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GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001 TSR INVICI

Dear Ms Sharma

RE: Request for Heritage Council comments on the revised Environmental
Assessment for SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility (MP10_0193).

Reference is made to your letter of 2 September 2013 requesting any comments that the
Heritage Council may have regarding the revised Environmental Assessment (EA) currently
on Public Exhibition for SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility. This letter was
accompanied by a 4 volume hard copy report and one copy on CD which included a Non-
Indigenous Heritage Assessment by Artefact Heritage Services (Appendix T). It is noted that
the Heritage Council has previously commented on this project in December 2010,
November 2011 and on the original EA in April 2012,

It is understood that this EA was revised and submitted for a second round of public
consultation as the Director-General of the Department of Planning has recently designated
the proposal as a project on land which has multiple owners.

As Delegate of the Heritage Council | have considered the revised EA and consider that the
previously provided comments of April 2012 are still appropriate. These comments are
reiterated below for your convenience:

e Based on the information contained within the EA and Appendix T the proposed
mitigation measures and subsequent Draft Statement of Commitments relating to
Non-Indigenous Heritage within the Concept Plan are considered appropriate at this
stage in the project’s lifetime.

However, once the projects design and scope of works is further refined, these DSoC
must be revised to take into consideration any additional impacts resulting from this
ongoing refinement of works.

e The Statement of Heritage Impact to identify any impacts to Glenfield Farm must be
submitted to the Heritage Council for comment and endorsement prior to any works
being approved or taking place which could impact on the State Heritage Listed
property.

Helping the community conserve our heritage
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e Prior to any historical archaeological investigations taking place, the proposed
Excavation Director must submit a statement to the Heritage council detailing their
suitability to undertake the works against the Heritage Council Excavation Directors

Criteria.

Inquiries on this matter may be directed to Katrina Stankowski on 98738569 or via email at
Katrina. Stankowski@heritage.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

25/09/2013

Vincent Sicari

Manager

Conservation Team

Heritage Division

Office of Environment & Heritage

AS DELEGATE OF THE NSW HERITAGE COUNCIL

Helping the community conserve our heritage






























Department of
Primary Industries

OUT13/31633 22 OCT 2013

Ms Swati Sharma

Infrastructure Projects - Rail and Ports

NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Swati.Sharma@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Sharma,

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal, Moorebank (MP 10_0193)
Response to exhibition of revised Environmental Assessment

| refer to your letter dated 2 September 2013 requesting advice from the Department
of Primary Industries (DPI) in respect to the above matter.

Comment by NSW Office of Water
The NSW Office of Water provides the comments detailed at Attachment A to this
letter.

For further information please contact Janne Grose, Planning and Assessment
Coordinator (Penrith office) on (02) 4729 8262 or at:
Janne.G .nsw.aov.au

Comment by Agriculture NSW
Agriculture NSW advise no issues.

For further information please contact Andrew Docking, Resource Management
Officer (Richmond office) on 4588 2128, or at: andrew.docking@dpi.nsw.gov.au

Comment by SW Fisheries

Fisheries NSW has considered the environmental assessment and proposed
mitigation measures and raises no objection to the proposal provided that the
following aspects of the 'Aquatic Flora and Fauna' and 'Riparian’ subsections and
stormwater treatment measures of the Statement of Commitments are implemented

Fisheries NSW notes that there is no detail in respect to the design and construction
of the proposed water crossing of the Georges River at this (concept) stage. The
proponent should be required to consult with Fisheries NSW during the finalisation
of the design of this crossing and when developing the CEMP relating to the

NSW Department of Primary Industries
Level 48 MLC Centre, 19 Martin Place Sydney NSW 2000
GPO Box 5477, SYDNEY NSW 2001
Tel: 02 9338 6666 Fax: 02 9338 6970 www.dpi.nsw.gov.au ABN: 72 189 919 072



construction of the waterway crossing and other works within the riparian zone. It is
critical that the passage of fish in the Georges River is not completely obstructed
during bridge construction.

It is noted that the construction of another bridge, to a proposed neighbouring
intermodal facility, is proposed across the Georges River in the Moorebank area.
The preference of this Department is that one bridge only be constructed over the
river. Further, the possibility of two bridges so close to each other emphasises the
necessity to ensure that the bridge designs are wholly consistent with fish-friendly
design principles.

The proponent should note that Fisheries NSW also has a policy regarding the width
of riparian buffer zones. Reference to the Department's 'Policy and Guidelines for
Fish habitat Conservation and Management (2013) (available from:

manuals/fish-habitat-conservation) should be made in further detailed design of any
works within the riparian zone of the Georges River.

For further information please contact Carla Ganassin, Conservation Manager
(Wollongong office) on (02) 4254 5527, or at: carla.ganassin@dpi.nsw.gov.au

Comment by Crown Lands

As advised by this Department in previous correspondence relating to this matter,
any component of the proposed development occurring on Crown land (being the
bed of the Georges River and a Crown Road) will require an approval under the
Crown Lands Act 1989 for occupation of the Crown land.

For further information please contact David McPherson, Director East (Newcastle
office) on 02 66403417, or at: David.McPherson@lands.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely



Attachment A
SIMTA Intermodal Terminal, Moorebank (MP 10_0193)

Response to exhibition of EIS
Additional comments by the NSW Office of Water

Georges River and Anzac Creek

Riparian corridors

The draft Statement of Commitments in the EA includes a Commitment that the riparian setback
along the Georges River is likely to be between 30 and 50 m (20-40 m CRZ and 10 mVB) and a
30 metre wide riparian setback is to be established for Anzac Creek (page 176). This
Commitment for Anzac Creek is consistent with advice previously provided by the Office of Water
for this project and the nearby SSD-5066. The Office of Water recommended a 30 m wide
setback (measured from top of bank) is established either side of Anzac Creek.

In relation to the Georges River, the Office of Water previously provided riparian corridor advice
in it's submission for the SSD-5066 (letter dated 16/12/2011).The PEA for SSD-5066 indicated a
50 metre riparian corridor is to be established along the river and the Office of Water
recommended wider widths are provided in addition to the riparian requirements along the river to
function as a regional corridor network.

Since providing the above riparian advice, the Office of Water has issued a new series of
controlled activities guidelines (July 2012). The guidelines provide information relating to
controlled activities on waterfront land. These can be found online at:
http://www.water.nsw.gov.auNVater-Licensing/ApprovaIs/ControlIed-activities/default.aspx.

Please note, other regulatory agencies may have differing or stricter requirements in relation to
aspects of riparian corridor management and it is recommended the DP&I consider the riparian
advice of these agencies.

Prior to any project approval, it is recommended the riparian corridor widths to be established are
clarified so as to inform the riparian areas that are proposed to be revegetated and restored with
local providence species. The corridors should be measured from top of bank. It is recommended
a Condition of Approval specifies the riparian corridor widths to be established along the
watercourses.

Management controls and mitigation measures in the EA include an operation control that
revegetation in the riparian zone will be checked and maintained regularly (see Section 7.3.2.3,
page 88). The EA indicates that a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) should be prepared prior
to the construction of the rail corridor detailing restoration, regeneration and rehabilitation of
areas of native vegetation in the vicinity of the proposed rail corridor (page 253). The
revegetation and maintenance of the riparian corridors should be in accordance with a VMP
which provides specific details on the riparian corridor areas to be restored. It is recommended a
condition of approval is included that the riparian corridors to be restored are in accordance with
the VMP.

Watercourse Crossings

The Urban Design and Landscape Report notes the proposed rail link to the SIMTA site will need
to cross both Anzac Creek and the Georges River (see page 14). The Office of Water in its
previous submission on the EA (dated 24 May 2012) recommended that the design and
construction of watercourse crossings and outlet structures is in accordance with the NSW Office
of Water Guidelines for Controlled Activities.



The EA indicates rail infrastructure will include a culvert crossing of Anzac Creek and bridging of
the Georges River (see Section 2.5.1.1, pages 30 and 31). The Aquatic Ecology report (July
2011) indicates a rail bridge is proposed to traverse both the Georges River and Anzac Creek
(see pages 3, 19). The Stormwater and Flooding report indicates the preferred type of
watercourse crossing for Anzac Creek is a culvert because it is a Class 3 fish habitat (page 29).
However, it is unclear why a bridge crossing of Anzac Creek is not an option.

In accordance with the Office of Water Guidelines for Watercourse Crossings on Waterfront land,
the design and construction of crossings should consider the full width of the riparian corridor and
its functions. Bridges which span the watercourse channel provide the best opportunities for
maintaining the channel functions. Ideally bridge crossings should be elevated and span the
riparian corridor.

Section 10.3.1 of the EA recommends consideration is given to a multi cell culvert crossing
design for Anzac Creek with a combination of elevated “dry” cells to encourage terrestrial
movement and recessed wet cells to facilitate fish passage (page 108). If a culvert crossing of
Anzac Creek is to be used, it is recommended the Statements of Commitments are amended to
include a commitment that a multi cell culvert crossing design is to be used to facilitate aquatic
and terrestrial fauna movement with elevated "dry" culvert cells and recessed "wet" cells. Itis
suggested the cell size of the culverts facilitates the movement of woody debris and the culverts
have naturalised bases rather then concrete flooring.

Section 10.3.1 of the EA recommends the design of the Georges River bridge crossing should
incorporate light penetration under the bridge to encourage fish passage (page 106). It is
suggested the bridge design spans the full width of the riparian corridor and allows sufficient
natural light and moisture to penetrate beneath the structure to allow for plant growth on the
banks. This will assist to improve riparian connectivity and naturalised stabilisation. The bridge
design should also minimise the number of piers located within the bed and banks of the
watercourse to assist mitigate future stability and maintenance costs. It is recommended the
Statements of Commitments are amended to incorporate these design features and those listed
in Section 10.3.1.

Groundwater

Section 9.3.1.1 of the EA notes the areas of environmental concern should be addressed through
the implementation of a Site Management Plan (SMP), including a groundwater monitoring
program to confirm and monitor groundwater quality over time. It indicates that elevated
concentrations of chemicals of concern identified in groundwater and fill materials are to be
addressed as part of the SMP (page 97). The Statement of Commitments includes a commitment
that a Phase 2 intrusive investigation would be undertaken for the staged redevelopment of the
rail corridor land and this investigation would include a program of soil and groundwater sampling
(page 178). Given that the EPA would regulate any clean up of the site, the Office of Water does
not have a specific role but requests copies of any groundwater management plans, groundwater
monitoring reports and the outcomes of the investigations etc to gain an understanding of any
groundwater impacts over time to assist in managing groundwater access.

As previously advised the proponent needs to ensure that the taking of water such as dewatering
during construction is appropriately authorised, and should liaise with the Office of Water in
relation to this.

End Attachment A
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To Whom it May Concern

SUBMISSION - SYDNEY INTERMODAL TERMINAL ALLIANCE - REVISED
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The following submission represents the views of the Department of Defence (Defence) on
the revised draft Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) Environmental Assessment
(EA).

1. Impacts on Commonwealth owned land (Lot 3001 DP1125930) to the south of the
SIMTA site

o Loss of biodiversity offset value on Commonwealth land

Any development such as the SIMTA rail link proposed on the Commonwealth Government
owned land (Lot 3001 DP1125930) south of the SIMTA site would result in a loss of
biodiversity value to the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth is considering using the
Commonwealth land south of the SIMTA site (Lot 3001 DP1125930) as a biodiversity offset
site to compensate for potential clearing associated with the proposed Commonwealth
Moorebank Intermodal Project. It is likely that the clearing associated with the SIMTA
proposed rail link would reduce the biodiversity offsetting potential of this land.

Defence requests that SIMTA be required (through a condition of the concept plan approval)
to consult with the Commonwealth as part of the Project Approval process in relation to its
plans regarding the development of the Commonwealth land south of the SIMTA site (Lot
3001 DP1125930).

e Anzac Creek water quality

The potential water quality and sedimentation impacts to Anzac Creek and surrounding
habitat are of concern to the Commonwealth. The impact of altered flow regimes (both
increased and decreased) from proposed hardstand and storm water detention systems on the
SIMTA site will result in:



—  increased sediment loads in Anzac Creek during construction; and

— altered water flows, including contaminated water, during operation.

It is unclear how these impacts will be managed effectively to ensure that no environmental
impacts occur to Commonwealth land and Anzac Creek in particular.

Defence requests that any conditions of approval include a requirement for water quality
controls to be implemented for both the construction and operation of the proposed SIMTA
project so that water quality in Anzac Creek is maintained or improved above existing
conditions. In addition, an ongoing sampling and water quality monitoring program should
be established through the construction and operation of the proposed SIMTA project.

e Hydrology and flooding

The predicted maximum flood (PMF) one hour event (as stated in the SIMTA EA), results in
flood level increases of 0.25 metres on Commonwealth Government land (Lot 3001
DP1125930) immediately south of the proposed SIMTA site. It is unclear how any potential
impact would be adequately mitigated and effectively controlled so that no flood level
increases are experienced on Commonwealth land.

Construction works on the SIMTA site are discussed within the SIMTA EA as likely to result
in changes to the quality and quantity of water exiting the SIMTA site. This could result in a
number of detrimental impacts to the Commonwealth owned land around Anzac Creek such
as flooding, erosion, sedimentation, and to potential fish habitat.

Defence proposes that the following condition (or similar) be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:

SIMTA is required to ensure that no increase in predicted flood levels is experienced on
adjacent Commonwealth land as a result of the proposed SIMTA development.

o SIMTA Rail Link

The proposed rail corridor through Commonwealth land (Lot 3001 DP1125930) south of the
proposed SIMTA site has not been accurately defined and appears open to future change. As
suggested in the SIMTA EA, the area to be impacted by the development of the rail link
could increase "depending on engineering requirements”. The determination of a final rail
alignment could alter any proposed plans the Commonwealth has for this land.

Defence proposes that relevant engineering studies should be undertaken and finalised by
SIMTA to allow the Commonwealth to accurately understand the proposed project and any
subsequent impacts to Commonwealth land, should it agree to SIMTA’s rail connection
crossing Commonwealth land, which to date it has not.
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2. Impacts on the School of Military Engineering (SME) (prior to its relocation in
mid-2015)

e  Traffic and access

It is unclear how traffic and access arrangements to the SIMTA site will impact users of the
adjacent SME site, particularly during Stage 1 construction works during which the SME will
continue to run as military barracks with both residential and educational functions.

Defence proposes that the current SIMTA EA should consider the operation of the residential
and educational functions on the SME site.

e Noise

Defence notes that the current noise assessment of the impacts on the SME site is inadequate
as it fails to acknowledge the residential and educational functions of the site. Therefore it is
necessary that the noise assessment be updated to assess the SME site as a residential and
educational facility for both an operational and construction noise assessment until the SME
site is vacated by Defence, which is anticipated to be in mid-2015.

An assessment of the staged construction and operation of the SIMTA project has not been
undertaken. Therefore it is unclear what noise impacts will be experienced at the SME site
under these scenarios. A conservative approach should be taken to adopting the
recommended criteria from the Interim Construction Noise Guideline, Industrial Noise Policy
and Australian/New Zealand Standard 2107:2000: Acoustics — Recommended design sound
levels and reverberation times for building interiors.

It is also noted in Appendix I (Noise Impact Assessment) of the SIMTA EA that “the
majority of the construction is expected to occur during standard construction hours”.
Defence proposes that the following condition (or similar) be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:

All construction works would be limited to standard daytime construction hours

If no such commitment can be made, then an assessment of evening and night construction
noise impacts is required.

e Air quality

It is unclear how the air quality assessment has comprehensively assessed construction
impacts on Commonwealth owned land. In particular, air quality impacts from the
construction of Stage 1 of the SIMTA development have not been assessed, despite the
ongoing operation of SME (residential and educational premises) west of Moorebank
Avenue.

Defence notes that the air quality assessment of the impacts on the SME site is inadequate. It
is unclear what air quality impacts will be experienced under various combined construction
and operations scenarios and therefore it is necessary that the air quality assessment be
updated.

Defending Australia and its National Interests



o Light spill

The SIMTA EA does not clearly specify hours of construction. In this regard, Defence is
concerned about potential light spill impacts that may affect the residential dwellings located
on the SME site, west of Moorebank Avenue, during the construction of Stage 1.

Defence proposes that the following condition (or similar) be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:

All construction works would be limited to standard daytime construction hours

If no such commitment can be made, the light spill assessment should be expanded to
consider construction light spill on the residential receivers within the SME site.

e Height of SIMTA structures overlooking SME

Defence acknowledges that the SIMTA EA refers to the current Liverpool City Council
Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2008 “Height of Buildings Map”, which limits the height of
buildings on the Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) site to a
maximum of 15 metres, which is consistent with the maximum building height of 15 metres
for the ABB Australia site off Bapaume Road.

The proposed building heights in the SIMTA EA (rail mounted gantries 32m; lighting towers
40m; and warehouse buildings 21m) would significantly exceed the height restrictions
imposed in the LEP, and the current height of buildings at DNSDC and sites adjacent to the
SME.

Defence holds a concern over the excessive height of SIMTA’s proposed infrastructure whilst
the SME remains in operation.

Defence requests that the following condition (or similar) be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:

All structures and infrastructure on the SIMTA site are not to exceed the maximum
building height of 15 metres contained within the Liverpool City Council Local
Environment Plan (LEP) 2008 “Height of Buildings Map”, until the SME site is
vacated and approval obtained from Liverpool City Council.

3. Impacts on future Commonwealth use of the SME site
e  Hydrology and flooding

It is noted in Appendix P (Flood Study and Water Management) of the SIMTA EA that flood
levels would increase by 0.1 m — 0.2 m upstream of the proposed rail link culvert crossing
and across Moorebank Avenue. This increase in flood levels could impact on any future
developments on the SME land and it is unclear how these impacts will be mitigated.

Defence proposes that the following condition (or similar) be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:
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SIMTA is required to ensure that no increases in predicted flood levels are
experienced on adjacent Commonwealth land, including Moorebank Avenue and the
SME site - as a result of the proposed SIMTA development.

It is noted that the published flood impact maps are illegible and need substantial
improvement. This is considered of high importance to the Commonwealth as a potentially
affected landowner.

4. Impacts on the Defence Logistics Transformation Program (DLTP) construction
and relocated DNSDC operations on Lot 3002 in DP1125930 known as ‘West
Wattle Grove’ — 2014 onward

e  Traffic and access

Defence notes that the DNSDC is currently operating under a lease that permits ongoing
occupation of the SIMTA site until 2018 and beyond. SIMTA has not approached Defence
regarding an early termination of the current lease arrangement for the DNSDC. In the event
that the DNSDC remains on site, the proposed SIMTA program may not be able to be
achieved or could significantly impact on ongoing DNSDC operations and activities on site.

New facilities for the DNSDC are being constructed on the adjacent property under the DLTP
project which is not due for completion until late 2014; after which Defence will further
require a period of time to vacate the SIMTA site. The initial construction stages of the
proposed SIMTA project would take place during the completion of the DLTP and the
migration of DNSDC.

It is unclear what impact SIMTA construction traffic will have on the daily traffic and access
requirements of the DLTP site and relocated DNSDC operations. Whilst a new intersection
providing access to the DLTP site is discussed within the SIMTA EA, the assessment has not
considered how this intersection will perform during the SIMTA construction stages.

As part of an updated traffic assessment, an assessment of the proposed new DLTP
intersection should be undertaken considering impacts from the construction stages of the
proposed SIMTA project, and how traffic and access to the DLTP site would be managed.

e Noise and vibration
The SIMTA EA has acknowledged that potential construction vibration may impact on some

buildings within the relocated DNSDC site. It is unclear what mitigation has been identified
by SIMTA to address this issue.

As a result Defence proposes that the following condition, or similar be applied to any future
SIMTA approval:

SIMTA is required to ensure that potential vibration impacts at adjacent properties are
controlled using best practice vibration management techniques. Any residual vibration
impacts should not adversely impact upon adjacent land users as far as practicable.
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e Air quality

Construction air quality impacts on the relocated DNSDC site located at West Wattle Grove
have not been considered.

Defence notes that the air quality assessment of the impacts on the DLTP site is inadequate.
It is unclear what air quality impacts will be experienced under the construction scenario and
therefore it is necessary that the air quality assessment be updated.

5. Impacts on other Commonwealth land
o  Moorebank Avenue impacts and upgrades

The SIMTA Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment (Appendix F) discusses the main
elements of the SIMTA proposal, however there is no commitment to road upgrades as part
of the proposal. The SIMTA EA should clearly state what road improvements would be
undertaken as part of this proposal.

Construction works required to upgrade Moorebank Avenue, Cambridge Avenue and
ANZAC Road, currently Commonwealth owned roads (the Roads), has not been included
within the scope of the SIMTA EA. The SIMTA EA has not addressed how these works will
be undertaken with the proposed SIMTA intermodal project in operation.

Based on the assumption that any upgrades to the Roads would be undertaken after Stage 1 of
the proposed SIMTA project has been developed and is operational, the construction impacts
from Moorebank Avenue upgrades could be significant.

It is anticipated that during this time the existing Commonwealth owned road would be
degraded by construction works but would still be required to cater for construction traffic,
operational SIMTA traffic and non SIMTA traffic. These works would result in potential
traffic and access, noise, air quality, and other amenity impacts to neighbouring land users
which have not been assessed.

The SIMTA EA should provide analysis to demonstrate what traffic conditions will be
experienced before and during the identified upgrades to Moorebank Avenue. In addition, an
assessment of potential noise and air quality impacts should be undertaken for these stages.

The responsibilities for ongoing maintenance of Moorebank Avenue under a proposed
SIMTA project have not been discussed and are unclear. Given that Moorebank Avenue is a
Defence owned road, the Commonwealth has an interest in the types of use of its road and the
potential impacts and ongoing maintenance costs for Moorebank Avenue. As a result
Defence proposes that the following condition, or similar be applied to any future SIMTA
approval:

A framework for an ongoing road maintenance contributions agreement for

Moorebank Avenue should be established between Defence and SIMTA, prior to the
commencement of Stage 1 works.
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The SIMTA EA has not assessed the impact of future SIMTA traffic on the Moorebank
Avenue and Bapaume Road intersection. It is noted that no road improvements have been
suggested for this intersection as part of the SIMTA EA. This could have future road
capacity and safety impacts due to the relatively short distance between Bapaume Road and
the M5 Motorway interchange.

The SIMTA EA should provide analysis of the Moorebank Avenue and Bapaume Road
intersection to demonstrate that this intersection does not require any upgrades. Further, it
should also demonstrate how its other proposed site access points on Moorebank Avenue
would operate if a shared DLTP northern access is not practicable.

® Road safety concerns regarding SIMTA trucks potentially parking on Moorebank
Avenue

As an adjacent land user, maintaining road safety throughout all stages of development and
operation of the proposed SIMTA project is of key importance to the Commonwealth. It is
unclear how SIMTA plans to process the number of heavy vehicles entering and exiting the
SIMTA site to ensure that heavy vehicles do not need to park along Moorebank Avenue.

Given that Moorebank Avenue is used by a number of local businesses and stakeholders, the
proposed operational concept of the SIMTA project should be clearly presented to allow
adjacent landowners to understand how this issue has been considered and will be managed.
In addition, more information is required regarding the movement of heavy vehicles during
periods of concurrent construction and operation of the SIMTA proposal, for example during
the years 2017 and 2020.

It is recommended that the SIMTA EA be updated to demonstrate how truck parking has
been allowed for and how parking and access will be managed and controlled.

As a result Defence proposes that the following condition, or similar be applied to any future
SIMTA approval:

All SIMTA related traffic is required to enter and exit the site without delay. At no

time would Heavy Vehicles be permitted to park or wait on Moorebank Avenue
unless in an emergency situation.

o Utilities and Services proposed for “Greenhills Road”

Defence notes that SIMTA proposes to use the unofficially named “Greenhills Road”
easement corridor to connect water supply, sewage and electricity services to the proposed
SIMTA project.

SIMTA has not approached Defence on this matter.

The “Greenhills Road” easement corridor is already heavily utilised for Defence purposes,

and Defence will not agree to providing public access to the easement corridor for non-
Defence purposes.

Defending Australia and its National Interests



6. Cumulative impacts

It is noted that the SIMTA EA has made a number of assumptions regarding the assessment
of cumulative impacts relative to the proposed Commonwealth Moorebank Intermodal
Terminal Project. The approach adopted by SIMTA whereby the cumulative impact of both
projects is assumed to be the same as a SIMTA-only scenario (based on the premise that there
is a maximum catchment demand of one million Twenty-foot Equivalent Units [TEU] for the
import/export movements of container terminal (IMEX) freight) is not considered to be an
appropriate way to assess cumulative impacts, given that:

= no assessment has been undertaken that considers the site specific environmental impacts
of the combined operation of the Commonwealth Moorebank Intermodal Terminal
Project and the SIMTA project with one million IMEX TEU shared between the two
intermodal terminals. Although this proposed scenario is significantly different to the
construction and operation of the SIMTA project alone, it has been assumed to be
effectively the same;

» it appears that no consideration has been given to the spatial layout and infrastructure
proposed as part of the Moorebank Intermodal Project, including the various
environmental impacts from construction and operation of these components;

= it is unclear how environmental impacts from this proposed scenario incorporating the
dual site intermodal operation would replicate those of a single site operation. This is
particularly unclear given that issues such as noise, air quality, traffic, hydrology and
flooding, waste and energy differ significantly according to the location of the activity or
source of environmental impact;

»« it is unclear how the staged operation and construction of the SIMTA project has been
considered in the cumulative assessment of other developments such as the Moorebank
Intermodal Project; and

» the cumulative assessment only incorporates the IMEX component and fails to
incorporate the impacts of the development of the Interstate and warehousing functions
of the Moorebank Intermodal Project.

Defence requests that the cumulative scenario proposed by SIMTA, where IMEX TEUs are
evenly split across both the SIMTA and the Commonwealth Moorebank Intermodal Terminal
Project sites, be re-assessed. The assessment should clearly define the size and extent of
infrastructure to be developed across each site, and should consider:

— the cumulative impact of the IMEX facility (either on the SIMTA site, the
Commonwealth Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Project site or distributed across
both sites) plus the interstate and warehousing components of the Commonwealth
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Project;

_  impacts associated with the construction of both Project sites, including the
construction of other components of the Moorebank Intermodal under this scenario;

— impacts associated with the combined operations of the two sites under this scenario,
including potential noise, air quality, traffic and access as well as hydrology and
flooding;
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—  impacts associated with the staged construction and operation of the cumulative
scenario as defined by SIMTA; and

— any relevant assumptions required to make this scenario plausible.

7. Implementation of the SIMTA proposal
e Purchase of Commonwealth land

Defence notes that details regarding SIMTA’s intended acquisition of Commonwealth
Government Land have not been addressed in the EA. It is noted that the EIS does not
address the provisions of the Commonwealth Land Acquisition Act 1989, which establishes
the provisions for acquisition of Commonwealth land by another party. Given that the
project would be partially constructed on Commonwealth land (Lot 3001 DP1125930), it
would be beneficial to understand how SIMTA intends to obtain an interest in the
Commonwealth land, as it relates to the project.

e Project staging

It is unclear how the assessment of impacts in the SIMTA EA has accounted for the partial
construction and operation scenarios that would arise, for example:

»  during operation of Stage 1 and construction of Stage 2; or

»  during operation of Stages 1 and 2 and construction of Stage 3.

Given the scale and duration of the proposed development, it is expected that a range of
assessment scenarios would have been assessed which are representative of the entire project
lifecycle.

Defence recommends that the SIMTA EA be updated to include an assessment of the staged
construction and operation of the proposed SIMTA project, e.g. during years 2017 and 2020.

e Noise and vibration

It is noted that the SIMTA Noise Assessment (Appendix I) has assumed the separate timing
and scheduling of a number of construction activities. It is unclear if the noise assessment
has accounted for any potential overlap in the scheduling of these activities and any potential
noise impacts that would result.

Defence recommends a subsequent noise impact assessment is undertaken as part of the
Project Approval based on the proposed construction and operational details available at that
time.

A copy of this response has been sent to Mr James Tregurtha, Assistant Secretary, South-
Eastern Australia Environmental Assessment from the Department of the Environment; Mr
Phil Smith, Assistant Secretary NBN and Moorebank Shareholder for the Department of
Finance; Mr Richard Wood, General Manager Rail and Intermodal from the Department of

Defending Australia and its National Interests



Infrastructure and Regional Development; and Mr Chris Wilson, Executive Director, Major
Projects Assessment at the NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure.

Yours sincerely,

QQ\ N

N\

Darren Naumann
Brigadier
Acting Head Infrastructure

ﬂ ] October 2013
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21 October 2013

To Whom it may Concern:

RE: SIMTA MOOREBANK INTERMODAL TERMINAL FACILITY

We are pleased to write this letter in support of the concept plan application for the
redevelopment of the Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA) which seeks concept approval
for the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility.

The proposal is wholly consistent with strategic planning and transport policies as it will provide
significant contribution to the key freight objective of the NSW Government which aims to increase
the proportion of container freight being moved by rail from Port Botany to 28%.

Objectives

The SIMTA development has the potential to support NSW freight policy objectives, whilst
providing the capacity required to achieve the 28% rail freight target share.

The proposed rail link to the SIMTA site is considered suitable to support a ‘whole-of-precinct
approach’, with both the SIMTA site and the Moorebank Intermodal Company Limited (MICL) site
capable of using the same connection point to the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL). The
benefits of providing a single connection point to the SSFL servicing both sites, whilst following the
proposed SIMTA rail link alignment, are considered to be of great economic and social benefit as
there will be a reduced impact on the surrounding communities, as well as a reduction in overall
capital costs of work.

The Moorebank Industrial Area comprises approximately 200 hectares of industrial development
and the SIMTA proposal will not restrict the siting and layout options for the Moorebank
Intermodal Company Limited (MICL) proposal.

Benefits

The benefit arising from the proposal with regard to its strategic contribution to the development
of the intermodal network and the increased share of container freight being moved by rail can be
divided into two groups including the economic/social and environmental benefits.


http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view_job&job_id=4400

Economic/Social Benefits

e Creation of 850 direct and indirect jobs per annum over the six year construction period, 2,840 jobs
during the operational stage when the terminal reaches a throughput capacity of one million TEU
(twenty-foot equivalent units) per annum, with a further 4,260 jobs generated indirectly once the
facility is fully operational;

e Areduction in net travel time and labour cost savings;

e Creating a facility that will attract industrial and business development to Moorebank;

e (Catalyst for land use development that will complement, and not compete with, the employment
role of the Liverpool CBD; and

e Provide a concentrated freight and logistics employment hub, thus providing key employment
opportunities for the surrounding residential community, and accordingly promote close to home
work opportunities.

Environmental Benefits

Through the environmental assessment process a number of regionally ecologically sustainable
development benefits have been identified arising from the shift towards rail based freight
transport.

It is considered that this redevelopment will provide significant environmental benefits by way of:

e reducing congestion and heavy vehicle movement along the M5 Motorway between Port Botany
and Moorebank by 2,375 vehicles per day;

e Rehabilitation and regeneration of degraded areas of vegetation to improve the overall
biodiversity quality of the land comprising the rail corridor;

e A positive impact on regional air quality from an overall net reduction in emissions for NOx and
PM; and

e The Greenhouse Gas Assessment has demonstrated that the SIMTA proposal can achieve an annual
GHG saving of 43,206 tCO,e per annum through improved transport and operational efficiency.

Adjoining Land and Locational Benefits

The land immediately adjacent to the SIMTA site, including the Glenfield Waste Site has been
considered in detail, having regard to the potential impacts arising from the construction and
operation of the SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility. The use of the existing Rail corridor and East
Hills railway line bridge crossing is considered to be the most appropriate location for the proposed
use having regard to the opportunities to reduce the potential cumulative impacts.

The proposed location of the bridge associated with the SIMTA proposal is consistent with the
location previously proposed by the State Government, is consistent with an immediately
proximate use of the land (i.e. East Hills Railway Corridor) and would prevent the requirement for
either a level crossing or overhead crossing at Moorebank Avenue, thus making it an ideal
opportunity to use existing infrastructure and minimise on costs.

Glenfield Waste Services- Submission SIMTA Project P



CONCLUSION

GWS has reviewed the Environmental Assessment as part of the concept application in detail and
overall, considers that the Environmental Assessment has provided a comprehensive report that
gives consideration to all required aspects of the proposal, as well as the adjoining development,
including the MICL proposal for the redevelopment of the School of Military Engineering (SME)
site. GWS considers this an excellent opportunity to advance the assessment of the SIMTA
proposal and facilitate the planned provision of intermodal terminal facilities at Moorebank.

Overall, the assessment provides evidence that the development proposed in the concept Plan
application is in the public interest, both from an economic and environmental perspective.

| trust that this submission clearly outlines GWS support for the SIMTA proposal and would welcome any
queries.

Sincerely,

/’T%’M%M |

Georgie Kennett
General Manager

Glenfield Waste Services- Submission SIMTA Project P



'(!i“_‘!)' Office of
NSW Environment

GOVERNMENT & Heﬂtage Your reference:  MP10_0193
Qur reference: DOC13/54401
Contact: Marnie Stewart, 9995 6868

Ms Swarti Sharma

Senijor Planner — Rail and Ports
Infrastructure Projects

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Ms Sharma

| refer to your letter received by the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) of 12 September
2013 inviting comments from the Office of Environmental and Heritage (OEH) on the exhibited
revised Environmental Assessment (EA) for the SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility MP 10_0193.

OEH has reviewed the revised EA and provides the attached comments in relation to Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage and biodiversity matters. Any comments in relation to European heritage may be
provided separately by OEH's Heritage Branch.

It should also be noted that OEH must not be prescribed an approval or sign off role in any
condition of approval without prior agreement. At this stage, OEH does not agree to any approval
or consultation role for this project.

If you wish to discuss any of the issues raised in this attached comments, please contact Marnie
Stewart, Senior Regional Operations Officer, on 9995 6868.

Yours sincerely -

S Y

Susan Harrison

Senior Team Leader Planning
Greater Sydney Region
Regional Operations

PO Box 644 Parramatta NSW 2124
Level 6, 10 Valentine Av, Parramatia NSW
Tel: (02) 9995 5000  Fax: {02) 9995 6900

ABN 30 841 387 271
wAvy.environment.nsw.gov.au
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Attachment 1: OEH comments on the exhib'ited revised Environmental Assessment for the
SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility

1. Aboriginal Cultural Heritage

While it is noted that the proposal has not yet been finalised and the impacts to Aboriginal Cuitural
Heritage are not yet precisely known, OEH supports the mitigation measures recommended by the
assessment report, in particular that:

» Impacts to potential archaeological deposit (PADs) be entirely avoided (i.e. no
modifications to ground surface in any way, including but not limited to excavation, grading
and the use of heavy or metal tracked vehicles); or if impact to an area of PAD cannot
be avoided

o Test excavations be undertaken in accordance with. current archaeological practice and
any relevant guidelines to determine the nature, extent and significance of any Aboriginal
archaeological deposit.

OEH notes the assessment report (Appendix S) identifies three areas of PAD as well as an area of
cultural interest (Area 1) and eight surface isolated lithic artefacts. The report does not make clear

in its assessment of potential impacts that PAD 1, part of PAD 2, Area 1, and artefacts 2, 3, 4, 5

and 6 are located outside of the study area (which includes the SIMTA site and the proposed rail

corridor) as identified in Figure 2 of the assessment report.

OEH also notes that aerial photographs from 1986 and 1994 suggest the area of PAD 3 is smaller
than indicated in Figure 33 of the assessment report.

Table 8 in the Statement of Commitments document recommends “Monitoring of works or
archaeological test excavations...” as possible mitigation strategies. Monitoring of works is not an
appropriate substitute for sub-surface test excavations. If any area of PAD is to impacted by the
proposed works sub-surface test excavations should be conducted by a qualified archaeologist.

2. Biodiversity

As previously advised, OEH notes that the significant biodiversity values of the site are confined to
the proposed rail corridor which will connect the Intermodel Terminal with the Main Southern
Railway. These values include two plants species (one endangered and one threatened) and five
endangered ecological communities (EECs) listed under the Threatened Species Conservation

Act 1995 (TSC Act).

OEH is particularly concerned with the impacts from the proposed alignment of the rail sp'ur to the
south. OEH is of the view that further consideration should be given to avoiding impacts upon the
Personia nutans and Grevillea parviflora populations by adapting and utilising the existing rail spur.

Biodiversity Offsets Strategy

Offsetting decisions should be based on a reliable and transparent assessment of the loss in
biodiversity due to the project and the likely gain in biodiversity through the offset. For terrestrial
biodiversity, established assessment tools, such as the BioBanking Assessment Methodology
(BBAM), are considered best practice. '

The Biodiversity Offsets Strategy only details the impacts of the proposal and generally describes
how those impacts might be offset. OEH notes that the Strategy does not determine the size of
the offset required. Furthermore, no offset sites have been identified and no security measures for
those sites have been agreed to.

To assist the Department, OEH provides the following rough estimates of the size of the offset .
requirements. In considering this advice, it is important to note that it is assumed that the offset
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“site(s) are currently unsecured and that the offset will be biobanked. Other conservation
measures will require additional areas of offset due to their relative insecurity and lack of funding
for management:

¢ Area(s) of vegetation approximately five times the size of the impacted area (1.19 ha)
consisting (to the extent that is practicable) of the vegetation communities listed in Table 39
of the F&F report.

e An area of Persoonia nutans habitat containing at least 130 individuals of the species.

o An area of Grevillea parvifiora ssp parvifiora habitat containing at least 682 individuals.

OEH strongly recommends that the proponent be required io identify offsets, and demonstrate that
they can be secured, to the satisfaction of the Director General Department of Planning and
Infrastructure prior to the determination of the project.

OEH estate — Leacock Regional Park

OEH notes that the EA, including the Rail Access Report, indicate that part of the proposed new
rail line works will be adjacent to Leacock Regional Park. OEH's main concern is to ensure that
the proposed development has no adverse effect on the natural and cultural values of the
adjoining Regional Park.

The proponent should consider and address the OEH Guidelines for Developments adjoining
Department of Environment and Climate Change Land
(http:/fwww.environment.nsw. gov. auw/protectedareas/developmntadjoiningdecc.htm) in the EA, including
the following matters:

¢ noise impacts and amenity,

boundary encroachments,

management implications, pests, weeds, edge effects,

threats to ecological connectivity,

erosion and sediment control, and

stormwater runoff.

The Department should ensure that the proposed development does not encroach upon or impair
the significant natural and cultural heritage values of the Regional Park.
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