios. These are of limited duration and we agree that as currently calculated these

occasional excursions above 25ug/m3 average for a 24 hour period are probably not of great

health significance (and appear to be mainly driven by variation in background pollution).

However, as noted above the baseline assumptions about truck movements appear unsafe, the

number of days when advisory guideline limits are exceeded could be greater.



• The approach taken in the "Health Risk Assessment" document (Appendix l) is a guideline limit

approach, rather than calculation of risk of various health events. This is an acceptable

approach. However, given the concerns above that we have about base assumptions of truck

movements and some possible variation in baseline NOx and PM10/2.5 at some receptor sites

we believe that this health risk assessment will need to be modified.

• Notwithstanding the above comments, given some inbuilt conservatism in the models the health

risks from any additional air pollution are likely to be low. However, given problems with base

assumptions we recommend that the modelling be redone.

2. Noise

The noise assessment largely is only a preliminary assessment and is careful to recommend that

further detailed assessment will be required at each stage, if approval is given. While construction noise

might be manageable because noise legislation largely restricts hours of building work, the potential

health impacts from operational activities concern us. Continuous 24 hour, 7 day, operational noise is

likely to be a significant issue, particularly at night. This has the potential to significantly impact on

people's health and wellbeing.

It is noted in the Noise Impact Assessment (Appendix O) Sec 4.3.2 that in considering sleep

disturbance criteria, the consultant indicates there are shortcomings with current ENCM criterion and

more detailed analysis may be required. In Sec 5.2.2. the conclusion is noise generation will be

compatible with the proposed usage as an intermodal terminal and warehouse facility. In this regard

while broadband alarms along with placement of buildings may assist with noise reduction, it is well

known that transient noise events, especially at night, have potential to cause considerable annoyance,

sleep disturbance, and hence health issues. With a facility of this nature this could include truck

queuing, and idling, containers banging, trains braking and so forth. While noting the preliminary

background measurements and modeling, the qualification given to the community in the Community

and Stakeholder Outcomes Report that all relevant criteria are Iikely to be met during operation of the

facility (p18) seems to be less than satisfactory.

With residential receptors being in close proximity we consider noise is likely to be one of the more
significant environmental considerations that could impact on health. We think that this is of such

significance that the expertise of the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) is required and we would

like to have the opportunity to canvas our concerns with that Agency. (See comments in 6 below).

3. Light spillage

Light spill is an important issue and it is noted in the Community and Stakeholder Outcomes Report

that, while measures are planned to quantify and mitigate its effects on the SIMTA site, if the adjacent

proposed intermodai development occurs on the School of Military Engineering site there could be

cumulative impacts.

The Visual Impact Assessment report, Section 08, discusses light spill and indicates this will be within

Australian Standards and there will be no impacts. This is outside our area of expertise but again

intrusive light into residential receptors could be of concern. It is noted again these conclusions by the

consultants Reid Campbell are based on preliminary concepts so it will be important that if the project

proceeds more work is done on this issue including cumulative impacts.

4. Road accidents and fatalities

There are no considerations in the traffic models presented of the likelihood of additional accidents and

fatalities resulting from an increase in truck movements at various intersections. This issue has been

raised by those concerned about the development. It would be useful if this question could be covered.



5. Hazards and Risks Assessment

This is covered in Appendix Q and it is noted that the potential for health risks from land contamination

will be assessed. We regularly receive these reports to review either in conjunction with councils or the

EPA Contaminated Sites Unit. It is noted that further work will be undertaken to assess those issues.

From an operational perspective I would draw your attention to recent changes to the Protection of the

Environment Legislation Amendment Act 2011. This requires reporting pollution incidents immediately

to all relevant response agencies including the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) the Ministry of

Health, the WorkCover Authority, Fire and Rescue NSW and the local authority. These changes have

probably come in since these reports were drafted but the requirements should be factored into

emergency response plans.

6. Other

The assessment of environmental impacts for a development of this nature is complex. It is noted that

the proximity to residential receptors is variable for impacts, being as close as 200 metres for air

(Toxicos p20) and 400 metres from the site for light impacts (P117 Reid Campbell).

This is a significant, 'nationally recognised', infrastructure project. We understand there is still some

clarification regarding who will be the ARA in this instance for environmentai impacts. With no

disrespect to councils' capabilities and in light of significant community concern we feel that it would be

more appropriate if the EPA was the Appropriate Regulatory Authority (ARA). We often work with that

agency on other large projects and recommend that comment is sought from EPA. We would be happy

to work with them given that this project, if approved, will have a need for ongoing environmental

assessments as recommended in the various consultants' reports.

As previously raised by the Ministry, for a nationally recognised infrastructure project we strongly

recommended that a comprehensive health impact assessment (HIA) be conducted. There is an

assumption that there will be an improvement in air quality either in the local region of Liverpool or in

the Sydney Basin because of reduction in truck movements along the M5 corridor and a HIA is a useful

process to identify net regional health gains or losses. It is interesting that with the concurrent Federal

Government proposal in the same precinct, we were able to table a similar suggestion regarding the

usefulness of a HIA for such a major project which has been supported by the proponent.

In summary, it is of concern that the various studies are rather open ended and that there is an

assumption that there has been consultation with the Ministry of Health. We would like to see the

involvement of the EPA in assessment of environmental emissions and impacts which falls under their

legislation and have the opportunity to work with them further on the assessment of impacts of the

development on the local community.

Thank you for considering these comments and should you require further clarification please contact

Stephen Conaty or Graham Burgess at SSW PHU on 9515 9420.

Yours sincerely

Stephen Conaty

Director

South Western Sydney and Sydney Local Health Districts' Public Health Unit
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