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Dear Ms Chan

MAJOR PROJECT REFERRAL ~ MAYFIELD SITE PORT-RELATED ACTIVITIES CONCEPT PLAN
(MP 09_0096) ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT- REQUEST FOR COMMENTS SUBMISSIONS
REPORT

| refer to your letter dated 10" February 2011, requesting the NSW Heritage Council's comments in
relation to the Submissions Report prepared for the above project. It is noted that the NSW Heritage
Council provided comments on the Environmental Assessment for this project in August 2010. A copy
has been attached for your information.

The Heritage Council's previous comments made two general recommendations in regard to this project:

e All the existing conditions that are attached to an excavation permit for the site that was issued by the
NSW Heritage Council on 21 September 2005 (2005/$140/041) are to remain in force for those
areas of the site covered by the permit; and

o If there is any further excavation proposed across other parts of the site similar conditions should be
implemented due to the sites identified heritage significance.

On pages 53-54 of the Submissions Report it is noted that a number of items were archivally recorded
prior to their demolition and that the Heritage Council's request for further monitoring is not considered
appropriate as follows:

NPC maintain that these items have already been demolished and archivally recorded and
they are not archaeologically significant as archaeological investigation is unlikely to add to the
current understanding of the items. It is considered that the archival recording prior to
demolition adequately addressed the historical significance of these items and no further
mitigation measures are warranted. For clarification these items include:

e The AC Saftwater Pump House

e The AC Saltwater Pump House Precinct

e The Mould Conditioning Building Precinct (archivally recorded in 2000 as part of the

Open Hearth Building and Open Hearth Change House Precinct)
e The BOS Plant Precinct
e The Original Timber Wharves Precinct

On page 54 the proponent goes onto state that the conditions of consent for Excavation permit
2005/S140/041 would be included in any future Project Approvals and that the project approval should
adopt the Research Design and Methodology approved under the Excavation Permit. The commitments
would be triggered only if heritage items are to be impacted by the proposed project and those heritage
items have not already been subject to adequate archaeological assessment, recording and salvage.

Helping the community conserve our heritage
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Two additional notes are made stating that the No. 1 and 2 Pig Mill is within the area of disturbance but
outside the area of cut and fill (confirmed by Heritage Branch based on EA documents) and that there
was an error in the EA that the No.1 Blast Furnace should not have been identified as having
archaeological potential as it was archivally recorded prior to derolition.

In the final Statement of Commitments the proponents propose the following:

NPC commits to the conditions of consent of the Excavation Permit 2005/5140/041 for
future project approvals. In addition, the project approvals would adopt the Research
Design and Methodology approved under the Excavation Permit. The commitments
would be triggered only if heritage items are to be impacted by the proposed project and
those heritage items have not already been subject to adequate archaeological
assessment, recording and salvage. The conditions would refer to the following areas:
¢ No. 1 Blast Furnace
Ferro—Manganese Blast Furnace
No. 2 Blast Furnace
Hunter River Copper Smelting Co.
No. 1 Blower House
No. 3 Blast Furnace
No. 4 Blast Furnace
Open Hearth Change House
Original location of No. 1 Pig Mill
DC Substation
Steel Foundry
No. 1 Bloom and Rail Mill
Soaking Pits Building
No. 1 and 2 Pig Mills
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In relation to the above, the following comments are provided:

o The proponent appears to consider that if an item was archivally recorded prior to demolition then the
site no longer has any archaeological potential. This is a misunderstanding of the idea of
archaeological potential and an approach that is at odds with the Assessment of the Historical
Archaeology and Research Design: Newcastle Steelworks Closure Area that accompanied the
original EA. In that document it was stated that that archaeological material has the potential to
enhance the existing records (Hunter River Smelting Co.), provide unique information {No 1 Blast
Furnace, No 1 Blower House, No 1 Pig Mill, No 2 Blast Furnace, and No 3 Blast Furnace), and
compliment the existing archival record (Original Open Hearth Furnaces, No 1 Bloom Mill and Rail
Mill, Steel Foundry, Open Hearth Change House, Mould Conditioning Building, DC Substation,
Original Timber Wharves, AC Saltwater Pumphouse, Power House, No 4 Blast Furnace and BOS
Plant).

e The proponent commits to follow the conditions and methodology of the Excavation Permit
(2005/5140/041) only if the items have not already been subject to adequate archaeological
assessment, recording and salvage. For example, it could be read that the proponent is
recommending no further archaeological monitoring or recording at the No. 1 Blast furnace as it was
archivally recorded prior to demolition. This in spite of the EA identifying the archaeology as possibly
being able to contribute unigue information for this feature.

e The proponent has not provided sufficient justification to modify any of the conditions of the
Excavation Permit {(2005/5140/041) issued for the site.

o The commitment by NPC to adhere to the conditions of consent of the Excavation Permit
(2005/5140/041) for future project approvais and adopting the Research Design and Methodology
approved under the Excavation Permit is considered positive.

Helping the community conserve our heritage
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In light of these comments the following conditions of consent are recommended:

All conditions of approval for the existing excavation permit {2005/5140/041) are to remain in force
for works impacting the following parts of the site:

00 000C0C0O0O00000C0O00CO0

Hunter River Smelting Co. Precinct;
No. 1 Blast Furnace Precinct;

No. 1 Blower House Precinct;

No.1 Pig Mill Precinct;

No. 2 Blast Furnace Precinct;
Ferro-Manganese Blast Furnace:
Original Open Hearth Building Precinct,
No. 1 Bloom and Rain Mill Building Precinct;
Steel Foundry Precinct;

DC Substation Precinct;

Original Timber Wharves Precinct;

No. 3 Blast Furnace Precinct;

AC Saltwater Pump House Precinct;
Mould Conditioning Building Precinct;
No. 4 Blast Furnace Precinct; and

BOS Plant Precinct.

All conditions of consent of the Excavation Permit (2005/5140/041) and the approved Research
Design and Methodology are to be adhered to for any other areas of archaeological potential that
have been identified in the EA but are not specifically covered by the Excavation Permit
(2005/5140/041).

» The Applicant must ensure that if substantial intact archaeological deposits and/or State significant
relics not previously identified are discovered, work must cease in the affected area(s) and the
Heritage Council of NSW must be notified. Additional assessment and approval may be required
prior to works continuing in the affected area(s) based on the nature of the discovery.

These conditions have been recommended as the site has been identified as being of State significance.
The above conditions are consistent with the existing excavation permit and are considered appropriate
for excavation on site of this nature.

If you have any further enquiries regarding this matter, please contact Gary Estcourt at the Heritage
Branch on (02) 9873 8562.

Yours sincerely

/A"z Al

23/02/2011

Vincent Sicari
Manager
Conservation Team
Heritage Branch
Department of Planning

Helping the community conserve our heritage
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Lisa Chan Seanning Room PCU019984
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001
By email: lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.ay
Dear Lisa

Response to Response to Submissions for Newcastle Port Corporation’s Concept
Pian for Port Terminal Facilities at Mayfield (MP 09_0096)

HDC has reviewed the Response to Submissions (Response) document and makes the
following comments:

item 3.3.3 Stakeholder

HDC is omitted from the list of stakeholders to be consulted and should certainly be included
as the intended next owner of the adjacent Interirade lands and manager of the development
agreement with the developer of those lands, and the agent of the Crown for the Voluntary
Remediation Agreement with DECCW which applies to the lands.

ltem 3.10 .1 Infrastructure ~ Public utility services

The Response states that it will be up to future proponents to address demand for services
on a case by case basis. HDC is concerned about the practicalities and demands on
infrastructure arising from a process where individual proponents of the portside lands
arrange their own separate suite of significant service connections from outside the site,
noting that this is not conducive to optimum longer term infrastructure planning.

Servicing of the land should preferably be based on a best estimate of major utility demand
levels and development of an appropriate site wide trunking main and servicing strategy,
including reasonable contingencies. The task of coordinating a suitable site wide trunking
main and servicing strategy should preferably be by the overall site proponent.

The ultimate development of the site is anticipated to have significant demands on all major
utilities and infrastructure, and without a reasonable site wide frunking main and servicing
strategy it is difficult to see how the demand on key infrastructure can be adequately planned
for and optimised by the state and relevant supply authorities.

item 3.15.1 Cumulative impacts - Generai
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The Response does not appear to not fully address the previously raised concerns regarding
the cumulative impacts, perhaps with the partial exception of traffic (but see further below).
HDC is of the view that this should be more thoroughly addressed, and where necessary
base the assessment on best estimates given the intended uses of the site.

ltem 3.15.1 Cumulative impacts - Traffic

The traffic report models the following scenarios as regards to the performance of the Ingal
Street and George Street intersections with Industrial Drive in both 2024 and 2034:

(a) increased traffic at the intersections without any development on the Mayfield site
(b} scenario (a) plus increased traffic from the development of the portside lands
(c) scenario {b) plus increased traffic from the development of the Intertrade lands

One of the assumptions made in the traffic report is that the Buildev Intertrade development
on the adjacent site will be completed by 2024. HDC expects that the Intertrade
development will be completed significantly before 2024, which is in any case well before the
development of the portside lands. The current modelling may therefore be misinterpreted
as implying the Intertrade development will follow the portside lands development and that
the Intertrade development will trigger the intersections exceeding capacity. As result, it is
requested that the hierarchy of traffic modelling scenarios be adjusted and reconsidered as
follows:

(a) increased traffic at the intersections without any development on the Mayfield site
(b} scenario (a) plus increased traffic from the development of the Intertrade fands
(c) scenario (b) plus increased traffic from the development of the portside lands

If you require any further comment or discussion on any of the points above please contact
Valentina Misevska on 02 4904 2772 in the first instance.

Yours sincerely

Valentina Misevska
DEVELOPMENT MANAGER

(02) 4904 2772

Vajentona, Misevska@hde.nsw.qov.au
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Ms Rebecca Newman

Senior Environmental Planning Officer
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Department of Planning

PO Box 39
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Dear Ms Newman
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PART 3A MAJOR PROJECT EXHIBITION (MP(C9_0096)

MAYFIELD SITE PORT RELATED ACTIVITIES CONCEPT PLAN

The City )f

Newcastle

PO Box 489, Newcastle
NSW 2300 Austratica
Phone 02 4974 2000

Facsimile 02 4974 2222

Email mail@ncc.nsw.goviau
www.nawcastie nsw.govau

| refer to your letter dated 10 February 2011 inviting Councit to comment on the
Submissions Report (AECOM 20/12/10) developed on behalf of Newcastle Port
Corporation (NPC) for proposed port related facilities and activities on a portion of
the former BHP Steelworks site at Mayfield North.

Council officers have reviewed the documentation provided and the following
comments are made in regards to the proponent's responses to the matters
discussed in Council's letter dated 10 September 2010. For your convenience,
similar subject headings and numbering has been used.

1. Traffic & Transport

1.1 Traffic Impact

It is considered that the revised Transport Assessment (TA) report (AECOM
dated 20/12/10) does not satisfactorily address the Director General's
Requirements with regard to assessing and mitigating the impact of traffic
and transport nor does it satisfactorily address all of the matter raised in
Council's original submission.

It is noted that the revised TA includes amended assumptions for traffic
modelling associated with the NPC Concept Plan and also provides assumed
traffic generation rates for the neighbouring Intertrade Industrial Park (1iP).

The revised TA finds that, as a direct result of the combined traffic volumes
from the NPC and P developments, the adjoining section of Industrial Drive
will fail by 2024 (initial NPC operations) having regard to both mid block and
intersection capacity. The revised TA, at Section 6.3, suggests substantial
mitigation measures that are required in order to mitigate this failure.

Consideration of the likely impacts of the NPC proposal on the broader road
network was not satisfactorily addressed in the revised TA. Now, with this
evidence that the combined effect of the NPC and IIP proposals will cause
significant failures of the arterial road network immediately adjacent the site,
it must be assumed that this additional traffic will also have significant impact
and potentially cause failure of other roads and intersections not immediately
adjacent to the site.

e
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Section 4.3.2 of NPC’s Final Statement of Commitments states that "Heavy
vehicle movements generated by the Concept Plan will be required to use a
designated truck haulage route using the arterial road network...’, yet
nowhere within the Submissions Report, revised Transport Assessment or
Statement of Commitments is this haulage route identified other than to
specify that the origin and destination for the majority of cargo will be Sydney.
It is assumed the route will be via either the Pacific Highway/New England
Highway to Beresfield (a trip of approximately 29km) or Sandgate Road /
SH23 / Newcastle Road / Link Road to West Wallsend (a trip of
approximately 11km).

If NPC have identified this designated haulage route, then it is considered
reasonable, appropriate and necessary that this route is studied, in detail, to
ensure it will be able to adequately cater for the identified traffic increase.

As the Department may be aware, the RTA is currently exhibiting a suite of
six proposed key intersection upgrades along MR82 between the F3 freeway
and Newcastle considered necessary to cater for a significant increase in
traffic numbers expected to occur along this road following the opening of the
Hunter Expressway in 2013.

Therefore, it is considered imperative that, before a determination is made in
regards the Concept Plan, NPC be required to nominate the proposed
haulage route and prepare, in consultation with the RTA, a Paramics model
of the proposed haulage route between the subject site and the 3 Freeway.
This modelling can then be utilised to determine adequacy and capacity of
the existing roads and assist in identifying what other road upgrades may be
required in order to satisfactorily accommodate the additional traffic
anticipated from the NPC, HP and other port related lands.

The NSW State Government may then, through its road agency, the RTA,
undertake the necessary planning for the route upgrades so that appropriate
State Infrastructure Levies can be imposed on the various developments to
ensure a fair and equitable cost sharing strategy.

1.2 Future Transport Infrastructure

in the original Environmental Assessment, numerous references were made
to a need to construct an internal link road to provide a better, more
controlled, spread of heavy vehicle movements between the two intended
access points on Industrial Drive. It is noted that in the Submissions Report it
is now proposed to provide this Link Road ‘within or external to the site’. The
Submissions Report does not give any indication as to agreement being
reached with any party ‘external’ to the subject site with regard this road.
Also, the Submissions Report does not adequately address the previous
request for details on the timeframe for delivery of this road, a commitment to
the roads construction nor does it assign responsibility for the construction or
identify the future owner(s) of this road and how individual site security will be
managed for each precinct.

Further, it remains unclear how NPC propose to determine who will be
responsible for the construction of any necessary upgrades to existing
intersections or roads, the recommended rail upgrades or grade separation
of rail and road transport, or how cost sharing for all these works is to be
proportioned to the future individual Projects.
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As mentioned above in Section 1.1, it is a matter of great concern that the
combined NPC and [IP proposals cannot co-exist and will cause Industrial
Drive to fail by the year 2024, NPC's identified period for ‘inftial operafions’
only. The revised TA report suggests that major works such as construction
of additional lanes on Industrial Drive (requiring significant property
acquisitions), further intersection construction and intersection upgrade works
including possible grade separation of one or both of the key intersections,
Based on a presumption that the proponent of the IIP will also make
application for consent under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning &
Assessment Act, 1979 (EP&A Act), how does the Department perceive that
these mitigation measures are to be achieved?

Notwithstanding, it is considered reasonable and appropriate that NPC are
required, by way of conditions included in any approval granted by the
Minister, to undertake the following works prior to any, of the five proposed
precincts becoming operational:

i)  Construction of the Link Road

i)  Upgrade works to the Industrial Drive / Ingall Street intersection.

i)  Upgrade works to the Industrial Drive / George Street intersection.

iv) Upgrade George Street, Selwyn Street and Ingall Street to meet the
minimum requirements of Newcastle Development Control Plan
2005 — Element 4.11 (Subdivision), or as otherwise agreed by
Council.

v)  Upgrade rail level crossings to Selwyn Street.

vi) Installation of recommended acoustic mitigation measures to all
identified affected residences.

1.3 Local Area Traffic Management (LATM)

In Section 5.4.3 of the revised TA report it is stated that ‘A detailed
assessment of the impact of the Concept Plan on the condition and geometlry
of the local road network has not been undertaken...’. It is also suggested in
the revised TA report that the total predicted volume of traffic generated by
the proposed concept in 2034, combined with the assumed fraffic generation
from development of the IIP site, is within the midblock capacity of the
existing local road network. Notwithstanding, satisfying mid-block capacity
guidelines does not guarantee that management of the additional traffic
volume and any resulting driver behavioural changes will not be required by
the introduction of additional LATM controls.

An assurance is again sought that NPC commit to providing future LATM
controls or that funding will be provided to Council by NPC to implement
works as reguired.

1.4 Upgrading Freight Rail Network and Level Crossings

it is understood that planning and delivery of the Northern Sydney Freight
Corridor (NSFC) project has been delayed as a result of the recovery efforts
associated with disaster relief in Queensiand.

It is also understood that the proposed freight bypass of Newcastle was not
part of the scope of the NSFC project but that it was to be considered in 2010
as part of the NSW Freight Strategy by NSW Transport in conjunction with
the NSW Freight Advisory Council. However, the findings of this Strategy
have not yet been publicly disclosed.
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The revised TA report acknowledges that increased reliance (up to 100%) on
container movement by road would be necessary during initial operations of
the proposed container terminal. Given that these critical rail infrastructure
upgrades may now be further delayed, it is important that the Department is
satisfied that the additional impacts on the road network, in this interim
period, can be adequately mitigated.

Alternatively, the Minister may wish to impose limitations, by way of
appropriate conditions, on operations within the proposed precincts pending
delivery of the required rail infrastructure upgrades.

Section 3.4.6 of the Submission Report identifies a range of upgrades
required to be carried out on site with regard to rail infrastructure. This
section also identifies that over the longer term of the Concept Plan the at
grade crossings of the rail lines *...may constrain truck movements and the
efficiency of port operations’ and *...as a result it may be necessary to cary
out works to grade separate road and rail movements at one or more
crossing locations’. It is again requested that NPC provide a firm commitment
to funding and undertaking these works should this scenario eventuate.

2. Flooding, Stormwater and Water Quality Management

It is acknowledged that NPC propose that the site-wide Stormwater
Management System (SMS) will be developed having regard to the
requirements of the Newcastle Development Control Plan 2005 (as amended).

However, it remains a concern that NPC propose to include in the SMS
stormwater management techniques such as vegetated swales and stormwater
harvesting for irrigation purposes as these techniques are likely to result in
recontamination by ground contaminates found on site.

As mentioned below in Section 3.1, it is acknowledged on-site stormwater
management infrastructure will not be transferred to Council's ownership.

3. Contaminated Land

The amending and additional information relating to site contamination is
considered to be generally acceptable. However, copies of the following
documents referenced in the Environmental Assessment have not yet been
provided for review:

e Detailed contamination investigation reports
¢ The Remediation Action Plan (completed in 2004)
o Any site audit statements/reports which may have been completed to date.

It is again requested that electronic copies of the above referenced
contamination reports be provided to Council for inclusion on the property’s
Planning Controls. This will allow Council to meet it's statutory obligations,
maintain a complete record of contamination information relating to the property
and assist in the assessment of future project applications or development
applications for the site.
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3.1 Potential dedication of contaminated assets to Council

The statement made in the Submissions Report at Section 3.11.1(c) that Yt is
not NPC’s intention fo dedicate to Council any future roads, stormwater
infrastructure, foof paths or other assets located at the site’ is acknowledged
and endorsed.

It is requested that the Minister include, in any Concept Plan approval or
subsequent Project Approval given, a condition that reinforces this statement.

3.2 Environmental Commitments and Performance

The proponent's modelling of traffic related acoustic impacts confirms that
there will be adverse impacts on residences fronting Industrial Drive as a
direct result of increased traffic movements, particularly heavy vehicles,
resulting from the proposed development. However, the impact modelling is
restricted to only those receivers in close proximity, to the subject site.
Clearly, the increased traffic noise resulting from the proposed increased
traffic will not cease to exist once the vehicles have left the immediate
proximity of the subject site.

As mentioned above in Section 1, the proponent has net yet provided any
details regarding the proposed or likely haulage routes toffrom this site to
Sydney as the nominated predominate destination. Without such information
being fully disclosed and studied, it is unclear how the Department can
properly determine the true and full extent of properties affected by this
increased traffic noise. For example, if it is determined that heavy vehicles
will traverse through the predominately residential suburbs of Jesmond and
Wallsend to access the F3 Freeway versus access to the F3 Freeway via the
Pacific and New England Highways, then what additional residences are
likely to be impacted by the significant increase in traffic numbers proposed?

Also, as mentioned above, it is considered that the proponent has not yet
adequately demonstrated who will be made responsible for the planning, cost
sharing, delivery, monitoring and reporting of all of the recommended
mitigations measures. For other developments, such as residential or
industrial subdivisions, the responsibility for delivery of new works and
services, infrastructure upgrades or environmental mitigation measures
resulting from the likely future use of the lots created typically rests with the
subdivider and not the future purchaser and developer of the individual
aliotments. Hence, it seems appropriate that the proponent of a Concept Plan
to significantly increase use of a parcel of land should be made responsible
for ensuring any and all mitigation measures or upgrades are provided to
offset the anticipated impacts.

Therefore, it is strongly recommended that the NPC be made responsible for
delivery and ongoing monitoring of all proposed mitigation measures via
appropriate conditions imposed under any approval granted by the Minister in
respect of the current Concept Plan.

Any other environmental impacts resulting from future Project applications,
over and above those considered under the Concept Plan, could then be
clearly atfributed to, and be the sole responsibility of, the proponent of the
individual Projects.
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4. Provision of Services

As previously mentioned, it is considered appropriate for NPC to commit to
delivering the works, services, upgrades, mitigation measures and land
acquisitions identified as necessary to adequately support their proposal.

It is noted that NPC have identified some key infrastructure constructions and
upgrade works and the anticipated timing for these works, but have not given a
firm commitment to actually delivering such works. It would seem that NPC are
sesking to deflect the responsibility for delivering these facilities onto the
developers of the individual precincts within the Concept Plan.

Also as mentioned above, it is considered appropriate that key infrastructure
components such as the internal link road, adjustments to rail crossings, road
upgrades for Selwyn Street and Ingall Street and the intersection upgrades are
provided by NPC prior to operaticns commencing on the site.

Accordingly, it is requested that a condition be imposed in any approval issued
by the Minister in regards the subject NPC Concept Plan requiring the delivery of
those integral components prior to operations commencing on any of the
proposed precincts.

5. Section 24A

The statement made by the proponent at Section 3.2.1 that '/t is important that
the Concept Plan establishes a mechanism to identify the key infrastructure
upgrades required to support the development over the extended timeframe of
the project and to ensure that the infrastructure upgrades are appropriately
funded and provided in a timely and equitable manner.’ is strongly supported.

The proponent also correctly asserts that *...the use of Section 94 development
contributions is not considered to be the most appropriate mechanism...” for
funding and delivery of these upgrades. However, the mechanism suggested by
the proponent is for establishment of a Strategic Infrastructure Plan (SIP)
requires clarification as there appears to be no current legislative framework to
establish, operate or administer an SIP.

It is considered that funding and delivery of the ‘key infrastructure upgrades
required’ to support the class of development proposed under the Concept Plan
is the responsibility of the proponent of the activity that directly necessitates
such upgrades. The proponent is, therefore, again requested to commit to
funding and delivery of all new infrastructure, required upgrades to existing
infrastructure and delivery of all identified mitigation measures in association
with their proposed Concept Plan.

Section 94A(4) of the EP&A Act states:

(4) A condition imposed under this section is not invalid by reason only that
there is no connection between the development the subject of the
development consent and the object of expenditure of any money
required to be paid by the condition.
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The NPC Concept Plan is not exempt from payment of s84A contributions.
Further, the Minister has deemed it appropriate to levy s94A contributions on
other Major Projects such as Orica (MP08/0129) and Knauff (MP08_0101) and
Council has imposed s94A contributions on other developments such as Steel
River Eco-Industrial Park and the Freeway South Business Park at Beresfield.

Accordingly, it is again requested that a condition be imposed in any approval
issued by the Minister in regards the subject NPC Concept Plan requiring the
current proponent or proponents of individual-developments within the Concept
Plan to make full payment of their respective contributions in accordance with
Council’s adopted Section 94A Development Contributions Plan 2006.

Should you require further clarification of any of the matters raised in this letter
please contact myself on 49742767 or Senior Development Officer Brian Cameron,
on 4974 2637, respectively.

Yours faithfully

PGS

Geof Mansfield
DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT TEAM COORDINATOR
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Attention: Ms Lisa Chan

INDUSTRIAL DRIVE (MR316): RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS FOR PORT RELATED
ACTIVITIES CONCEPT PLAN, MAYFIELD (MP 09_0096)

Dear Ms Chan,

[ refer to your letter dated 10 February 2011 (Your reference 10/21129) regarding the submissions
report, including the revised Transport Assessment dated December 2010, prepared by the proponent
and forwarded to the Roads and Traffic Authority (RTA) for consideration. 1 also refer to the RTA's
letters dated 8 fanuary and 31 August 2010,

RTA Responsibilities and Obligations

The RTA's primary interests are in the road networl, traffic and broader transport issues, particularly in
relation to the efficiency and safety of the classified road system, the security of property assets and the
integration of Jand use and transport.

In accordance with the Roads Act /993, the RTA has powers in refation to road works, traffic control
facilities, connections to roads and other works on the classified road networl. Industrial Drive
(MR316) is a classified (State) road. RTA concurrence is required for connections to that road under
section |38 of the Act with Council's consent. RTA consent is required for traffic control signals under
section 87 of the Act. Council is the roads authority for Industrial Drive and ali other pubiic roads in the
area.

RTA Response and Requirements

The RTA has reviewed the information provided and considers that there are still significant outstanding
issues with the Transpore Assessment to be addressed. While some of the issues in my response dated
31 August 2010 have been addressed, others have not. Until these matters are resclved, the RTA
cannot support the content and / or conclusions of the assessment. The issues of concern are detailed
below:

o While it is noted that the rate for shipping containers has been altered, the rates for other materials
being transported and light vehicles have not been changed. Accordingly, it is considered the
number of trips generated by the proposed development needs to be reviewed and revised, with




adequate justification provided for the rates adopted. A review of the Port Botany facility indicates
that trips for light vehicles could be more than double that allowed for at the proposed Newcastle
facility.

e The RTA has previously required that evidence be provided to demonstrate that a modai split of
20% rail versus 80% road transport is feasible, as this has a significant impact on the traffic generated
to / from the site. The RTA considers this is unlikely to be achieved given the competition between
coal and other freight movements in Newcastle. A scenario with all transport being via road should
be included as the worst case scenario sensitivity test. This should be included in a revised traffic
assessment to determine impacts and infrastructure improvements on the road networl.

» Emergency access, clear of any rail ievel crossings, needs to be provided to / from the site. While it
is noted that the assessment suggests a grade separation of the rail may be constructed in time, it is
considered this facility should be provided up front, given the potental for bulk liquid and other
hazardous goods storage / transfer on the site. Alternatively, a separate road connection clear of the
rail should be provided.

e The review of the cumulative impacts of the proposed Inter-trade Industrial Park (lIP}) with the
subject development demonstrates the need for major works on Industrial Drive. It is considered
the works required to maintain safe and efficient vehicular access to this area needs to be
determined, in consultation with the RTA and Council. This could invoive property dedication and /
or third party acquisition by the proponents for intersection / mid-block road upgrades.

e The Transport Assessment identifies potential intersection upgrades on Industrial Drive for the total
developtment but does not identify any mid-block capacity upgrade requirements or the staged
implementation of this work. Any interim or ultimate works on Industrial Drive should be subjected
to a threshold analysis to determine the timing for any intersection and / or mid-block upgrades.
The intended road infrastructure upgrades shall be related to the staging of the development.

The above information is required to assess the impacts of the port development (Concept Plan) in
terms of traffic generation to / from the site. The major contributing factor to traffic generation will be
the mode shift from rail to road, should the 20% rail figure not be achieved. Further information is
required on the above matters before the RTA can determine its requirements.

On the basis of the information provided the RTA's preliminary requirements would be as follows
{These may change when the above information is provided):

/. The proponent shall upgrade of the intersection of Industrial Drive and Ingall Street. The
upgrade shall be designed and construcred in accordance with the RTA's Road Design Guide,
relevant Austroads guidelines and Australian Standards to the satisfaction of the RTA including,
but not limited to, the following works:

Ingall Street (Southern feg)

e A left wwrn slp lane shall be provided and located to provide safe intersection sight
diseance for the prevailing speed on Industrial Drive. The lengeh of the lane shall provide
sufficient storage so as not to block the through movement.

e A signalised pedestrian crossing.

Indysterial Drive (Eastern leg)

o A signalised pedestrian crossing.



Ingall Streer (Northern leg)

e The northern leg approach shall be reconfigured to provide two right turn lanes and a
separate single through lane. The length of these lanes shall be determined through
appropriate intersection analysis.

e The left turn slip fane shall be signalised

e A signalised pedestrian crossing.

Industrial Drive {Western Jeg)

o A separate left turn only lane. The fane shall allow for both storage and deceleration.
The length of this fane shall be determined through appropriate intersection analysis.

e The right turn lane on the western leg shall be extended to contain the longest
expected queue, to be determined through appropriate intersection analysis.

Whole Intersection

o Kerb and gutter and raised median / isfand kerbs shall be provided on all approaches, or
as determined by the RTA.

o The intersection shall be designed to accommodate the largest design vehicle (B-
Double).

s Provision shall be made for on-road cyclists on all approaches ar the intersection and

along the length of the proposed works.

Al lanes shall be 3.5 metres in width, or as decermined by the RTA.

Sereet lighting shall be provided at the intersection in accordance with Australian

Standard AS1 158 or as determined by the RTA.

Any road widening / property acquisition / dedication required to accommodate the upgrade
shall be provided at no cost to the RTA or Council. This would include any plans of subdivision
and associated survey / legal costs. The property required is to be designated as public road
reserve in favaur of Newcastle City Council.

All works associated with the proposed development shall be at full cost to the proponent and
at nno cost to the RTA or Council

A construction traffic management plan shall be prepared by the proponent and submitted to
the RTA and Council for acceptance prior to any construction activities occurring on the site,

The proponent will be required to enter into a Works Authorisation Deed (WAD) with the
RTA. In this regard the developer is required to submit concept and detailed design plans and all
refevant additional information, as may be required in the RTA's WAD documentation, for each
specific change to the classified (State) road network and / or any traffic controf signals for the
RTA's assessment and final decision concerning the work.

Comment: It is requested that the proponent be advised that the conditions of approval do not
guarantee the RTA's final consent to the specific road work, traffic contref facilities and other
structures works, for which it is responsible, on the road network. The RTA must provide a
final consent for each specific change to the classified (State) road networl and / or any traific
control signals prior to the commencement of any work.

The WAD shalf be executed prior to granting a Construction Certificate for any component of
the proposed development.




7. All road works shall be completed to RTA/Council satisfaction prior to the commencement of
any operational activities and / or occupation certificate (interim or final) being issued on the
site.

Comment: Flease note that the WAD process, including acceptance of design documentation
and construction, can take a considerable amount of time, The proponent should be aware of
this and allow sufficient lead time within the project development program to accommadate this
process. It is therefore suggested that the proponent work through the process as soon as
possibie with the RTA.

The following additional comments are offered for consideration by the Department of Planning and the
proponent:

The proponent of the Port project may be required to enter into a Voluntary Planning Agreement
(VPA} or Deed Containing Agreement (DCA) with the proponent of the Intertrade site and either
the RTA or the Department of Planning. The VPA / DCA would detail the additional infrastructure /
works required on Industrial Drive to maintain safe and efficient access to / from the site, the timing
of implementation relative to staged development and the apportionment of costs between the
proponents. The VPA / DCA shall be executed prior to any development (site or building works)
oceurring on the site,

An efficient internal road network should be provided within the site and connecting to adjacent
development to minimise the number of trips required to use industrial Drive.

Pedestrian / cycle facilities should be provided from Industrial Drive to / from the site and access
provided to pubtic transport facilities on Industrial Drive to promote the use of alternate transport
modes by employees.

Please contact me on 4924 0688 should you require further advice.

Yours sincerely,

/

4

Infrastructure Se

Dave Youn;g:/
Manager, Land Use Pevelopment
ces

Hunter Region

2 March 2011

Cc

Mr David Ryner
MNewcastle City Council

Mr Andrew Fattal
Transport NSW



The Hon. Tony Kelly, MLC

Minister for Planning

l.evel 34 Governor Macquarie Tower

1 Farrer Place

Sydney NSW 2000

Email: Sharon.armstrong@lands.nsw.gov.au

Dear Minister,

RE: Newcastle Port Corporation Concept Plans for the Mayfield Port side lands on part
of the old BHP Mavfield site

My name/s is: Elizabeth Deiter
Our address is 20 Gamack St Mayfield
We have lived in Mayfield for 14years.

We have only very recently heard about the Newcastle Port Corp. plans described
above, and understand that although the official closing date for submissions has passed,
that it is reasonable for us to send this late Submission to you, with a copy to the NSW
Dept of Planning.

Our main concerns about the Port Corp Concept Plans are:

1. Poor planning principles that envisage aimost all freight in and out of the new Port
Facilities, which will be built under this plan, will be by road.

We have been told:

2. This could result in many more than 1,000,000 extra truck movements PA using
Industrial Drive, Mayfield,
And Feeder roads, Expressways and Highways in and out of Newcastle and The Hunter;

And

3. That no real plans are envisaged to upgrade Goods rail services to alleviate this
position
4, I/We see these outcomes as not in the best interests of the People of Newcastle,

The Hunter, and beyond, because of:

5. Traffic Issues and resulting Environmental and Pollution problems of
exhaust fumes, dust, vibrations and noise;

6. Lack of Safety for Road users and residents;

7. And many Social and Economic problems which could reasonably be
seen as flow on effects from the above.

We think it is reasonable to request that:

A. Consideration of the approval of theses plans be put on hold until all these major
issues and concerns are identified, resolved and dealt with;

B. Comprehensive Public meetings to be held in Mayfield and nearby suburbs, and
The Hunter to explain exactly what the plans are, and how the issues are to be dealt
with;




C A further period, after such public meetings, to be announced to allow residents,
concerned citizens, organisations and stakeholders, to respond to all this newly aired
information.

We ask that you please acknowledge this submission, and agree to our 3 requests.

We also ask that you keep us informed about your decisions; and about any progress of
these plans.

Thank you.
Signed...Beth deiter
Date...7/3/11.
Copies to:

Lisa Chan

NSW Dept of Planning
Email: lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au

Mr Gary Webb

CEO

Newcastle Port Corporation

Via John L Hayes

Correct Planning & Consultation for Mayfield Group
Email; jihayes@bigpond.com

And

Ms Jodi McKay MP

Minister for the Hunter, and member for Newcastle
PO Box 1816

NEWCASTLE NSW 2300

Email: Joshua.Brown@mckay.minister.nsw.gov.au
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Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning

lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au
Or by post - GPO Box 38 Sydney 2001

Copy

Correct Planning & Consultation for Mayfield group
ci- jlhayes@bigpond.com

We . Francis and Lisa MO8, ..o e i e e vt saa v are e et e e

OF 88 Crebert St MAYAEIA ... oo oo oo Post Code... 2304 .........
PR oo Fak. 0D, 0402 261 802, oo
1= || RO PP PP

We object to the granting of approval of the NCP Concept Plan at this time, and untii all the matters referred to
helow have been satisfactorily aitended to.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below.

1. There has baen no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated with this
development, save for the Newcastle Port Corp’s {NCP) unproven opinion that it will create averall economic
benefits.

2. Exactly who wilt benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will place a huge
imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add significantly to the state's existing
transport problems.

3. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed.

4. The exact benefils to the region and state have not been assessed.

5. The project has not been adequately assessed

6. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project cannot operate,

even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans and procedures being set in place
for matters such as traffic and noise management.

As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for the site, and as the
site would be developed ad-hac, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-ordinated approach to environmental
managemert and compliance could be achieved across the site.

7. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no indication of what is
to go on the Buildev site. There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL.

8. if the NCP site is considered as one envelope {as NCP suggests) then there needs to be a mechanism
to detail how the compaonents of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels set for the total envelope for
things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc.

9 We fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be done in isolation of the total port. This
proposal must enhance the ports capability and not just move things from one location to another WITHOUT
explaining what is to happen to the site vacated.
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in other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and 2030. This current
proposal must be part of the overall strategy.

10. We are not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff movements have heen
assessed correctly.

11. Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.
12.  There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastie LGA and beyond.
13. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastie.
14. We have told NCP, at the recent Information sessions, that their response to submission document was
much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves did not understand their own document, and
that they had trouble answer questions
Eg we have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific questions:
a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:
b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.

We pointed out that their Document states 66 % will be heading to Sydney.

15. We also told NCP that their stated aim of building a 21st century state of the art port was not being
achieved,

and in fact their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s ~ 40 years ago,

and thal Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never will.
16. Problems we have found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:

a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept plan at full operation and other existing and
approved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count; what we want to know is the worst
case scenario.

The Camberwell dust study was unique from a NSW planning perspective (some would say a precedent rather
than unigue), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air quality issues within inner Newcastle.
The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining, while in inner
Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which currently aren'i as popular a farget.

b) The foliowing statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the tevel of information in the EA
being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as it is for the Department of Planning to decide.
Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half of this sentence
means:

the level of information available on the future destination of imports to the Port of Newcastle it is not only
appropriate, but only possible to undertake detailed analysis of the type, origin & destination of freight once
future proponents submit Project Applications of which these studies will be an integral part.

c) 20 percent still sounds like a iot of traffic going to Kooragang island; what is the assumption behind this?

d) Why has Port Corp nat considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail movements between 11pm-
S5am)?

This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to be an insignificant operational
pericd anyway.







From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, there are currently very, very few truck movements at that
time in the local area.

e) If a 20 percent level of train transport was adopted to allow for modelling of worst case truek impacts,
shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been assessed?

17. Still no real information on freight origin/destination - are all containers going to Sydney? Why haven't
they made the assumptions clear?

18. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this development fit in?
- What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc ?7- We need a Port Master plan

19, Still no real consideration of regionai traffic impacts - why not come clean on Heavy Vehicles increases
rather than as a % of all vehicles? - we say the increase is 165% in heavy vehicles.

An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this development - this has
not been adequately addressed, nor have the impacts on intersections ouiside of Mayfield.

20.  What are NPC planning for surveillance of ‘rogue’ trucks in streets?
What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operatars?
What reporting of ‘rogue’ trucks and to whom?
What integration with Police/RTA?

21. Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodel?

Enfield ILC is being developed by Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a similar distance from
each Port.

Why isn't NPC looking at this?

It is a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is essentially only given iip
setvice.

22. Detailed Freight Analysis to be undertaken and verified identifying
o Freight Type
o Qrigin and Destination
o Transport routes

Addendum Submissions report provides ‘evidence’ of studies previously undertaken, but there is no
reasonable summary of these studies to answer our guestions above.

NPC say we need to wait for individual port proponents to detail freight types, origin and destination.

However, their whole transport ‘strategy’ is based on getting the freight into and out of the Port — and NCP has
provided minimal detait on this to make a reasonable assessment of impacts.

Seeing the origin/destination information provided raises significant questions about what is happening
elsewhere in the Port of Newcastle.
What is happening to all the loading facilities currently used for these imports/exports?

We need a 20yr Newcastle Port Master Plan to document how this development fits into the whole port over
the next 20-50yrs.

23 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements, referenced as being provided by
“Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010" should be released for review and assessment by the public and
relevant transport and freight bodies.

See above in Blus

24. A Regional Traffic impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the RTA and Transport
NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts on the regional road network.

Not addrassed in either the Submissions report or the Addendum.







NPC still refuse to detail the increase in heavy vehicles and still talk about an 8% in alt vehicles as having
negligible impact on traffic outside of the NPC site.

In fact there it is a 110% increase in Heavy Vehicles

As trucks are 2 -3 times the length of cars this stated 8% is really a 16-24% increase in

equivalent cars.
This is significant

The NPC Original Concept Plan, and their response to submissions, do not even consider the issues of
merging traffic, traffic lights/intersections, congestion efc through:

Mayfield (Tourle St, Werribee St, Steel River, Stevenson Park,

Sandgate - Inner City Bypass connection, St Josephs

Hexham - McDonalds, Hexham straight

Hexham Bridge and OAK area

Beresfield - John Renshaw Dr, in-particutar the merge south bound of trucks coming off F3 at
Beresfield)

e & ¢ @ ©

NPC has still not provided any assessment of any other intersections — only those ‘{wd at Ingall and George
streets Mayfield, near the site, are referred to

25. A predictive model of traffic impacts on local roads within Mayfield, Isfington and Tighes Hill areas
based on leakage of freight vehicles from the Port as well as commuter traffic that would prefer to use local
roads to avoid congestion on Industrial Drive.

Was deemed to be covered in other submissions and ‘addressed’ in Submissions report - No information
provided or considered — NPC restate their intention to ensure that local traffic controls in place.

No suggestions for policing stray trucks, vehicles - for example could there be rego plate recognition (iike
SAFE-T-CAM) with rogue vehicles penalized. With regular reporting of these in reports to a reguiator or
community group with co-cperation with Police/RTA.

26. Intersection analysis of all major intersections between the Port site and:
o F3 Freeway
o Pacific Highway Hexham,
o New England Hwy, East Maitland

See above — no real response . NPC considered 8% negligible impact
27. Cumulative Impact Assessment of ALL existing and new developments in the Mayfield [ndustrial Area
NPC has made some minar assessment of Intertrade vehicle numbers @1775 peak/hr trips.
What effort has NPC and HDC made to look at this in detail.
Argument appears to be they are worse than us.
Will be curious to see Buildew/HDC response
28. Detailed study of ALL rail options for the Mayfield Industrial Area:
o Including rail from Casrington north
o Options within Port site for increased rail — costs included

No not even attempted — regurgitation of previous report plus some more information on NSFC project

20. Detailed study of rail interaction between PWCS, OneSteel, Intertrade and other rail users - this
requires coltaboration and consultation, including quantification of capital costs of rail upgrades

Again no aitempt made - not even responded to







30. The results of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Spacific Tons:
including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Trangport Dept, local Businegss &i

No comment provided from NPC~ Planning NSW consent condition?
If NPC suggest that a briefing with MCCC on ‘where they are at in process’ is consuitation. then itis an
ingorrect claim.

The MCCC is not the above group - no members of group are Local Council, RTA, and Transport NSW elc

» NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rait above 20% spit. However it makes no attempt
to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings efc, it merely says it could help to lift above 20%.

s NPC comment on other transport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub Hunter and the Black Hill
Intermodel but note that “Consideration of rail infrastructure investment outside the immediate area of the
port land at Mayfield is outside the remit of this Concept Plan and the EA”.

And NPC agree these would benefits by the use of raii to Port, with no real consideration of them being
integrated into planning for the praject.

It is interesting to note that the Enfield Intermodel Logistics Centre (ILCY is beiné developed by Sydney Port
Corporation, a facility that is some 16km from Port Botany.
By comparison, the Black Hill — Stoney Pinch intermodel site is 18km from the Mayfield site.

But this is proposed apparently as a private devsiopment with no input from Newcastie Port Corporation.
This Intermodel is a key part of the 3 Ports Strategy supporting the NPC development - yet the Concept
Plan not only doesn’'t mention it as being a key part of that strategy: nor does it mention that it is not a NSW
Govt or NPC development.

31. If we reguest ongoing consultation to resoive alt ihe issues referred to above.

We also request your prompt acknowledgement of this submission, ad advice as to how this Concept Plan

Application will proceed now
B | .
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Lisa Chan - Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan For 7
new whar fs on the old BHP site at Mayfiekd

T T e T T S S T A e R e R B

From: Gregory Cameron <camerongreg@bigpond.com=

To: <lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 17/03/2011 10:17 AM

Subject: Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan For 7 new
wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

CC: John L Hayes <jlhayes@bigpond.com>

Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan

For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning
lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au

GPO Box 39 Sydney 2001

Copy
Correct Planning & Consultation for Mayfield group

c/- jhayes@bigpond.com

| Gregory John Cameron
Of 6 Kitchener Parade Mayfield East NSW 2304 Phone 02 496 88 444

Email camerongreg@bigpond.com

Obiject to the granting of approval of the NCP Concept Plan at this time, and until all the matters
referred to below have been satisfactorily attended to.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below.
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1. There has been no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated with
this development, save for the Newcastie Port Corp’s (NCP) unproven opinion that it will create
overall economic benefits.

2. Exactly who will benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will place
a huge imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add significantly to
the state's existing transport problems.

3. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed.

4. The exact benefits to the region and state have not been assessed.

5. The project has not been adequately assessed

6. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project

cannot operate, even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans and
procedures being set in place for matters such as traffic and noise management.

As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for the site,
and as the site would be developed ad-hoc, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-ordinated approach
to environmental management and compliance could be achieved across the site.

7. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no
indication of what is to go on the Buildev site. There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL.

8. if the NCP site is considered as one envelope {as NCP suggests) then there needs to be
a mechanism to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels set
for the total envelope for things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc.

9 | fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be done in isolation of the total
port. This proposal must enhance the ports capability and not just move things from one location to
another WITHOUT explaining what is fo happen to the site vacated.

In other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and 2030.
This current proposal must be part of the overall strategy.

10. | am not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff movements
have been assessed correctly.

11. Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.
12. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastle LGA
and beyond.
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13. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastle.

14, Residents have told NCP, at the recent Information sessions, that their response to
submission document was much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves did not
understand their own document, and that they had trouble answer questions

Eg Residents have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific questions:
a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:

b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.

We pointed out that their Document states 66 % will be heading to Sydney.

15. Residents also told NCP that their stated aim of building a 21st century state of the art
port was not being achieved and,

» Their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s - 40 years ago,

e Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never will.

186. Problems found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:

a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept pian at full operation and other existing
and approved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count; what we want to
know is the worst case scenario.

The Camberwell dust study was unigue from a NSW planning perspective (some would say a
precedent rather than unique), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air quality
issues within inner Newcastle.

The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining, while in
inner Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which currently aren't as
popular a target.

b) The following statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the level of information
in the EA being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as it is for the Department
of Planning to decide.

Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half of this
sentence means:

“the level of information available on the future destination of imports to the Port of Newcastle it is
not only appropriate, but only possible to undertake detailed analysis of the type, origin &
destination of freight once future proponents submit Project Applications of which these studies will
be an integral part.”
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¢) Twenty percent still sounds like a lot of traffic going to Kooragang Island; what is the assumption
behind this?

d) Why has Port Corp not considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail movements
between 11pm-5am)? This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to
be an insignificant operational period anyway.

From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, there are currently very, very few truck
movements at that time in the local area.

e) If a 20 percent level of train fransport was adopted to allow for modelling of worst case truck
impacts, shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been assessed?

17. Still no real information on freight origin/destination - are all containers going to Sydney?
Why haven't they made the assumptions clear?

18. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this
development fit in? - What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc 7- a Port
Master plan is needed

19. Still no real consideration of regional traffic impacts - why not come clean on Heavy
Vehicles increases rather than as a % of all vehicles? — resident group says the increase is likely
165% in heavy vehicles.

An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this
development - this has not been adequately addressed, nor have the impacts on intersections
outside of Mayfield.

20. What are NPC planning for surveillance of 'rogue' trucks in streets?
What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operators?
What reporting of 'rogue' trucks and to whom?

What integration with Police/RTA?
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21. Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodel? Enfield ILC is being developed by
Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a similar distance from each Port. Why isn't NPC
looking at this?

It is a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is essentially only
given lip service.

22. Detailed Ereight Analysis to be undertaken and verified identifying
o Freight Type
o Origin and Destination

o Transport routes

Addendum Submissions report provides ‘evidence’ of studies previously undertaken, but there is no
reasonable summary of these studies to answer our questions above.

NPC say we need to wait for individual port proponents to detail freight types, origin and destination.

However, their whole transport ‘strategy’ is based on getting the freight into and out of the Port —
and NCP has provided minimal detail on this to make a reasonable assessment of impacts.

Seeing the origin/destination information provided raises significant questions about what is
happening elsewhere in the Port of Newcastle.

What is happening to all the loading facilities currently used for these imports/exports?

A 20yr Newcastle Port Master Plan to document how this development fits into the whole port over
the next 20-50yrs is needed.

23 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements, referenced as being
provided by “Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010” should be released for review and
assessment by the public and relevant transport and freight bodies.

24. A Regional Traffic Impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the RTA
and Transport NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts on the
regional road network.

Not addressed in either the Submissions report or the Addendum.
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NPC still refuse to detail the increase in heavy vehicles and still talk about an 8% in all vehicles as
having negligible impact on traffic outside of the NPC site.

In fact there it is a 110% increase in Heavy Vehicles

As trucks are 2 -3 times the length of cars this stated 8% is really a 16-24% increase in
equivalent cars.

This is significant

The NPC Original Concept Plan, and their response to submissions, do not even consider the
issues of merging traffic, traffic lights/intersections, congestion etc through:

Mayfield (Tourle St, Werribee St, Steel River, Stevenson Park,

Sandgate - Inner City Bypass connection, St Josephs

Hexham - McDonalds, Hexham straight

Hexham Bridge and OAK area

Beresfield - John Renshaw Dr, in-particular the merge south bound of trucks coming off F3 at
Beresfield)

e o & © ©

NPC has still not provided any assessment of any other intersections — only those two at
Ingall and George streets Mayfield, near the site, are referred to

25. A predictive model of traffic impacts on local roads within Mayfield, Islington and Tighes
Hill areas based on leakage of freight vehicles from the Port as well as commuter traffic that would
prefer to use local roads to avoid congestion on industrial Drive.

Was deemed to be covered in other submissions and ‘addressed’ in Submissions report - No
information provided or considered — NPC restate their intention fo ensure that local traffic controls
in place.

No suggestions for policing stray trucks, vehicles — for example could there be rego plate
recognition (like SAFE-T-CAM) with rogue vehicles penalized. With regular reporting of these in
reports to a regulator or community group with co-operation with Police/RTA.

26. Intersection analysis of all major intersections between the Port site and:

o F3 Freeway
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o Pacific Highway Hexham,

o New England Hwy, East Maitland

See above — no real response . NPC considered 8% negligible impact

27. Cumulative Impact Assessment of ALL existing and new developments in the Mayfield
Industrial Area

NPC has made some minor assessment of Intertrade vehicle numbers @1775 peak/hr trips.
What effort has NPC and HDC made to look at this in detail.
Argument appears to be they are worse than us.

Will be curious to see Buildev/HDC response

28. Detailed study of ALL rail options for the Mayfield Industrial Area:
o Including rail from Carrington north

o Options within Port site for increased rail — costs included

No not even attempted — regurgitation of previous report plus some more information on NSFC
project

29. Detailed study of rail interaction between PWCS, OneSteel, intertrade and other rail
users — this requires collaboration and consultation, including quantification of capital costs of rail
upgrades

Again no attempt made ~ not even responded to

30. The results of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Specific
Consultative Group including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Transport Dept,
local Business etc

No comment provided from NPC~ Planning NSW consent condition?
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If NPC suggest that a briefing with MCCC on ‘where they are at in process’ is consultation, then itis
an incorrect claim.

The MCCC is not the above group — no members of group are Local Council, RTA, and Transport
NSW efc

31.

NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rail above 20% spit. However it makes
no attempt to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings etc, it merely says it could help to lift
above 20%.

NPC comment on other transport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub Hunter and
the Black Hill Intermodel but note that “Consideration of rail infrastructure investment outside
the immediate area of the port land at Mayfield is outside the remit of this Concept Plan and the
EA"

And NPC agree these would benefits by the use of rail to Port, with no real consideration of
them being integrated into planning for the project.

It is interesting to note that the Enfield intermodel Logistics Centre (IL.C) is being developed by
Sydney Port Corporation, a facility that is some 16km from Port Botany.

By comparison, the Black Mill — Stoney Pinch Intermodel site is 18km from the Mayfield site.

But this is proposed apparently as a private development with no input from Newcastle Port
Corporation.

This Intermodel is a key part of the 3 Ports Strategy supporting the NPC development — yet the
Concept Plan not only doesn't mention it as being a key part of that strategy; nor does it
mention that it is not a NSW Govt or NPC development.

| request ongoing consultation to resolve all the issues referred to above.

I also request your prompt acknowledgement of this submission, ad advice as to how this Concept
Plan Application will proceed now
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Thursday, 17 March 2011

Gregory Cameron
E _ camerongreg@bigpond.com

This email and any attachments may be confidential and contain privileged information. if you are not the intended

recipient you must not use, disciose, copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error
please delete and notify the sender.
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Lisa Chan - Fred Banyard Submission to Planning re Port Corp application 18 3 11

From: "Rick" <cdcopy@hunterlink.net.au™>
To: <lisa.chan{@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 18/03/2011 11:04 AM

Subject: Fred Banyard Submission to Planning re Port Corp application 18 3 11
cC: <jlhayes@bigpond.com>

Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

Fred Banyard

65 Lewis St

Maryville 2293

PO Box 205 Waratah 2298
cdcopy@hunterlink.net.au

18t March 2011

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning
lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au

Copy

Correct Planning & Consuitation for Mayfield group
c/- jihayes@bigpond.com

Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastie Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

| object to the granting of approval of the NCP Concept Plan at this time, and until ali the
matters referred to below have been satisfactorily attended to.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below.

1. There has been no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated
with this development, save for the Newcastle Port Corp's (NCP) unproven opinion that it
will create overall economic benefits.

2. Exactly who will benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will
place a huge imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add
significantly to the state's existing transport problems.

3. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed.

4, The exact benefits to the region and state have not been assessed.
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5. The project has not been adequately assessed

B. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project
cannot operate, even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans
and procedures being set in place for matters such as traffic and noise management.

As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for
the site, and as the site would be developed ad-hoc, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-
ordinated approach to environmental management and compliance could be achieved
across the site.

7. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no
indication of what is to go on the Buildev site. There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL.
8. If the NCP site is considered as one envelope (as NCP suggests) then there needs

to be a mechanism to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed
the levels set for the total envelope for things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic
etc.

9 I fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be done in isolation of the
total port. This proposal must enhance the ports capability and not just move things from
one location to another WITHOUT explaining what is to happen to the site vacated.

In other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and
2030. This current proposal must be part of the overall strategy.

10. | are not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff
movements have been assessed correctly.

11. Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.

12. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastle

LGA and beyond.
13. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastle.
14, | have told NCP, at the recent Information sessions, that their response fo
submission document was much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves
did not understand their own document, and that they had trouble answer questions
Eg we have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific guestions:

a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:

b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.

We pointed out that their Document states 66 % will be heading to Sydney.

15. We also told NCP that their stated aim of building a 21st century state of the art port
was not being achieved;
and in fact their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s - 40 years
ago;
and that Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never wil.
16. Problems we have found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:

a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept plan at full operation and other
existing and approved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count;
what we want to know is the worst case scenario.

The Camberwell dust study was unique from a NSW planning perspective (some would say
a precedent rather than unique), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air
quality issues within inner Newcastle.

The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining,
while in inner Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which
currently aren't as popular a target.

b) The following statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the level of

information in the EA being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as it
is for the Department of Planning to decide.
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Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half
of this sentence means:

the level of information available on the future destination of imports to the Port of
Newcastle it is not only appropriate, but only possible to undertake detailed analysis of the
type, origin & destination of freight once future proponents submit Project Applications of
which these studies will be an integral part.

c) 20 percent still sounds like a lot of traffic going to Kooragang Island; what is the
assumption behind this?

d) Why has Port Corp not considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail
movements between 11pm-5am)?

This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to be an
insignificant operational period anyway.

From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, there are currently very, very few truck
movements at that time in the locai area.

e) If a 20 percent level of train transport was adopted to allow for modelling of worst case
truck impacts, shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been
assessed?

17. Still no real information on freight origin/destination - are all containers going to
Sydney? Why haven't they made the assumptions clear?

18. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this
development fit in? - What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc 7- We
need a Port Master plan

19. Still no real consideration of regional traffic impacts - why not come clean on Heavy
Vehicles increases rather than as a % of all vehicles? — | consider the increase is 165%
in heavy vehicles.

An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this
development - this has not been adequately addressed, nor have the impacts on
intersections outside of Mayfield.

20. What are NPC planning for surveillance of 'rogue’ trucks in streets?
What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operators?
What reporting of 'rogue’ trucks and to whom?
What integration with Police/RTA?

21. Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodel?

Enfield ILC is being developed by Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a
similar distance from each Port.

Why isn't NPC looking at this?

It is a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is
essentially only given lip service.

22. Detailed Freight Analysis to be undertaken and verified identifying

o Freight Type
o Origin and Destination
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o Transport routes

Addendum Submissions report provides ‘evidence’ of studies previously undertaken, but
there is no reasonable summary of these studies to answer our questions above.

NPC say we need to wait for individual port proponents to detail freight types, origin and
destination.

However, their whole transport ‘strategy’ is based on getting the freight into and out of the
Port — and NCP has provided minimal detail on this to make a reasonable assessment of
impacts.

Seeing the origin/destination information provided raises significant questions about what is
happening elsewhere in the Port of Newcastle.
What is happening to all the loading facilities currently used for these imports/exports?

We need a 20yr Newcastle Port Master Plan to document how this development fits into
the whole port over the next 20-50yrs.

23 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements, referenced as
being provided by “Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010” should be released for review
and assessment by the public and relevant transport and freight bodies.

See above in Blue

24. A Regional Traffic Impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the
RTA and Transport NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts
on the regional road network.

Not addressed in either the Submissions report or the Addendum.

NPC still refuse to detail the increase in heavy vehicles and still talk about an 8% in all
vehicles as having negligible impact on traffic outside of the NPC site.

In fact there it is a 110% increase in Heavy Vehicles

As trucks are 2 -3 times the length of cars this stated 8% is really a 16-24% increase in
equivaient cars.
This is significant

The NPC Original Concept Plan, and their response to submissions, do not even consider
the issues of merging traffic, traffic lights/intersections, congestion etc through:

» Mayfield (Tourle St, Werribee St, Steel River, Stevenson Park,

Sandgate - Inner City Bypass connection, St Josephs

Hexham - McDonalds, Hexham straight

Hexham Bridge and OAK area

Beresfield - John Renshaw Dr, in-particular the merge south bound of trucks coming
off F3 at Beresfield)

e @ @ @9

NPC has still not provided any assessment of any other intersections - only those two at
Ingall and George streets Mayfield, near the site, are referred to

25. A predictive mode! of traffic impacts on local roads within Mayfield, Islington and
Tighes Hill areas based on leakage of freight vehicles from the Port as well as commuter
traffic that would prefer to use local roads to avoid congestion on Industrial Drive.

Was deemed to be covered in other submissions and ‘addressed’ in Submissions report -
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No information provided or considered — NPC restate their intention to ensure that local
traffic controls in place.

No suggestions for policing stray trucks, vehicles — for example could there be rego plate
recognition (like SAFE-T-CAM) with rogue vehicles penalized. With regular reporting of
these in reports to a regulator or community group with co-operation with Police/RTA.

26. Intersection analysis of all major intersections between the Port site and:
o F3 Freeway
o Pacific Highway Hexham,
o New England Hwy, East Maitland

See above ~ no real response . NPC considered 8% negligible impact

27. Cumulative Impact Assessment of ALL existing and new developments in the
Mayfield Industrial Area

NPC has made some minor assessment of Intertrade vehicle numbérs @1775 peak/hr
trips.

What effort has NPC and HDC made to look at this in detail.

Argument appears to be they are worse than us.

Will be curious to see Buildev/HDC response

28. Detailed study of ALL rail options for the Mayfield Industrial Area:
o Including rail from Carrington north
o Options within Port site for increased rail — costs included

No not even attempted — regurgitation of previous report plus some more information on
NSFC project

29. Detailed study of rail interaction between PWCS, OneSteel, Intertrade and other rail
users — this requires collaboration and consultation, including quantification of capital costs
of rail upgrades

Again no attempt made — not even responded to

30. The results of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Specific
Consultative Group including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Transport
Dept, local Business etc

No comment provided from NPC- Planning NSW consent condition?
If NPC suggest that a briefing with MCCC on ‘where they are at in process’ is consultation,
then it is an incorrect claim.

The MCCC is not the above group — no members of group are Local Council, RTA, and
Transport NSW etc

» NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rail above 20% spit. However it
makes no attempt to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings etc, it merely says it could
help to lift above 20%.

»  NPC comment on other transport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub
Hunter and the Black Hill intermodel but note that “Consideration of rail infrastructure
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investment outside the immediate area of the port land at Mayfield is outside the remit of
this Concept Plan and the EA".

And NPC agree these would benefits by the use of rail to Port, with no real
consideration of them being integrated into planning for the project.

It is interesting to note that the Enfield Intermodal Logistics Centre (ILC) is being
developed by Sydney Port Corporation, a facility that is some 16km from Port Botany.
By comparison, the Black Hill -~ Stoney Pinch Intermodal site is 18km from the Mayfield
site.

But this is proposed apparently as a private development with no input from Newcastle
Port Corporation.

This Intermodal is a key part of the 3 Ports Strategy supporting the NPC development -
yet the Concept Plan not only doesn't mention it as being a key part of that strategy; nor
does it mention that it is not a NSW Govt or NPC development.

31. I request ongoing consultation to resolve all the issues referred to above.

We also request your prompt acknowledgement of this submission, and advice as to how
this Concept Plan Application will proceed now.

To date your department has relied on the Newcastle Port Corporation to provide
information to the community. This process has proved in this application to be totally
unsatisfactory.

| consider that the Department of Planning has a role (and possibly a responsibility) to
workshop this proposal with the community.

Given that a large number of community people have worked very hard to understand this
proposal with very limited results | do not believe that the Department of Planning can fully
understand the issues.

Clearly when approval is granted your department will specify a set of terms and conditions.

| consider that the draft terms and conditions should be placed on display and public
comment and input be encouraged.

This project is very important. There are strong economic and employments outcomes
however these should not over ride the social, economic and environmental needs of the
community.

Fred Banyard
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18 March 2011

The Director-General
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir, -
OBJECTION TO NPC'S MAYFIELD CONCEPT PLAN (MP09 0096)

JBA Planning has prepared this ohjection to the Newcastle Port Corporation’s (NPC's) proposed
Concept Plan at Mayfield on behalf of the Buildev Intertrade Consortium (BIC). BIC is the party
contracted to purchase the land immediataly adjacent the site of NPC's proposed Mavyfield Concept
Plan (the NPC Site). BIC previously made an objection during the initial exhibition period for the
NPC Mayfield Concept Plan Environmental Assessment Report (EAR). This objection specifically
refates to the Submissions Report, which details NPC's response to the issues raised by BIC,
currently being publicly exhibited.

BIC’s principal and continuing objection is the lack of integrated strategic planning that has been
applied to the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan in relation to project justification, the surrounding sites
and land uses (with particutar reference integration of the BIC Site and NPC Site}, coordination of
rail operations and access through Ingall Street. Without an adequate level of strategic planning
regarding site integration, port access and ship berthing, it is impossible to identify whether the
Mayfield Concept Plan will facilitate the orderly and economic use and development of land in
accordance with the aims of the relevant environmental planning instruments and the objects of
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

A summary of the key outstanding issues and critical shortcomings in the NPC Mayfield Concept
Plan EAR and Submissions Report is provided in Attachment 1. Attachment 2 is an analysis of
specific responses provided in the Submissions Report to BIC's original objections.

Given the inadequate response to these critical issues by NPC, and to ensure the Minister of
Planning is adequately informed, BIC reguest an extension of time to prepare an additional detailed
submission. BIC expect to be able to provide this detailed submission by Friday 22 Aprit 2011,

If you have any queries in relation to the above, or would like to discuss any of the aspects raised
in this submission, please contact me on 9409 4912,

Yours faithfully
I P -
ek A LA

Gordon Kirkby
Director

Attachments;  Attachment | - Key Outstanding Planning Issues
Attachmemt 2 — Issues Summary and Analysis

JBA Urban Pianning Consultants Pty Ltd ABN 84 060 735 104 ACN 080 735 104 w jbaplanning, com.au
Levet 7, 77 Berey Stroet, North Sydnay NSW 2060 : 02 9956 6862 ~ 29 Beach Street, Woallengong N5W 2500 102 4225 7680
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Attachment 1: Key Outstanding Planning Issues

1.0 SUMMARY OF SPECIFIC QUTSTANDING ASSESSMENT ISSUES

1.1 Integration of the BIC Site and NPC Site

Neither the Mayfield Concept Plan EAR nor the Submissions Report explains how the NPC Mayfield
Concept Plan is compatible with the objective of integrating the NPC port development with the
adjacent BIC site, and in particular with the Intermodal Terminal to be located on the BIC site.

BIC consider it necessary for a detailed analysis to be carried out so that, as part of the
development of the NPC Site, suitable arrangements are made to ensure that port related activities
can be pursued on the BIC site. This analysis would identify the appropriate infrastructure
corridors to allow for conveyors, pipelines, access roads and the like to be created between the
port’s berths and facilities and the BIC site.

1.2 Cumulative Impacts

Understanding the present and future land uses surrounding the NPC Site is critical to identifying
the fikely curnulative enviranmental impasts of the NPC Mayfiald Concept Plan. There are known
and predictable developments which will oceur on the land immediately surrounding the NPC 5ite,
however it remains unclear whether the likely cumulative impacts are acceptable or what
mitigation measures may need to be implemented.

In particular, in regards to cumulative traffic impacts as a result of the concurrent development of
the BIC site and the NPC Site, the Revised Traffic Assessment identifies that there wouid be an
unacceptable cumulative traffic irmpact but states that this unacceptable impact is not required to
be mitigated as part of the Concept Plan. This statement is not justified and is not considered
adequate. Suitable mitigation measures need to be identified and arrangements made to ensure
that an equitable split of responsibility for managing the identified cumulative traffic impacts are
provided for. This is likely to require consultation with surrounding land owners/developers
{including BIC), and may result in refinements to development on all of the relevant sites,

The sarme principle needs to be applied to ensure that an equitable split of responsibility for
managing cumulative air quality, noise and vibration impacts are provided for.

1.3 Rail Operations

The proposed rai} arrangements are inefficient and it is stifl unclear whether the rail infrastructure
can be adequately upgraded to accommedate the requirements of the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan.
The rail modelling does not appear to have accounted for existing and likely future increases in
Hunter Valley Coal Chain trains, the increased coal loading capacity at the Port of Mewcastle and
the long term future operations of the Port Waratah Coal Services terminals. The Mayfield
Concept Plan EAR and Submissions Report also do not take into account likely future trains to and
fram the BIC Site, which includes an Intermodal Terminal.

Strategic level rail modelling which integrates all the relevant rail users and infrastructure owners
needs to be completed before the impact of this proposal can be properly understood and
assessed.

1.4 Ingall Street Access

Ingall Street is on the BIC Site and will require upgrading in the future so alternative site access to
the NPC Site will need to be provided for. Better strategic integration of the two sites is irnperative
to ensuring access arrangements are coordinated and that the cumulative impacts of this proposal
can be properly understood and assessed.

JBA Usrban Planning Consultants Pty Ltd « 11302
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2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING ANALYSIS

2.1 Statutory Context and Requirements

The Port of Newcastle plays a key role in the Hunter Valley Coat Chain, is the world’s largest coal
export port, and is a key economic driver for Newcastle and the Hunter region. Due to the
significance of the Port of Newcastle lands to the State, the NSW Government included the Port of
Newcastle {as one of the three primary ports in the State}, as a State Significant Site under State
Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development) 2005 (the Major Development SEPP). The
reasons for incorporating these lands as State Significant Sites were set out in the enacting
planning instrument and included the following:

“to provide for appropriate development on that land [within the three ports areas] to
promote the social and economic welfare of the community and a better environment. ”

The objectives of the Major Development SEPP include:
“ to facilitate the development, redevelopment or protection of important urbar, coastal
and regional sites of econornic, environmental or social significance fo the State so as to
facilitate the orderly use, development or conservation of those State significant sites for
the benefit of the State,”

Part 20 of Schedule 3 of the Major Developrment SEPP specifies the land to which it applies - in
the Port of Newcastle it applies 1o the BIC site and the NPC site, as well as the surrounding sites
containing OneSteel, Port Waratah Coal Services terminais and others. The specified objectives for
these sites inciude the foliowing:

“ta maximise the use of waterfront areas to accommodate port facilities and industrial,
maritime industrial and bulk storage premises that benefit from being located close to port
facilities,”

“to enable the efficient movement and operation of commercial shipping, and to provide
for the efficient handling and distribution of freight from port areas through the provision
of transport infrastructure,”

It is clear from the above that the orderly, efficient and economic development of all of these sites
(including the NPC Site and the BIC Site, as well as the surrounding port lands in the Port of
Newcastle) is paramount to the interests of the State of NSW, as well as being a key object of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1973.

2.2 Strategic Planning in the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan EAR

The EAR for the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan identifies strategic planning issues as being important,
and deals with the issues in the following way:

= [t identifies that by developing the site for port-related industrial uses, which would provide
fong-term capacity for handling containers, bulk goods and general cargo and enhance the
gconomic efficiency of the NSW port system, the proposed Mayfield Concept Plan is consistent
with the NSW FPorts Growth Plan, which is reinforced by the Department of Planning’s
Neweastle Port Environs Concept Proposal and the Lower Hunter Regional Strategy. (Note:
there is no actual NSW Ports Growth Plan, other than a reference to it in a 2003 media release
which contains a series of high lavel statements reflecting the Government's “core directions”
for the future of port development in NSW.}

= |t identifies NPC's statutory objectives, and states that it aims to meet these objectives, in part,
by ensuring that that the former BHP Closure Area is effectively planned for optimal use. (The
former BHP Closure Area includes the NPC Site as well as the BIC Site.)

JBA Urban Planning Consultants Pty Lid « 11102
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It identifies that the proposed NPC Mayfield Concept Plan, which proposes development of the
NPC Site for the purpeses of port related activities, is broadly consistent with the reievant
strategic plans and NPC's over-arching statutary objectives.

2.3 Inadequacies of the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan Strategic Planning Assessment

Site Integration

NPC has not provided any analysis of the impact that the Mayfield Concept Plan will have on the
surrounding port lands, in terms of facilitating port access and ensuring the intended port-related
deveiopment potential of surrounding lands is not constrained. In particutar, NPC has not provided
any analysis of how the NPC Site would be integrated with the adjacent BiC Site, through the
provision of appropriate infrastructure corridors betwesn the port's berths and facilities and the BIC
site, to ensure orderly, efficient and economic development of both sites {as well as other
important surrounding sites) in accordance with the above statutory obiectives.

Rail/Shipping/Berthing Constraints

NPC also does not consider or assess whether there are any land use or transport implications
associated with locating an impaort-oriented bulk cargo, general purpose and container terminal
adjacent to export-oriented coal terminals. This is particular relevant in regards to long term
efficiency of rail operations into and out of the Port of Newcastle, with reference to the
significance of the rail network to the Hunter Valley Coal Chain.

More importantly, NPC does not consider or assess whether there are any shipping/berthing
constraints associated with co-locating these facilities and activities within the Port of Newcastie.
We note particutar concern in regards to possible constraints about the number and size of ships
{existing and forecast); the availability of shipping lanes and tidal effects.

With special consideration ta the critical role that the Port of Newcastle plays in the export of NSW
coal, we therefore highlight that NPC has not provided any analysis of whether it will impact on the
efficiency or viability of the coal exporting activities through the Port of Newcastle.

Project Justification

NPC does not provide any economic oF port demand analysis in the EAR to support the nominated
trade forecasts which are so critical to the justification for the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan.
importantly, in regards to shipping containers, the EAR also does not pravide any analysis of the
need for the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan development in the context of the State-wide shipping
container trade. This is particularly relevant since the EAR relies on an assumption that if there is
an increased State-wide shipping container trade then will translate to a demand for shipping
container trade access to the Port of Newcastle. However, the shipping container industry is far
more complex than this assurnption implies. BIC would expect that a detailed port economic and
demand analysis is provided in regards to the following:

«  The timing and distribution of the predicted increase in the State-wide dernand for shipping
container port facilities, and whether this increase could be accommodated by Port Botany and
its expansion.

« Whether the Port of Newcastle has sufficient depth and ship access to accept and barth
container ships, particularly given the ships wil also access the major Australian shipping
container terminals.,

= Whether the import of containers into the Port of Newcastle is economically beneficial in the
State-wide context of shipping container trade.
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Orderly and Economic Development of Land

As such, while the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan seems consistent with the general principles of the
relevant strategic planning documents it has not adequately addressed the broader strategic
planning issues {regarding site integration, port access and ship herthing) which are implicit in the
statutory objectives of the relevant environmental planning instruments and the objects of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1978.

It is our view that until an adequate level of strategic planning is provided, which addresses the
above issues, it is impossible 1o identify whether the NPC Mayfield Concept Plan will facilitate the
orderty and economic use and development of land in accordance with the aims of the relevant
environmental planning instruments and the objects of the Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act 1978.

3.0 CONCLUSION

BIC acknowledge the need for port related development at the NPC Site, however the development
of the Port of Newcastle should be based on sound economic and demand analysis to ensure the
developments best cater for future trade requirements well into the future, The developments
must also be carried out in ways that do not undermine the integrity and efficiency of the existing
operations, with particular consideration of the obviously critical role that the Port of Newcastle
plays in the export of NSW coal.

For such a critically important site, and in the context of a concept plan application, these broader
strategic issues, including project justification (port demand and economic analysis), site
integration, port access and ship berthing, need to be fully considered prior to a determination by
the Minister for Planning. In particular, the Minister must be satisfied that the NPC Mayfield
Concept Plan:

» |s adequately justified in the State-wide shipping trade context, with consideration of port
economics and demand analysis for shipping trade along the east coast of Australia.

»  Would not hinder the sfficiency or viability of the coal exporting activities through the Port of
Newcastle, with special consideration to the critical role that the Port of Newcastle plays in the
export of NSW coal.

= Would constitute orderly and economic use and development of land {including facilitating port
related development on surrounding lands designated for port uses — such as the BIC Site} in
accordance with the aims of the relevant environmental planning instruments and the objects of
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979,

Since the propanent (NPC} has failed to provide an adequate analysis of the broader strateqgic
issues relating to site-integration, port access and berthing it is now up to BIC to conduct their own
analysis in that regard to enable these key issues to be properly considered by the Minister in
determining the proposed NPC Mayfield Concept Plan.
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Page 1 of 1

Lisa Chan - Newcastle Port Authority development

From: Raisa Miller <Raisa.Miller@hnehealth.nsw.gov.au>

To: "lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au" <lisa.chan{@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 18/03/2011 12:43 PM
Subject: Newcastle Port Authority development

Dear Lisa,

As a Mayfield resident | have previously written to you to express my concern about the Port Corp
development and the apparent lack of community involvement in the planning proposals. As a resident !
would like to feel that planning is taking into account residents needs, is transparent and the positive and
negative features and long term expected outcomes are clearly shared and discussed.

The development is large and the Port Corp plan indicates that various sections of the site will be developed
in stages. The residents need to know that the cumulative impact of the long.term planning has been fully
considered and can be clearly articulated to the people of Newcastle and surrounds so that they in turn can
plan their futures. My concern is that so far this has not happened. Residents need to know what is
happening in clear understandable language.

| have guestions which need answering:

What has been assessed as the positive gain to the community. If for example you say increased
employment opportunity, then can you elaborate what this will look like. This would be useful to know for
our children's and our own employment and educational direction; if it is economic gain who will benefit?
How would the residents standard of life improve? | am sure you are aware of other gains which | believe
you should articulate and share with the community.

What has been assessed as the negative consequences of the long term development and what is presently
being put in place to address the probable consequences. Can you tell me and the community what you
forecast as concerning. Some of my concerns relate to pollution from traffic noise, dust, road surface
conditions due to heavy vehicle transport and also extreme traffic congestion on all roads which will also
impact upon emergency service delivery and people's safety and access to homes and children’s safety on
the street.

t must say that when | ask other residents in Newcastle about their thoughts on the proposed developments,
mostly they have no knowledge that your department has approved or is considering approving anything in
relation to the site. Do you accept Port Corps claim that the community consultation was appropriate and
that awareness and informed discussion has taken place? If consultation does not bring forward the total
long term picture for the developments as a whole, then we as the community are being duped into a false
planning process. It would be like being told that there were a few drops of water from the sky rather than
acknowledging that it is being followed by a prediction of excessive rain and probable floods.

| feel the community has the right to share your departments knowledge about the cumulative plans for the
total BHP site and your assessment of the impact and environmental compliance present and forecast plans
will meet.

| would await acknowledgement to this correspondence and a response to my expressed concerns.

Raisa Miller, Mayfield resident
email address: raisa.miller@hnehealth.nsw.gov.au

73 Woodstock St; Mayfield 2304

18/03/2011
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Rick Banyard
14 Belt St Maryville

throshyl@live.com.au

49654427

18" March 2011

Lisa Chan
NSW Department of Planning

Lisa.chan®@planning.nsw.gov.au

Newcastle Port Corporation Development Mayfield East

| continue to strongly object to the Environmental Assessment of Port related activities as proposed
and as documented on the July 2010 CD as distributed and the subsequent Newcastle Port Corp
response and addendum.

| support the re development of the old BHP site and realise the importance for the economy and
employment. The relative isolation of that site allows considerable activity and provides
considerable economic scope,

| lodged a submission in the previous exhibition period.
My base issues were

Change of use of site

The old BHP activity was massive however was based on manufacturing on the site with the
import of most raw materials by ship and the export of much product also by ship. Rail
provided considerable movement and large numbers of staff entered the site by tram and
push bike. The road traffic impacts were minimal.

Purpose of Industrial Drive

One prime reason for the construction of the Industrial Drive was to remove through traffic
from Maitland Rd through Mayfield, Tighes Hill, slington and Wickham. The Port was only a
minor consideration. The road is relatively new however does carry considerable traffic and
is subject to flooding.




Off site Ramifications

The proposed development is a major contrast to the past and will have major ramifications
off site.

The off site ramifications have barely been assessed in the Environmental Assessment.

Lack of Community Consultation

The total lack of community consultation is of very major concern as the community and
most affected organisations and authorities are still totally unaware of the proposal or its
impact. There has been no community meetings conducted by the applicant. Letter box
drops and newspaper information minimal. An information session was held however there
was very little publicity, short notice and only one poorly timed session.

Cumulative Impact

To further compound the poor consultation is the failure to process other major
developments and port related expansion concurrently. The cumulative impact is truly
massive and will have a major impact on the total Newcastle LGA, Lower Hunter and also
other state significant infrastructure like the F3, Hunter Expressway and Pacific Highway.

Lack of information

The CD contains considerable information about the design, site preparation and
construction of the proposed facility however contains very limited information about the
proposed operation. For example Appendix A contains information about a large number of
early stage plans but does not require an Operational Environment Management Plan until
the facility is ready to be placed in operation. How is the community able to consider the
impact of the operation of the facility if the document is not available?

Delay in forming a Community Consultative Committee

Appendix A (page 28) also requires to the formation of a Community Consultative
Committee. That group is not proposed to function until the start of the construction phase.
Surely the group should be functioning now as the proposal raises many issues that need
addressing at an early stage. The makeup of that group is also of concern. The requirement
of 2kms from the site boundary is totally unrealistic for two reasons. Firstly much of the 2km
zone is river, industry and other non residential area. Secondly the external site ramifications
would seem to be very extensive and far reaching. It is noted that the report considers noise
at the TAFE at Tighes Hili (page 12).

Inconsistent in inaccurate traffic matters

The traffic measures listed on page 18 of Appendix A would seem to be totally inconsistent
with the vehicle numbers listed elsewhere in the proposal. Resident calculations show that
as many as 2,000,000 truck movements are necessary to handle the material listed in this
proposal and conceivably another 2,000,000 truck movements in other nearby
foreshadowed proposals. That is 4,000,000 EXTRA trucks to travel on Industrial Drive. The



document only talks about very minor works on Selwyn St. The is no information about
works required for other site entry points other than to name it as an intersection of interest
on figure 2.1 of the transport Section. Why not?

The residents calculation of truck movement seems reasonable and must place the
consultants figures of 520,020 in question. How can the consultants figure be only 25% of
sound logic?

The traffic data in table 2.2 is greater than six years ¢ld and given the changes in the area is
probably most unreliable.

Inappropriate and inadeguate use of rail

Why is the Selwyn St rail connection to be used? This line is already subject to considerable
complaint from residents. This line requires trains to travel through residential areas from
Warrrabrook to Mayfield east. A distance of about 5kms of heavily populated residential
housing. Why is the rail not going to connect to the Coal line at Sandgate. This would allow
rail access not only to the proposed site but also all other industrial sites along the southern
side of the south arm of the river/harbour. The document does not discuss the option of
double deck rail cars. Why not given the huge environmental gains?

failure to follow Director General's requirement

The Director General's requirement to consider this application requires the application to
address the issues. Part 5 of the requirement clearly state that regional and precinct issues
must be addressed .

Nowhere does the document address many of the key issues and most certainly nowhere
does it assess the infrastructure capacity of the region to handle the transport (road and or
rail) requirements.

Nowhere are the cumulative impacts quantified or explained. Nowhere is there an
explanation as to how the cumulative impacts will be minimised.

There is no description of other measures to counter the external impacts of the project.

The Director General's requirement to consider this application requires the application to
address the issue of consultation. The requirement clearly state that the issues of interested
groups and the public must be addressed.

Lack of reliable and sufficient data

Without providing reliable data, information and explanation to the community clearly
demonstrates that this criteria has not been addressed. How were the issues raised by the
residents and the public generated when the residents and public were not told of the
development and are currently denied information about the Buildev / HDC proposal
referred to on the adjoining site?



Transport and access were listed as the number one key issue by the Director General to be
addressed.

it would seem that this key issue has not been assessed except within the site. | can find no
reference as to how this projects transport and access fits within the State Plan and or the
Lower Hunter Transport Study. 1 am also unaware as to how this project has been
considered in the context of the Newcastle City Centre LEP and the associated traffic
modelling.

The Appendix g covering the hazard analysis does not identify or discuss any risks associated
with the transport to or transport from the site of product. The very large truck and vehicle
numbers must in themselves create a hazard even without considering their loads.

The transport data provided would seem to very greatly understate the true figures when
the quantities in table 4.2 Figures (for the first stage only) are considered. This stage it is
claimed only generates 360,000 truck movements. Clearly a figure that should be
challenged.

The stage two data which again would seem to be greatly understated shows vehicle
movements to and from the site equating to over 2000 vehicles per day (1452 heavy trucks,
300 employee cars plus service vehicles and visitors etc.

It is reasonable to double these figures for the other proposed nearby developments,

The documents indicate that much of the travel will be to Sydney. The issue of the extra
trains crossing the Clyde St and Adamstown railway gates is a major issue. There is no
comment on how this extra congestion will be addressed.

Is it a reasonable conclusion to draw from table 4.18 that the reason to limit trains to 20% of
the freight is to eliminate the need to build additional rail infrastructure on the Sydney line?
This would seem to be totally unreasonable and very environmentally unsound.

Based on the stated figure of 214 trucks per hour stated in figure 4.2 it is clear that the
impact on the normal traffic, the environment and the quality of life of those nearby will be
very considerable,

| do not consider that the submissions report has addressed the issues raised by me in a reasonable
manner. To support this claim | ask that you consider the following:-

1. The written responses only dealt with the issues raised by me in a generic and collective
manner.

2. There was no response to the specific questions raised in my submission.

3. There was no feedback direct to me.



10.

11.

The format of the submission report is extremely difficult to read and understand.

Much of the information in the submissions report conflicts with the original information
and with basic planning and community data availabie to the community

The Port Corp staff have provided confliction information when addressing community
individuals and community groups. That information has conflicted between officers and the
material provided in writing.

By way of example a senior Port Corp officer told a briefing that the “Bulk Liquids Precinct”
would handle all types of bulk liquids excluding the likes of orange juice. In response to
questioning he indicated that bulk liquids including detergents, acids, caustic soda and liquid
fertilisers were all included in the definition of bulk liquids. Elsewhere the precinct is
described as a buik fuel and fuel blending zone.

Claims of community consultation an simple not correct. As a community representative of
the newly reactivated Mayfield Community Consultative Committee | strongly reject the
publicised claim by the Newcastle Port Corporation that he provided a briefing to the group.
As members of that committee their representatives gave a very short update (only a few
minutes) of the approval process and the upcoming information sessions.

The Port Corporation as refused to allow their consultants to address the community and
have relied on their officers interpretation of the advice of the consultants ACOM

The Newcastle Port have advised that they do not have a Port Operations Master for 2030 or
similar. Further they have advised that this document, even on preliminary form, will not be
available for at least a year. | believe this should be of major concern to Planning NSW.

The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no indication
of what is to go on the “Buildev site. (There are even suggestions of a coal loader).If the Port
Site is to be considered as one envelope (as they suggest) then there needs to be a
mechanism to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels
set for the total envelope for things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc. A
fundamental of the Port Corps application is to define the fand title details of the site. It
should also be a requirement of the Port Corporation to spell out in simple clears and
measurable terms the specifications of the sites emissions, traffic and other similar factors.
These specifications should be defined in the approval details. Without such information |
question how Planning NSW, local authorities, government agencies and the community can
consider the impact of the proposal on areas outside the site.

| fail to understand how a concept ptan such as this can be developed (and assessed) in
isolation of the total Port. This proposa! must enhance the ports capability and not just move
activities from one location to another WITHOUT explaining what is to happen to the sites
vacated. In other words there needs to be a Port Master plan for various future dates eg
2020 and 2030. This current proposal must be part of the overall strategy.




12. Moving port activities to the new wharfs and precincts may well leave a void in other
focations around the port. This void could have many serious implications including;-

Impacts of resident who may have selected a residence so as to walk to work.
Support businesses (eg crane hire) having to incur extra operating expenses
Local businesses (eg pubs and take always) who rely on port trade.

Real estate vaiues

2 0T o

13. Where the void is to be filled by advantageous change of land use (eg port working land to
residential real estate) the absence of a port plan may well lead to unethical practices by
those “in the know”.

14, | am not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, staff movements have
been assessed correctly, Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and
considered. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the
Newcastle LGA and beyond. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastle

15. The issues of tourism for this site have not been adequately addressed or assessed. This ite
is waterfront land and as such it is only reasonable that access to the waterfront be
provided. Access to the waterfront is important for recreation, education and for
community monitoring. There is simply no reason why access arrangements ¢an not form
part of this proposal. This access could be provided via fences corridors, overhead footways,
viewing platforms, picnic areas etc.

16. Shipping details, needs and threats are not detailed or assessed in the documentation. It is
totally reasonable that this should be included. For example ships have a potential to spill
oil, fuel, chemicals and other cargos. These can have major consequences. Surely it is
reasonable for the applicant to detail how the ships and freight are to be moved in safety to
the environment. [t should be noted that a recent oil spill caused considerable harm and has
still not been fully cleaned up.

17, New technology has not heen considered in the application. In the last 20 years change has
been massive and certainly the future will involve change. The use of existing cargos, vehicle
emissions, modes of transport and product handling certainly warrant consideration,

The approval of the port fand for wharfs, storage and handling facilities is of major impertance in
eccnomic, employment and environmental terms,

The seriousness of these issues places great pressure on a proponent to ensure “all stone are
turned”, that the application is unambiguous and that it is fully understood by the community and
those upon whom the impacts are thrust,



Planning NSW and its Director General have a serious responsibility to ensure that the planning
process is sound, complete and fair to all.

The culmination of a successful approval process is a community that has not been unreasonably
disrupted and the applicant has been given every opportunity to present their case.

Approval must incorporate workable and unambiguous conditions.
Rejection must include clear reasons for the decision.

if you require further information or clarification please contact me.

Rick Banyard

i call on the Minister to place this application on hold until such time as the community consultation
has been conducted to a level that satisfies community with the key issues being cumulative impacts
and transport strategies and impacts.

Rick Banyard
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From: "George Barnes" <georgl23{@bigpond.com>
To: <lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 18/03/2011 3:51 PM

Subject: Mayfield plan from Newcastle Port Corp
CC: "John L Hayes" <jlhayes@bigpond.com>

georg123@bigpond.com

Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concepf Plan

For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,

NSW Planning
lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au

Or by post - GPO Box 39 Sydney 2001

Copy

Correct Planning & Consulitation for Mayfield group
c/- jlnayes@bigpond.com

t/ We ...George

272 1 1= T USRS TP PRSP

Of...26 Margaret st Mayfield EastNSW..........Post Code...2304.............
Phn...0249671057.......covv e Fax.. 0249671731, oo .MOD, . 0431742749

Email... georg123@bigpond.com
Wish to complain of the Concept Plan submitted by Newcastle Port Corp

o Itis inappropriate that their public forums and their Responses to Submissions have been
slanted in fanguage that is difficult for ordinary community to understand, and has missed the

points we raised.

o They seem to have limited their analysis to 2 intersections : Industrial Drive / George St,
Industrial Dr / ingall St. Many others are likely affected, from Maitland Rd to Maitland, to
Raymond Terrace, to Stewart Ave Charlestown to Tourle St, Cormorant Rd all the way to

Newcastle Airport.

e« They have underestimated the actual effect of large slow trucks, B-doubles etc in the traffic
flow predictions, as each truck will take the space of 2.5 to 3 cars by its siow travel, large size

and great reduction of visibility to nearby vehicles.

e They have denied the importance of co-ordinated planning with other future developments in

nearby port areas and related expansion over the next 20 years.
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Lisa Chan - Newcastle Port Corporation Plan
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From: Graeme Pauley <tigershill@gmail.com>
To: <lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 18/03/2011 4:33 PM

Subject: Newcastle Port Corporation Plan

Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastie Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning
lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au
We, Graeme Pauley and Meryl Dunton-
[ oY TOTRT T U S PP PR PR
Of...40 Kings Road, Tighes Hill, NSW.........................Post Code...2297.............
Phn 024961 0578.......c..0o it
Emall... igershil@amaILCOM ... ..ot e et st s
We object to the granting of approval of the NPC Concept Plan at this time, and until all the matters
referred to below have been satisfactorily attended to.
Reasons and thinking are as set out below.
1. There has been no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated with this
development, save for the Newcastle Port Corp’s (NCP) unproven opinion that it will create overall
economic benefits.
2. Exactly who will benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will place a huge
imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add significantly to the
state's existing transport problems.
3. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed.
4. The exact benefits to the region and state have not been assessed.
5. The project has not been adequately assessed
6. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project cannot
operate, even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans and procedures
being set in place for matters such as traffic and noise management.
As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for the site,
and as the site would be developed ad-hoc, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-ordinated approach
to environmental management and compliance could be achieved across the site.
7. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no indication of
what is to go on the Buildev site. There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL.
8. If the NCP site is considered as one envelope (as NCP suggests) then there needs to be a
mechanism to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels set for
the total envelope for things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc.
9 We fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be done in isolation of the total port.
This proposal must enhance the ports capability and not just move things from one location to
another WITHOUT explaining what is to happen to the site vacated.
In other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and 2030.
This current proposal must be part of the overall strategy.
10. We are not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff movements
have been assessed correctly.
11. Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.
12. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastie LGA and
beyond.
13. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastle.
14. We have told NCP, at the recent Information sessions, that their response to submission
document was much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves did not understand
their own document, and that they had troubie answer questions
Eg we have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific questions:

a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:
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b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.
We pointed out that their Document states 66 % will be heading to Sydney.
15, We also told NPC that their stated aim of building a 21st century state of the art port was not
being achieved;

and in fact their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s ~ 40 years

ago;
and that Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never will.
16. Problems we have found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:
a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept plan at full operation and other existing
and approved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count; what we want to
know is the worst case scenario.
The Camberwell dust study was unique from a NSW planning perspective (some would say a
precedent rather than unique), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air quality
issues within inner Newcastle.
The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining, while in
inner Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which currently aren't as
popular a target.
b) The following statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the level of information
in the EA being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as itis for the Department of
Planning to decide.
Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half of this
sentence means:
the level of information available on the future destination of imports to the Port of Newcastle it is not
only appropriate, but only possible fo undertake detailed analysis of the type, origin & destination of
freight once future proponents submit Project Applications of which these studies will be an integral
part.
c) 20 percent still sounds like a lot of traffic going to Kooragang island; what is the assumption
behind this?
d) Why has Port Corp not considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail movements
between 11pm-5am)?
This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to be an insignificant
operational period anyway.
From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, there are currently very, very few truck movements
at that time in the local area.
e} If a 20 percent level of train transport was adopted to allow for modelling of worst case truck
impacts, shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been assessed?
17. Still no real information on freight origin/destination - are all containers going to Sydney? Why
haven't they made the assumptions clear?
18. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this development
fitin? - What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc ?- We need a Port Master
plan
19. Still no real consideration of regional traffic impacts - why not come clean on Heavy Vehicles
increases rather than as a % of all vehicles? - we say the increase is 165% in heavy vehicles,
An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this development
- this has not been adequately addressed, nor have the impacts on intersections outside of
Mayfield.
At the recent meeting in Mayfield Sports Club Mike Baudinette oof Newcastle Port
Corporation spoke to me and said that the increase in trucks would be from approximately
700 daily at present to more than 1000 extra trucks along Hannell Street daily. Sadly this
does not compute with an 8% increase.
In addition there was a boast at the meeting that all the aluminium from Tomago and Kurri
Kurri will now be trucked into the new port. This surely is a further increase in traffic load not
even accounted for in the plan,
20. What are NPC planning for surveillance of 'rogue’ trucks in streets?
What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operators?
What reporting of 'rogue’ trucks and to whom?
What integration with Police/RTA?
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21. Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodel?
Enfield ILC is being developed by Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a similar
distance from each Port.
Why isn't NPC looking at this?
itis a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is essentially only
given lip service.
22. Detailed Freight Analysis to be undertaken and verified identifying

o Freight Type

o Origin and Destination

o Transport routes
Addendum Submissions report provides ‘evidence’ of studies previously undertaken, but there is no
reasonable summary of these studies to answer our questions above.
NPC say we need to wait for individual port proponents to detail freight types, origin and destination.
However, their whole transport ‘strategy’ is based on getting the freight into and out of the Port -
and NCP has provided minimal detail on this to make a reasonable assessment of impacts.
Seeing the origin/destination infarmation provided raises significant questions about what is
happening elsewhere in the Port of Newcastle.
What is happening to all the loading facilities currently used for these imports/exports?
We need a 20yr Newcastle Port Master Plan to document how this development fits into the whole
port over the next 20-50yrs.
23 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements, referenced as being provided
by “Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010” should be released for review and assessment by the
public and relevant transport and freight bodies.
See above in Blue
24. A Regional Traffic Impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the RTA and
Transport NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts on the regional
road network.
Not addressed in either the Submissions report or the Addendum.
NPC still refuse to detail the increase in heavy vehicles and still talk about an 8% in all vehicles as
having negligible impact on traffic outside of the NPC site.

In fact there it is a 110% increase in Heavy Vehicles
As trucks are 2 -3 times the length of cars this stated 8% is really a 16-24% increase in
equivalent cars.

This is significant
The NPC Original Concept Plan, and their response to submissions, do not even consider the
issues of merging traffic, traffic lightsfintersections, congestion etc through:
o Mayfield (Tourle St, Werribee St, Steel River, Stevenson Park,
Sandgate - Inner City Bypass connection, St Josephs
Hexham - McDonalds, Hexham straight
Hexham Bridge and OAK area
Beresfield - John Renshaw Dr, in-particular the merge south bound of trucks coming off F3 at
Beresfield)

® & @ @

NPC has still not provided any assessment of any other intersections — only those two at Ingall and
George streets Mayfield, near the site, are referred to
25. A predictive model of traffic impacts on local roads within Mayfield, Islington and Tighes Hill
areas based on leakage of freight vehicles from the Port as well as commuter traffic that would
prefer to use local roads to avoid congestion on Industrial Drive.
Was deemed to be covered in other submissions and ‘addressed’ in Submissions report - No
information provided or considered — NPC restate their intention to ensure that local traffic controls
in place.
No suggestions for policing stray trucks, vehicles - for example could there be rego plate
recognition (like SAFE-T-CAM) with rogue vehicles penalized. With regular reporting of these in
reports to a regulator or community group with co-operation with Police/RTA.
26. Intersection analysis of all major intersections between the Port site and:

o F3 Freeway
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o Pacific Highway Hexham,
o New England Hwy, East Maitland

See above — no real response . NPC considered 8% negligible impact

27. Cumulative Impact Assessment of ALL existing and new developments in the Mayfield industrial

Area

NPC has made scme minor assessment of intertrade vehicle numbers @1775 peak/hr trips.

What effort has NPC and HDC made to look at this in detail.

Argument appears to be they are worse than us.

Will be curious to see Buildev/HDC response

28. Detailed study of ALL rait options for the Mayfield Industrial Area:

o Including rail from Carrington north
o Options within Port site for increased rail — costs included

No not even attempted -~ regurgitation of previous report plus some mare information on NSFC

project

28, Detailed study of rail interaction between PWCS, OneSteel, Intertrade and other rail users — this

requires collaboration and consultation, including quantification of capital costs of rail upgrades

Again no attempt made ~ not even responded lo

30. The results of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Specific Consultative

Group including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Transport Dept, local Business

etc

No comment provided from NPC~ Planning NSW consent condition?

If NPC suggest that a briefing with MCCC on ‘'where they are at in process’ is consuitation, then it is

an incorrect claim.

The MCCC is not the above group — no members of group are Local Council, RTA, and Transport

NSW etc

» NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rail above 20% spit. However it makes no
attempt to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings etc, it merely says it could help to lift above
20%.

» NPC comment on other transport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub Hunter and the
Black Hill Intermodei but note that “Consideration of rail infrastructure investment outside the
immediate area of the port land at Mayfield is outside the remit of this Concept Plan and the
EA”.

And NPC agree these would benefits by the use of rail to Port, with no real consideration of
them being integrated into ptanning for the project.

itis interesting to note that the Enfield Intermodel Logistics Centre (ILC) is being developed by
Sydney Port Corporation, a facility that is some 16km from Port Botany.

By comparison, the Black Hill — Stoney Pinch Intermodel site is 18km from the Mayfield site.

But this is proposed apparently as a private development with no input from Newcastle Port
Corporation.

This Intermodel is a key part of the 3 Ports Strategy supporting the NPC development — yet the
Concept Plan not only doesn’t mention it as being a key part of that strategy; nor does it mention
that it is not a NSW Govt or NI?C development.

31. We request ongoing consultation fo resolve all the issues referred to above.

In addition Mike Baudinette, from NPC, has not returned phone calls or emails regarding a

promised appearance at the Tighes Hill Community Group meeting to discuss the proposals

further with the local community.

We also request your prompt acknowledgement of this submission, and advice as to how this

Concept Plan Application will proceed now. We feel that the consultation process is woeful.

Signed ... Meryl Dunton-Rose and Graeme Pauley...................cc.ccoeieiiiiii e,

Date......... T T N U
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Claire Charles, Andrew Parker
36 Crebert st Mayfield 2304
Clairecharles1964@hotmail.com

18" March 2011

Lisa Chan
NSW Department of Planning
Lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au

Newcastle Port Corporation Development Mayfield East

We object to the granting of approval of the NCP Concept Plan at this time, and until all the
matters referred to below have been satisfactorily attended to.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below

The format of the submission report is extremely difficult to read and understand, we have
ask for a meeting with the consultants who produce the document, NPC denied this request
We were disappointed with the community consultation with NPC, when we raised issues
on Trucks ,we were basically told it would be up to community to police these movements
on our suburban streets, their lack of understanding community concerns was atrocious

Noise and Vibraticn

Consideration as only be given in the plan, to modify houses that front Industrial Drive, that
are effected by noise and vibration, it is noted that the report considers noise at the TAFE at
Tighes Hill (page 12}. My house would not be considered in this as | front Crebert st, but my
back garden overlooks the site, Tighes Hill Tafe is 2km away, Therefore NPC needs to
compensate and take responsibility for home owners to refit homes with in a 2km radios,
not just facing Industrial Drive

Truck Movements

NPC as under estimated the amount of truck movement within their submission; | refer to
Newcastle Council submission which states that Industrial Drive will Fail by 2024.

As we live on the corner of Ingall st and Crebert st , across the road from Mayfield East
Primary school we see many trucks already using this road to get from Maitland Rd (old
Pacific HWY) to Industrial Drive

| refer to Newcastle Council submission, NPC should have a designated route for all vehicle
movement and require all trucks to have tracking system




Cumulative Affect

As this is only a concept plan we do not have all the information to understand what the
effects on the community are, the DoP should not be approving any plans until a Master
Port Plan is shown to the Community for consuitation and DoP

Rail

~N“c_)“cor\sideraticm in these plans to increase the use of rail , | refer to the Port Kembla Port
Plan, which will use 90% Rail , They did not explore the option of having a rail line on the
river side of Industrial Drive traveling back west and joining the Sydney/North cast line at
Mayfield west /Warrabrook

History

BHP closed 10 years ago, the suburb has changed from its dirty industrial town status back
to a thriving diverse community.

If we want a 21% century Port then NPC should build one with proper planning and
infrastructure to support it now and into the future.

Planning NSW and its Director General have a serious responsibility to ensure that the
planning process is sound, complete and fair to all.

The culmination of a successful approval process is a community that has not been
unreasonably disrupted and the applicant has been given every opportunity to present their
case.

Approval must incorporate workable and unambiguous conditions.

Rejection must include clear reasons for the decision.

We call on the Minister to place this application on hold until such time as the community
consultation has been conducted to a level that satisfies community with the key issues
being cumulative impacts and transport strategies

if you require further information or clarification please contact me.

Claire Charles
Andrew Parker
Kate Parker

Laurel Parker



April Parker
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Lisa Chan - Submission re proposed Port Corp development
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From: Andrea Low <andrealow@live.com.au>

To: <lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 18/03/2011 5:27 PM

Subject: Submission re proposed Port Corp development

Andrea Low and Philip Dwyer
47 Crebert St Mayfield East
andrealow@live.com.au
40234428

18wt March 2011

Lisa Chan
NSW Department of Planning
Lisa.chan@planning.nsw.gov.auy

Newcastle Port Corporation Development Mayfield East

We are shocked and dismayed at the Port Corporation's lack of
planning for the long-term sustainability and viability of our
region. In a meeting with a Port Corp representative the week
before last, the officer verbally acknowledged the obvious havoc
that this plan, in its current state, will wreak on our community.
And yet the community's cries of concern appear to have fallen
upon deaf ears, if the first feeble and tokenistic response to
submissions is anything to go by. We say that NO development
should occur at the expense of our region's already compromised
environment, and the basic quality-of-life needs of its residents.
We need a proper infrastructure plan with long-term vision to
support this development and others like it, so that the Hunter
community can continue to live in harmony alongside industry.

Andrea Low and Philip Dwyer
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Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the oid BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning
lisa.chan@planning.nsw.qov.au

We, Correct Planning & Consultation Group (CPCFM ),
¢/- John L Hayes, Chairman, of 117 Ingall St, Mayfield East, NSW 2304

Phn 4967 3013 mob 0400 171 602 Emall [lhaves@bigpond.com

object to the granting of approval of the NCP Concept Plan at this time, and until all the matters referred to
below have been satisfactorily attended fo.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below.

1. Our big worry last year was millions of extra trucks on Industrial Drive, and then on all
Freeways and Highways and Arterial roads — and very probably in dozens or hundreds of residential
streets in Inner City Newcastle and beyond.

Why?? — because the Port Corp plans do not include more than 20% on the rail for Containers and
some cargos; and for other cargos, their plan is zero % on the rail

2. After 6 months of Public Community Meetings, submissions, talking to all relevant Ministers
and Shadow Ministers, consultation directly with the Port Corp.; and the Port Corp employing
consultants who have written hundreds of extra pages of mostly highly technical jargon, nothing has
changed

The Concept Plan was flawed in 2010, and it is still flawed in 2011.

3. Worse still, is that in the recent round of consultations, the statements from Port Corp staff
have really alarmed residents, who have been trying to point out major impacts that the concept plan
will have on residents.

F.. sponding to comments from the Mayfield East Pubiic School P& C about major impacts on the
Students and the School, a Senior Port Corp executive said:

“that they'd probably need to move the school”.

In response to the expressed need for more goods trains to remove the need for so many frucks he
said:

"we'll leave whether operators use trucks or trains up to market forces” and "that's just the
way the world works".

In response to concerns about a new Major Liquid Fuel terminal

he indicated that as there were already two fuel tanks in Carrington, there shouldn’t be a
problem with more.




4, There has been no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated with this
development, save for the Newcastle Port Corp's (NCP) unproven opinion that it will create overall economic
benefits.

5. Exactly who will benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will place a huge
imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add significantly to the state’s existing
transport probiems.

6. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed.

7. The exact benefits to the region and state have not been assessed.

8. The project has not been adequately assessed

9. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project cannot operate,

even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans and procedures being set in place
for matters such as traffic and noise management.

As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for the site, and as the
site would be developed ad-hoc, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-ordinated approach to environmental
management and compliance could be achieved across the site.

10. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no indication of what is
to go on the Buildev site.

There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL on the Buildev site. Such a proposed
use is strongly objected to by the 400 plus members & supporters of CPCFFM

1. If the NCP site is considered as one envelope (as NCP suggests) then there needs to be a mechanism
to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels set for the total envelope for
things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc.

12 We fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be proposed and approved in isolation of the
total port. This proposal must enhance the port’s capability; and not just move things from one location to
another WITHOUT explaining what is to happen to the site vacated.

In other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and 2030. This current
proposal must be part of the overall strategy.

13. We are not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff movements have been
assessed correctly,

14, Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.
15. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastle LGA, and beyond.
16. There is no input from Councils, other than Newcastle.

17. We have told NCP, at the recent Information sessions, that their response to submission document was
much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves did not understand their own document, and
that they had trouble answer questions

Eg we have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific questions:
a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:

b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.



We pointed out that their Document states 66 % will be heading to Sydney.

18. We also told NCP that their stated aim of building a 21st century state of the art port was not being
achieved;

and in fact their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s — 40 years ago,
and that Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never will.

19. We did ask on more than one occasion for the consuitants who prepared the EA to attend some of the
recent Information and briefing sessions, but these request was ignored.

We were hoping to be given more detailed, and more accurate, responses to some of our questions.

20. Problems we have found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:

a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept plan at full operation and other existing and
apnroved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count; what we want to know is the worst
C. :scenario.

The Camberwell dust study was unique from a NSW planning perspective (some would say a precedent rather
than unique), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air quality issues within inner Newcastle.
The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining, while in inner
Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which currently aren't as popular a target.

b) The following statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the level of information in the EA
being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as it is for the Department of Planning fo decide.
Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half of this sentence
means:

the level of information available on the future destination of imports to the Port of Newcastle it is not only
appropriate, but only possible to undertake detailed analysis of the type, origin & destination of freight once
future proponents submit Project Applications of which these studies will be an integral part.

¢) 20 percent still sounds like a lot of traffic going to Kooragang island; what is the assumption behind this?

a, Jhy has Port Corp not considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail movements between 11pm-
5am)?

This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to be an insignificant operational
period anyway.

From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, there are currently very, very few truck movements at that
time in the local area.

e) If a 20 percent level of train transport was adopted fo allow for modelling of worst case truck impacts,
shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been assessed?

21. Still no real information on freight origin/destination has been provided - are all containers going fo
Sydney?
Why haven't NPC made the assumptions clear?

22. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this development fit in?
For example - What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc 7-
in order to understand these matters we need a Port Master plan




23.  There is still no real consideration of regional traffic impacts. Why does NPC not come clean on Heavy
Vehicles increases rather than talk about them as a % of all vehicles?

We say the increase is 165% in heavy vehicles.

An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this development - this has
not been adequately addressed, not have the impacts on intersections outside of Mayfield.

24. What is NPC planning for surveiliance of ‘rogue' trucks in streets?
What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operafors?
What reporting of 'rogue’ trucks and to whom?
What integration with Police/RTA?

25, Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodel?

Enfield ILC is being developed by Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a similar distance from
each Port.
Why isn't NPC looking at this?

This need is a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is essentially only
given lip service.

26. Detailed Freight Analysis needs o be undertaken and verified identifying
o Freight Type
o Origin and Destination
o Transport routes

Addendurmn Submissions report provides -evidence’ of studies previously undertaken, but there is no
reasonable summary of these studies to answer our questions above.

NPC say we need to wait for individual port proponents {0 detail freight types, origin and destination.

However, their whole transport ‘strategy’ is based on getting the freight into and out of the Port — and NCP has
provided minimal detail on this to make a reasonable assessment of impacts.

Seeing the origin/destination information provided raises significant questions about what is happening
elsewhere in the Port of Newcastle.
What is happening to all the loading facilities currently used for these imports/exports?

We need a 20yr Newcastie Port Master Plan to document how this development fits into the whole port over -
the next 20-50yrs.

57 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements,
referenced as being provided by «Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010”
should be released for review and assessment by the public and relevant
transport and freight bodies.

See ghove in Blue

28. A Regional Traffic Impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the RTA and Transport
NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts on the regional road network.

Not addressed in either the Submissions report or the Addendum.
NPC still refuse to detail the increase in heavy vehicles and still talk about an 8% in all vehicles as having
negligible impact on traffic outside of the NPC site.

In fact it is a 110% increase in Heavy Vehicles



As trucks are 2 -3 times the length of cars this stated 8% is really a 16-24% increase in

equivalent cars.
This is significant

The NPC Original Concept Plan, and their response to submissions, do not even consider the issues of
merging traffic, traffic lights/intersections, congestion etc through:

Mayfield (Tourle St, Werribee St, Steel River, Stevenson Park,

Sandgate - inner City Bypass connection, St Josephs

Hexham - McDonalds, Hexham straight

Hexham Bridge and OAK area

Beresfield - John Renshaw Dr, in-particular the merge south bound of trucks coming off F3 at
Beresfield)

@ ®© ® @ @

NPC has still not provided any assessment of any other intersections — only those two at ingall and George
streets Mayfield, near the site, are referred to

20. A predictive model of traffic impacts on local roads within Mayfield, Islington and Tighes Hill areas
be~ad on leakage of freight vehicles from the Port as well as commuter traffic that would prefer to use local
ro. s to avoid congestion on Industrial Drive.

Was deemed fo be covered in other submissions and ‘addressed’ in Submissions report - No information is
provided or considered — NPC restate their intention to ensure that local traffic controls in place.

No suggestions for policing stray trucks, vehicles — for example could there be;
rego plate recognition (like SAFE-T-CAM) with rogue vehicles penalized;

with regular reporting of these infringers in reports to a regulator or community group, with co-operation from
Police/RTA.

30. Intersection analysis of all major intersections between the Port site and:
o F3 Freeway
o Pacific Highway Hexham,
o New England Hwy, East Maitland

$- -~ above ~ no real response . NPC considered 8% negligible impact
31.. Cumulative Impact Assessment of ALL existing and new developments in the Mayfield Industrial Area
NPC has made some minor assessment of Intertrade vehicle numbers @1775 peak/hr trips.
What effort has NPC and HDC made to look at this in detail.
Argument appears to be they are worse than us.
Will be curious to see Buildev/HDC response
32.. Detailed study of ALL rail options for the Mayfield Industrial Area:
o Including rail from Carrington north
o Options within Port site for increased rail — costs included

No not even attempted — regurgitation of previous report plus some more information on NSFEC project

33. Detailed study of rail interaction between PWCS, OneStesl, Intertrade and other rail users - this
requires collaboration and consultation, including quantification of capital costs of rail upgrades

Again no attempt made ~ not even responded fo




34. The resulits of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Specific Consuitative Group
including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Transport Dept, local Business etc

No comment provided from NPC— Planning NSW consent condition”?

if NPC suggest that a briefing with MCCC on ‘where they are at in process’ is consultation, then it is an

incorrect claim.

The MCCC is not the above group — no members of group are Local Council, RTA, and Transport NSW etc

» NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rail above 20% spit. However it makes no attempt
to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings etc, it merely says it could help to lift above 20%.

« NPC comment on other transport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub Hunter and the Black Hill
Intermodel but note that “Consideration of rail infrastructure investment outside the immediate area of the

port land at Mayfield is outside the remit of this Concept Plan and the EA".

And NPC agree these would benefits by the use of rail to Port, with no real consideration of them being
integrated into planning for the project.

It is interesting to note that the Enfieid Intermodel Logistics Centre (ILC) is being developed by Sydney Pon
Corporation, a facility that is some 16km from Port Botany.

By comparison, the Black Hill — Stoney Pinch Intermodel site is 18km from the Mayfield site.

But this is proposed apparently as a private development with no input from Newcastle Port Corporation.
This Intermodel is a key part of the 3 Ports Strategy supporting the NPC development — yet the Concept
Plan not only doesn't mention it as being a key part of that strategy; nor does it mention that it is not a NSW
Govt or NPC development.

36. We request ongoing consultation o resolve all the issues referred to above.

37. We also request:
a. your prompt acknowledgement of this submission,

b. and advice as to how this Concept Plan Application will proceed now

John L Hayes
Chair
Correct Planning & Consultation for Mayfield Group 18" March 2011
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Submission from Mayfield East Public School Parents to NSW Planning re
Newcastle Port Corporation (NPC) Concept Plan For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP
site at Mayfield

Dear Ms Chan,

We are writing to express several serious concerns with NPC's (the Proponent) plan for
7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield.

We also lodged a submission in the first round in 2010 where we\ expressed several
concerns with the plan in its current form.

H. Reliance on Trucks over Rail

The plan outlines that the bulk of all cargo will travel by truck; with maximum 20% by
rail: including all combustible fuels (>1000 million litres/year) going by road. Further,
that in the initial stages of operations 100% of movement would be by truck.

We are highly concerned about the fact that this proposal relies largely on truck
transport and believe that the proponent has not fully accounted for the impact of trucks
on the community. Their report suggests that the impact on roads would be only 8%
increase in overall traffic. We believe this is a gross misrepresentation of the actual
impact. When assessing the impact of trucks their equivalents in cars needs to be
considered to give a more accurate picture of what the result will be. A B-Double Truck
is a LARGE TRUCK - the equivalent of at least four (4) ordinary vehicles. When
viewed this way the increase in overall traffic would be more in the vicinity of 24%
minimum, which is significant.

The increase in heavy vehicles, would be more in the order of 110%. In day time hours
this would be over 100 truck movements per hour. There would be at least one large B-
Double truck per minute roaring by. The sound and fumes will linger and spread.

Here are some examples of a B-Double Truck.
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The report is silent on use of rail being a requirement of operators at the site. In our
consultations with the Proponent it was indicated by the General Manager of NPC that
the decision to use road or rail would be for the operators and “left up to market forces”.

We are deeply opposed to this irresponsible and unconscionable approach to the
environmental and social impact of this proposal.

E Plan for Rail

Should there be a requirement for the state of NSW to have an alternate port to Botany
and Port Kembla and if Newcastle is the preferred location, then a fully costed and
funded State plan for improved and increased rail freight lines MUST be a pre-requisite
and in place PRIOR to the establishment of a port that would otherwise be relying on
truck haulage on existing roads.

If a major terminal is appropriate for this site it should rely on rail rather than road
transport. Our community should not pay the cost through increased pollution,
congestion, noise and reduced road safety, because of poor long term infrastructure
planning.

3. Not Appropriate for Residential area: The Proponent’s Suggestion to Close
our School

Mayfield East Public School is an immediate neighbour of this site. MEPS' northern
border is Industrial drive. The school’'s vegetable gardens, orchards, chook house and
olay grounds are located between the intersections of Ingall St/Industrial Drive and
George St/Industrial Drive.

The school children and community will suffer enormously by this development.

The proponent has not adequately address the concerns that we raised in our first
submission, primarily the multiple and cumulative effects of significant increase in heavy
vehicles.

During our consultations, when discussing the impact of the trucks, the Proponent
(Managing Director) indicated that Mayfield East Public School would probably have to
close and move to escape the negative impact of this proposal.

This call to close the school is an open acknowledgement that the concept plan inits
current form is inappropriate to neighbour residential areas. The Proponent’s total
disregard for the community in their attitude and planning is clear and shameful.

We urge NSW Planning to re-evaluate NPC'’s suitability as the developer of this site and
to more closely monitor and enforce good planning processes.

There are also a number of other community facilities on Industrial Drive that will suffer,

including a long day care centre and early learning centre, a women's health service,
sports clubs and oval, and aged care facility, just to name a few.
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4, Impact of Trucks

4.1 Diesel Fumes
The proponent’s reports do not adequately address the pollution that will arise from the
increase in heavy truck movements.

The resulting air and noise pollution and their associated health effects are
unacceptable. It is noted that particulate matter (PM10) is already above recommended
health standards, the emissions from trucks and other machinery will cause this to
increase further. The smaller particulate matter emitted in diesel fumes and other
sources has not been addressed at all by the Proponent. These health concerns for our
children and all local residents cannot be ignored.

4.2 Noise

The Proponent does not adequately address the noise impact of the proposal. They
indicate that the noise levels along Industrial drive already exceed the acceptable levels
set by the Department of Climate Change and Water, but somehow find that adding to
this would be acceptable.

The Proponent has not addressed the impact of noise on Mayfield East Public School,
which is located immediately opposite the proposed site, and whose northern boundary
is Industrial Drive. Their report is silent on how noise will be mitigated for the hundreds
of children who attend classes every day in that school, undertake outdoor learning
activities and play in its grounds.

4.3 Safety

Mayfield residents are already impacted upon by two major arterial roads: Maitland
Road and Industrial Drive. There are insufficient walking tracks and no bike paths that
lead to the Throsby creek Cycleway. At present, children and adult cyclists have to ride
along poorly maintained footpaths with no separation from double carriage trucks doing
80km an hour on Industrial Drive. The alternative is to travel on Maitland Road - again
with not even a safety rail between them and cars doing 60 km - in order to get to
Islington Park where the safe cycleway begins. This is already dangerous and the
Proponent’s plans will make it even more deadly.

Children walk and ride bikes across George St and Ingall St to get to school. What
safety measures are going into place? George Street has no safe crossing areas en-
route to the school. The Proponent’s report dismisses safety concerns regarding truck
traffic as they assert that pedestrians do not use Industrial Drive intersections. These
intersections are major ones for residents of Mayfield and Newcastle. There is no doubt
that a 110% increase in truck movements through this area will be a disaster for
Mayfield and Newcastle.

4.4 Residential Streets

On the issue of trucks on residential streets, the Proponent dismisses concerns and
gives conflicting responses. Firstly, the Proponent suggests that trucks leaving the site
will not use residential roads through Mayfield and neighbouring suburbs. However,
with the resulting bottlenecks, blockages and traffic queues that will be experienced
along Industrial Drive, and spilling out from its intersections, we believe trucks will seek
clearer routes along residential streets, Maitland Road, Newcastle road and others.
And these will be BIG trucks — B Doubles, many of which will be carrying explosive
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fuels. Even if the trucks do stick to Industrial Drive, the regular traffic on the
residential/arterial streets will increase to avoid the Industrial Drive gridiock.

There are currently no restrictions on the residential streets around this site. The
Proponent is silent on what it will do to address this issue and prevent rogue trucks
thundering through Mayfield and Newcastle residential streets and beyond.

The Proponent appears unable to indicate, with any consistency, what the origins and
destinations will be and how much of the freight will be destined for Newcastle. The
report states that 66% will be heading to Sydney (mostly by truck). To down-play the
impact of this NPC verbally suggested during our consultations that the majority of
freight will be for Newcastle retail stores (white-goods apparently!). Should the
majority of cargo be destined for Newcastle retail stores, their planning to identify local
truck routes and then to mitigate the impacts is non-existent.

Stringent measures for enforcing trucks off suburban streets would include banning
anything over 10 ton from using the suburban roads. A commitment to employing staff
or putting cameras in place to enforce road regulations would be necessary. There
would need to be a review of the effectiveness of these measures and a commitment to
ensuring limited truck use of these streets.

in our consultations with the Proponent they highlight that making and enforcing road
restrictions is the responsibility of Newcastle Council. We find this propensity to transfer
responsibility for dealing with the negative impact of this proposal astounding and totally
unacceptable. Where will the additional resources for Newcastle Council come from?
Will there be additional allocation for road maintenance and repair? The lack of
planning on this issue is clear; and it is our understanding that Newcastle Council has
not been a significant partner in this plan.

K‘S. Minimum Standards and Criteria for Site Operators

We believe that as the site manager/landlord, NPC should be establishing minimum
standards or operating criteria for any business that uses the site. Such criteria should
cover a range of issues to ensure that all operations on the site are safe, and have
minimal impact on the community and environment. The proponent should also outline
how they will monitor and enforce clean/green criteria. The Proponent’s plan in its
current form does not adequately set out minimum criteria for operations. Inone
section of the report the Proponent acknowledges that toxic pollutants such as Methyl
Bromide will be an issue and they assume that the individual operators will take
measures to recapture.

Our group is deeply concerned that the Proponent, as controller of the proposed Port,
will not articulate or enforce sufficiently high standards to ensure that any port activities
are suitable for residential areas and environmentally benign.

[ 6. Cumulative Effects j

The cumulative effects of this proposal need to be more thoroughly investigated and
addressed. And also the impacts beyond the immediate site need to be identified,
quantified and addressed.
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We have no doubt that the community of Mayfield, and broader Newcastle, will be
deeply affected by this proposal. The Proponent's reports and responses primarily deal
with the impact and operations immediately around the site. The report is largely silent
on ripple our effects beyond the site. This proposal will affect roads and residents
between Mayfield and Hexam, along all the main roads out of Newcastle, which are also
residential; between Newcastle and Maitland and other areas around the Hunter Valley;
between Newcastle, through the Central Coast to Sydney and through Sydney suburbs.
Indeed it is difficult to quantify the exact impact as their report does not adequately
detail what the freight routes will be. There appears to be a serious lack of planning, or
a cynical attempt to evade proper scrutiny of the proposal.

We are also very concerned about the wider environmental implications of this
development. The Federal Government has set a Renewable Energy Target of 20% by
2020. This target aims to protect our children and future generations from the effects of
climate change. The proposed development is surely working against this goal. Again,
this is highly unacceptable to our school community.

6.1 The Bigger Picture

This concept plan needs to address how it fits into the bigger plan/picture for the whole
port, and also where it fits with respect to any future plan for Newcastle and NSW freight
and transport.

There is currently suggestion that another Coal Loader may occupy the remainder of
that ex-BHP land.

Our group is concerned at this apparent ad-hoc approach to development in Newcastle
and NSW as a whole.

l 7. Mayfield & Newcastle

7.1 Mayfield’s History and Future

Mayfield has suffered a very industrial history, but since the closure of BHP’s activities
has enjoyed, along with wider Newcastle, its right to a cleaner living environment than it
previously had. There is still plenty of industry, though, and Mayfield still suffers from
industrial pollution - due to the number of industries close by and the large coal
deposits.

It is grossly unfair to propose a further source of pollution without taking stringent
measures to counter that pollution, and to contribute to the environmental and social
wellbeing of a community that this industry is affecting.

On the plan to inflict more dirty industry on Mayfield we are deeply disturbed by the
Proponent’s response. The Submissions Report dismisses objections to further heavy
industry in Mayfield, stating that it is just being consistent with what Mayfield’s history
has been.

The disregard for adjacent community and the environment was further highlighted
during our consultations with NPC stating that adding more dangerous goods and
explosive liquids to an already heavily industrial corridor should not be a problem.

We suggest that the Proponent is completely out of touch with the desires of the
Mayfield and broader Newcastle community for a clean and green future, and that this
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concept plan runs totally counter to harmonious and sustainable planning for industry
and community.

7.2  Property Prices

The Proponent dismisses concerns that this development will have a negative impact
on property prices. Calling on the rationale of an industrial history the Proponent states
in the Submissions Report that an examination of the impact on property prices is
outside the scope of their planning.

We dispute this claim. All environmental impacts should be examined and addressed —
prosperity is one important factor. Mayfield’s economy as an inner suburb of Newcastle
will suffer and decline as a result of this plan. Newcastle has benefited from the
changing face of Mayfield since the closure of the BHP industries on Industrial Drive.
Private investment in Mayfield will diminish as a result of this plan in its current form.
There is no doubt that those who have already invested substantially in Mayfield will
suffer a financial loss. How will compensation occur?

7.3  What's in it for Us? :
The Proponent has identified few benefits to Mayfield or greater Newcastle besides a

handful of jobs — the exact number is unclear, but it has been estimated at a couple of
hundred at the most.

There appears to be no requirement to compensate Mayfield or Newcastle for the
deleterious impact of the plan in its current form. There is no mention of:

e  investment in greening the suburb

improved park areas of children's parks

o  safe riding tracks to join the Throsby creek cycleway

investment in Mayfield Pool (provided to Mayfield residents by BHP as
compensation for the loss of our beach and now under threat of closure)

e  investment in neighbouring community facilities, including the schools, to mitigate
pollution and damages,

e improved access to the harbour

e  any other form of compensation or investment in Mayfield or Newcastle

[E We Call on The Minister for Planning J

We urge NSW planning to reject the plan in its current form and to start from scratch to
plan for port activities that:

e are part of a clearly articulated plan for the whole of Newcastle

® are harmonious with community and the environment

e will contribute to achieving our Renewable Energy Targets

o rely on use of rail over trucks; and building rail infrastructure to make this possible

e factor in management strategies for all forms of pollution

e have high minimum environmental standards for all operators on the site
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e are based on genuine consultation with all stakeholders — including those beyond

the port’'s immediate neighbours.

e will contribute in a positive way to our community.

We trust you will take our concerns seriously.

Yours sincerely,

Megan Smith 23 Roe Street, Mayfield, 2304
Katie Sachs Forbes Street, Carrington

Donna Manning George Street, Mayfield East
Elizabeth Shoebridge | 22 Abel Street Mayfield West
Jodie Kell Mayfield

Maree Gilchrist 34 Estell Street, Maryville, 2293
Stephen Clarke 25 Roe Street, Mayfield, 2304
Michael Mackie Mountier Street, Mayfield East
Sarah Kell C/- Mayfield East Public School, Mayfield East
Faye Neilson 119 Ingall Street, Mayfield East
Ted Prior Miss Carey's Road, Killabakh

Bill Robertson 48 Kitchener Parade Mayfield East
Jennifer Curnow 28 Holt St, Mayfield East

Tobias Spitzer 119 Ingall Street, Mayfield East
Alison Harwood 22 Mounter Street, Mayfield

Liam Phelan 22 Mounter Street, Mayfield

Please send all correspondence to:

Mayfield East Public School Parents
C/- Megan Smith

23 Roe Street Mayfield, 2304

ph: 4960 8854
megan@megansmith.org
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Lisa Chan Date: 7 1 / > / U
NSW Planning
GPO Box 39, Sydney 2001

Dear Ms Chan,

Please accept this submission regarding the curvent concept plan for a new shipping terminal on industrial Drive
in Mavfield. As a resident of the area, and with childran attending Mayfield Fast Public School T have grave
concerns about the impact of this development on our healih and wellbeing. Particularly:
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Dwonld support a new shipping terminal that was part of a clear overalt plan for Newcastie and that would not
adid fugther poliution or safety fisks to our home, school, commmity or epvironment.

Youis sincerely,
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Lisa Chan Date:
NSW Planning '
GPO Box 39, Sydney 2001

Dear Ms Chan,
Please accept this submission regarding the curvent concept plan for a new shipping terminal on industrial Drive

in Mayfield. As a resident of the area, and with children attending Mayfield East Public School T have grave
concerns about the impact of this development on our health and wellbeing. Particularly:
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Fwould support a new shipping terminal that was pant of a clear overall plan for Newcastie and that would not
add further pollution o safety risks o our home, school, comnunity or environment.

Yours sincerely,
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lisa Chan Date:

NSW Planning
GPO Box 39, Sydney 2001

Dear Ms Chan,
Please accept this submission regarding the current concept plan for a new shipping terminal on industrial Drive

in Mayfield. As a resident of the avea, and with children attending Mayfield East Public School T have grave
cancerns about the impact of this development on our health and wellbeing. Particularly:
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Yours sincerely
it

MName:

Adddress:
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Lisa Chan
NSW Planning
GPO Box 39, Sydney 2001

Date: a3

~Dear Ms Chan,

Please accept this submission regarding the current concépt plan for a new shipping terminal on industrial Drive
in Mavfield. As a resident of the area, and with children attending Mayfield East Public School T have grave
concerns about the impact of this development on owr health and wellbeing. Particularly:
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1 would support a new shipping terminat that was part of a clear overall plan for Newcastle and that would not
add further pollution oy safety risks to our hoine, school, community of environment.

Yours sincerely, ﬁ .
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Submission to NSW Planning re Newcastle Port Corp. (NPC) Concept Plan
For 7 new wharfs on the old BHP site at Mayfield

To Lisa Chan,
NSW Planning
anEonlanring nsw.goy. au
Or by post - GPO Box 39 Sydney 2001
PCU020986

Copy

Correct Planning & Consultation for Mayfield group

cl- ihaves@bigpond.com
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. I/we object to the granting of approval of the N@B Concept Plan at this time, and until all the matters referred to
below have been satisfactorily attended to.

Reasons and thinking are as set out below.

1. There has been no real assessment of the social or economic impacts associated with this
development, save for the Newcastle Port Corp’s (NCP) unproven opinion that it will create overall economic
benefits.

2. Exactly who will benefit from this project is unclear, however it is clear that it will place a huge
imposition on local residents in terms of noise and amenity impacts, and add significantly to the state's existing
transport problems.

3. The exact costs to local residents have not been assessed. De}jaﬁggggggammg
4. The exact benefits to the region and state have not been assessed. 35 MAR 070

- 5. The project has not been adequately assessed seanning Hoom
6. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and submissions report proves that the project cannot operate,

even at a conceptual level, without a complex series of management plans and procedures being set in place
for matters such as traffic and noise management.

As any number of private companies would operate the wide range of facilities planned for the site, and as the
site would be developed ad-hoc, it is unrealistic to assume that a co-ordinated approach to environmental
management and compliance could be achieved across the site.

7. The cumulative impact of the total BHP site has not been considered. There is no indication of what is
to go on the Buildev site. There is talk of another COAL TERMINAL.

8. If the NCP site is considered as one envelope (as NCP suggests) then there needs to be a mechanism
to detail how the components of the ultimate complex will not exceed the levels set for the total envelope for
things like noise, dust, light, vibration, fumes, traffic etc.

9 We fail to understand how a concept plan such as this can be done in isolation of the total port. This
proposal must enhance the ports capability and not just move things from one location to another WITHOUT
explaining what is to happen to the site vacated.




In other words there needs to be a Port Master Plan for various future dates eg 2020 and 2030. This current
proposal must be part of the overall strategy.

10. We are not convinced that the freight movements, visitor movements, and staff movements have been
assessed correctly.

11. Alternate road and rail routes are not adequately detailed and considered.
12. There is little information of the impacts on other infrastructure within the Newcastle LGA and beyond.
13. There is no input from Councils other than Newcastle.
14. We have told NCP, at the recent Informatibn sessions, that their response to submission document was
much more difficult to read, and that the NPC staff themselves did not understand their own document, and
that they had trouble answer questions
FEg we have now been given 2 conflicting answers by NPC on specific questions:
a: exits from site — we were told there were 4; when only 2 exist:
b: that majority of containers would be local delivery.

We pointed out that their Document states 86 % will be heading to Sydney.

15. We also told NCP that their stated aim of buildirig a 21st century state of the art port was not being
achieved,

and in fact their Comparable Model — Port Botany was designed in the 1970s - 40 years ago;

and that Port Botany never has worked properly — and probably never will.
16. Problems we have found with the NPC Responses to submissions include:

a) Cumulative issues should look at the proposed concept plan at full operation and other existing and
approved projects in the port at full operation. Long timeframes don't count; what we want to know is the worst
case scenario.

The Camberwell dust study was unique from a NSW planning perspective (some would say a precedent rather
than unique), but the situation at Camberwell has clear parallels with air quality issues within inner Newcastle.

. The difference is that cumulative air quality impacts at Camberwell are caused by mining, while in inner
Newcastle they are caused by transport and industrial operations which currently aren't as popular a target.

b) The following statement doesn't make any sense, except for the bit about the level of information in the EA
being appropriate. This assertion is not one for NPC to make, as it is for the Department of Planning to decide. -
Port Corp should avoid presenting opinion as fact, and should explain what the second half of this sentence
means:
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¢) 20 percent still sounds like a lot of traffic going to Kooragang Island; what is the assumption behind this?

d) Why has Port Corp not considered restricted operating hours (i.e. no road/rail movements between 11pm-
5am)?
This is when significant noise impacts have been predicted and appears to be an insignificant operational

- period anyway.




From experience, living close to Industrial Drive, fhere are currently very, very few truck movements at that
time in theslocal area.

e) If a 20 percent level of train transport was adopted to allow for modelling of worst case truck impacts,
shouldn't a worst-case (i.e. maximum) level of train transport also have been assessed?

17. Still no real information on freight origin/destination - are all containers going to Sydney? Why haven't
they made the assumptions clear?

18. What is happening to the Port of Newcastle over next 20 - 50yrs and how does this development fit in?
- What is happening to the existing sites for Grain, Aluminum etc ?- We need a Port Master plan

19. Still no real consideration of regional traffic impacts - why not come clean on Heavy Vehicles increases
rather than as a % of all vehicles? - we say the increase is 165% in heavy vehicles.

An 8% increase is really between 16-24% increase in equivalent cars, just from this development - this has
not been adequately addiessed, nor have the impacts on intersections outside of Mayfield.
20. What are NPC planning for surveillance of rogue’ trucks in streets?
, What technology?
What carrots/sticks to transport operators?
What reporting of ‘rogue' trucks and to whom?
What integration with Police/RTA?

21. Why no discussion by NPC on an outside Intermodei?

Enfield ILC is being developed by Sydney Ports - both Enfield and Stoney Pinch are a similar distance from
each Port.

Why isn't NPC looking at this?

It is a key element of the NSW Govt. Three Ports Significant Sites Strategy, but is essentially only given lip
service.

22. Detailed Freight Analysis to be undertaken and verified identitying
o Freight Type
o Origin and Destination
o ‘Transport routes

[P G oy 1 b e on g
Iy undertaken, but there is no

hit types, origin and dastination.
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the next 20-50yrs.

23 The information used as the basis of freight and cargo movements, referenced as being provided by
“Newcastle Port Corporation, April 2010” should be released for review and assessment by the public and
relevant transport and freight bodies.

EA S TN T oY TIPS
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24. A Regional Traffic Impact Study utilising a regional traffic model accepted by the RTA and Transport
NSW to determine the distribution of Port generated traffic and impacts on the regional road network.

o 2 £ EN F N RN e kS P S
mmissions report or the Addendum.




@©
G o g
o5 & B O o 0] <
o e o C O & Sy =
= & 2 o B 5 8 2
s 1 — Q b o el 53
] 7 o s o » et [ 0 @
o @ e L » =
£ . @ 3 — 3 = < 2 ! o
¥ B = o < = o & e go] .
i o 2 . a T 2 ES 2 5
@ ] = e = n = X o 5 -
& e o G & o 0 o & ke]
= i = ot %) <@ g = ©
= e bt w o O = U om =
= L4 - o et Q. b S
& a3 @ E e = &
bl bt s s favs e
: G = = : T = =
e £ % &5 [} cC 2
© o it = e =z @ Q @
o a3 o & 2 - c 3 =
A 0 s & E
- et [ 2] O
pod £ o o iy = (@ . st
N ) .ms\ gfm.,xu I3 [ oy (9] U.nl ko] -
© = o Z i £% = 2
E s 0¥ G = 2 ; o 5
i 5«;«. Mﬂf\,w m\ ] .mn -~ (© .§v Lnll.w m
5 N { o T -~ 7
a . W g ) 5 ; e & o = B L2 o
5 g reen . N E9] o o o O % ] =
“ - pid z & © 2 &= > P < 3
5 -~ - ) b £ £ = & 0. e > -~ @
T @ o & o 5 2 = 95 ® E O T T
- 71 g M.M Lo & m.w o m L3 et c R = 5
= i = 2 & & 5! =8 L2 = L 2 [
T % 5 o ; £ 0 7 L o a @
B e o =5 2y @ & = 2B @ 2 S
- ; I £ oo 1 G 28 o o o 2 o
& @ R O B Y © = © S e LR
e 2 246 28 ® £ » = 38 2 & £ = B
B ar e vu Do £ i 2o &= D g @ T 9
2w o) om 2 @ o o 3 : L D 2
@ : - = -7 P 4= = o 0] o = = _
L2 m%‘\w \ww [ Ws et el e — (O Pt \w,\ e > —
Pl %ﬂ.fm i 7 © O S © o o) 2} © I
A G A & o O = s g s 0
@z gy s 5% 7 e o o o 3] 3
0 = 4 g5 = g 5 o 5 50 o 3
. b el ) o A TN s s £
S 4 2z e “ 50 Oo0g o L4 =l
" b W 7 A 0] ko] Y T o
oy DL, e b O biA G e n S > ] & o <t e
Qo o a2 WD L SR S € [ 2
g b Lo L & LEY gE0O = = & O o c O
[ ] Y —_ XL "y o o o 0= © < - C =
=3 SN © =5 W & D £ 2, v c o2
RN “ o @ = w'm £V T © - = £ o =) NG
/R - ) @ et g i AT & E+ 5 € Q C
o = o S =z @ g QL% &2 I OE ©
o ¥ W LB = v W = 05 e = h_.m L 7 ==
- p) £ o il s [EIE S fowerd ] K =
Sg T < 58 B = oo 8s5s v B o ? 8O .m
S 2 AL = o o A °© Tz 5 £ - £6
G O v @ 5 © T Owx O W 2 2 c < - 5
£ o on £ . S o % TS5 L o L T B < £ :
O =l = on G = @ - 52 L2535 i > zwo & g w e ;
e E o . 153 j oot < Gz = ] = - .
@5, I Q.2 @ = wi 0% = T -~ ¢ & o OFLE
i mw P [ e (&) L. y= oy C oMo ot S T iy
T oo g {5 SRR e o -5 28 E€Eo 0 5 © =7 £ © = =
s WM =) Gg 9 ' =2 92 4 cpLt 2 5 o 320 =
o o o = B O s G e e >0 Nl o 0O H W= C o
imwm” A R 22 w5 B98 % sz Py = 2T 6 &
9 & W AVIS WO Sz o & @ P = Q bt ¢ Ol 5 2 2 © T 25 P
% s , s HEe B ez R [ x o Den g =~ 3 oo w®
5 o & Ty s @ @ g o = » 0 : =3 = C )
7 ) ol %A £ e N T e o (o} - oz t O fns
Vi G oo St T Es (IR i o P} P &= T — i
ay Lo & e Lo 0 W { s ot Q= 2 o ) sy hrd 43
it o W s B o B - - © F ¥ o3 @ =
€3 SR S - o f= < 3o . = 000 no O O oo @
oo 5 RO V- N - o ke s
L5 T e B = Ko e T o s 1
o g o “ s s o8 e ow 0y @ o) = =
L e 1 & e »ooe w8 bl 35 b o o 7 L
- w e o2 L2 wel S ) T~ oo} o
e < Q- BE Zz% anQ? SR AN ~ Zz

between PWCS, OneSteel, Intertrade and other rail users - this
, including quantification of capital costs of rail upgrades

i

Detailed study of rail interaction

requires collaboration and consultation

29.



30. The results of all of these to be presented and discussed with a Project Specific Consultative Group
including members of the Community, Local Councils, RTA, Transport Dept, local Business etc

t provided from N i“(f« Planning NSW consent cond iiom’?
=

¢ that a briefing with MCCC on ‘where % ey are at in process’ is consultation, then itls an
incorren cimim
The MCCC is not the above group — no members of group are Local Councll,  RTA, and Transport NSW ele

%

s NPC have mentioned that Gantries would assist in lifting rail above 20% spit *%fawexzm“ it makes no attempt
., to quantify the benefits in terms of sidings efc, it merely says it could help fo lift above 20%.
¢ NPC commenton c‘é’e@r ansport studies and infrastructure including Freight Hub | Sunter and the Black Hill
intermode! bul note ¢ é“ConSIderatlon of rail infrastructure investment outside the immediate area of the
port land at Mayﬂeld is outside the remit of this Concept Plan and the EA”.
vnd NPC agree these would benefits by the use of rail to Port, with no real consl icieration of them being
N g o & H ¥ < ¥ #4 § He
eld sile.
Port Corporation.
*iw yel the Concept
tion that it is not a NSW
?

31. I/ we request angoing consultation to resolve all the issues referred to above.

We also request your prompt acknowledgement of this submission, ad advice as to how this Concept Plan
Application will proceed now
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Nsw | Transport

Rebecca Newman

Senior Environmental Planning Officer
Infrastructure Projects

Department of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attn; Lisa Chan

Dear Ms Newman,

RE: RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS FOR NEWCASTLE PORT CORPORATION’S
CONCEPT PLAN FOR PORT TERMINAL FACILITIES AT MAYFIELD
(MP 09_0096)

| refer to your letter dated 10 February 2011 seeking comment regarding the
Submissions Report and amended Transport Assessment for Newcastle Port
Corporation’s major project Concept Plan application for Port Terminal Facilities at
Mayfield. Transport NSW appreciates the opportunity to provide further comment on this
matter.

Transport NSW has reviewed the Submissions Report and the appended revised
Transport Assessment. Transport NSW believes that additional work and consultation is
still required to ensure that the impacts that the proposal may have on the rail and
broader road networks are adequately understood and addressed.

In particular, issues of road / rail mode share and impact of the project on the rail and
road networks, as raised in the submission put forward by Transport NSW in response to
the Environmental Assessment (EA) require further detail, particularly in regard to the
critical connections linking Sydney and Newcastle.

Transport NSW requests that the following is resolved prior to the determination of the
final project application:

o Undertake an assessment of the proposal on the road and rail networks taking into
account existing and future growth scenarios for container movements. The
assessment should inform a mode share target and be guided by targets which
have been adopted for movements through Port Botany and Port Kembla's Stage
1 Outer Harbour development;

e The proposal should address the strategic justification for the project taking into
account potential growth for container throughput at Port Botany

o A rail capacity assessment is undertaken and agreed with RailCorp that indicates
that rail movements to support the facility can be accommodated in the Standard

18 Lee Street Chippendale NSW 2008
PO Box K659 Haymarket NSW 1240
T 8202 2200 F 8202 2209 www.transport.nsw.gov.au
ABN 11 370 995 518




Working Timetable based on the number of trains and characteristics of the trains
and the capacity and configuration of intermodal terminals (including specifying
the length of trains, operating assumptions and availability of train paths); and

o Further network analysis to assess and address traffic impacts on the wider road
network to/from the port, extending to Newcastle Link Road, the F3, and the New
England highway west of Hexham.

Rail Mode Share

As indicated in the Transport NSW submission, substantiation of the proposed rail mode
share from the development site is required. It is noted that the proponent proposes a
20% rail mode share for containers based on current practice at Port Botany. It is
however important to recognise that Port Botany is an existing container terminal facility
serviced by a dedicated freight line with capacity for additional train movements. Further,
Sydney Ports Corporation is implementing initiatives_to achieve the NSW Government
target of a 40% rail mode share (from the NSW State Plan).

It is therefore recommended that the mode share target be developed based on the
adopted target for Port Botany. In this regard Transport NSW draws the attention of the
Department of Planning to Stage 1 (to 2014) of the proposed container port facilities at
Port Kembla and percentage of containers proposed in the Concept Plan for transport by
rail from the Outer Harbour development.

The rail mode share should be informed by discussion with Transport NSW, the RTA and
RailCorp. The target should be based on the number of train movements required to
support this proposal (rather than an assumption), and it is recommended that the
proponent be required to initiate this assessment based on their analysis of what the
appropriate train length and configurations are.

Future Strategic Planning

NSW Maritime is currently developing the NSW Ports sTRATEGY, which will provide
updated strategic direction to the planning of the major ports in NSW. As acknowledged
in the original Transport NSW submission on this matter, the Ports Strategy is subject to
Cabinet processes and is as yet unreleased. Transport NSW also refers to Action E6.3 of
the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036, which states that “A Ports Strategy for NSW is
currently being prepared to update the existing NSW Ports Growth Plan and to set
strategic directions and priorities for NSW Ports ...the NSW Govermnment will work with
the Federal Government to assess the future roles and capacity of Port Kembla and the
Port of Newcastle through the National Ports Strategy, NSW Ports Strategy and NSW
Freight Strategy.”

Furthermore, it should be noted that Action E6.2 of the Metropolitan Plan indicates that
the 3.2 million TEU container freight capacity limit imposed on Port Botany will be
reviewed to determine the need for additional movements through that port.

It is important that the Department of Planning is cognisant that these actions will impact
on the strategic environment within which the Port of Newcastle is operating, and this
should be taken into consideration in the determination of the proposal and in
establishing conditions of consent that will assist in mitigating the transport system



impacts of the development, especially given the substantial and strategic nature of the
proposed port facilities that the Mayfield development would constitute.

Northern Sydney Freight Corridor and Rail Capacity

This proposal assumes that there will be sufficient train paths to accommodate the
proposed mode share of containers based on the Northern Sydney Freight Corridor
Project, however this has not been verified or substantiated and should be substantiated
through negotiation with RailCorp and ARTC as appropriate.

The Northern Sydney Freight Corridor project involves the upgrades of portions of the
Main North Rail Line connecting Newcastle and Sydney, to allow greater capacity on this
section of the rail corridor for freight movements.

Transport NSW is the lead NSW Government agency for this project, and the
Infrastructure Australia submission referenced by the proponent was developed by
Transport NSW's operating entity the Transport Construction Authority (TCA).

As stated in the revised Transport Assessment, the project is proposed to be delivered in
3 stages'. Transport NSW however advises that:

e Funding of $840 million of a total estimated $1.234 billion required to deliver Stage
1 of the Northern Sydney Freight Corridor has been committed by the Australian
Government. Critically, Stage 1 is designed explicitly to provide additional capacity
to meet demand from anticipated increases in the interstate freight task, and the
assumptions underpinning it do not take additional rail services from the Port of
Newecastle into consideration.

e Stages 2 and 3 of the project, which together are costed in the order of $6.7
billion, do assume a modest demand required from the Port of Newcastle (in
addition to substantial additional services to meet further increases in interstate
freight rail demand). Definitive train numbers for these stages have not been
developed as yet — as stated in the Infrastructure Australia submission, a
timetable validation’ process was carried out to provide detail to quantify the
capacity provided by Stage 1, and this has not yet been undertaken for Stages 2
and 3. Further to this, while Stages 2 and 3 are subject to a funding submission to
Infrastructure Australia, it is important to note that there has been no commitment
to the funding of these upgrades as yet.

There continue to be inaccuracies in the assumptions made by the proponent in relation
to the outcomes of the Northern Sydney Freight Corridor, such as the assertion that
works will be undertaken to improve the gradient on the Cowan Bank (no such works are
planned during any of the stages). This indicates that the proponent may be making
assumptions based on incomplete or incorrect information.

The detailed business case for the Northern Sydney Freight Corridor Stage 1 works
takes into consideration results from the timetable validation process. The business case
provides details of the estimated number of reliable train paths created, illustrated in the
table below.

' A more detailed description of this proposal can be found in the submission to Infrastructure Australia, a
copy of which is available on the Transport NSW web site.




Train Movements Train Paths

Up Down Up Down
Base Case (existing 13 16 23 27
infra)
With new 32 37 36 41
infrastructure

The business case for the Stage 1 works is predicated on the creation of train paths for
the interstate freight market. The train paths created by the Stage 1 projects were not
envisioned for use by intra-state services. Assumptions in the business case related to
demand for train movements from the Port of Newcastle on the corridor between
Newcastle and Sydney were anticipated for the 2028 period, beyond the expected
timeframe for the Stage 1 works package.

As such, there is a need for further analysis and planning to be undertaken by the
proponent on the exact task generated by the ‘Mayfield development, and the
confirmation or otherwise of the capability of the rail network to meet this task, particularly
given the Stage 2 and 3 works programs are as yet unfunded.

Other projects requiring substantial rail access, for example the Port Kembla Outer
Harbour Development and the Wallarah 2 Coal Mine, have undertaken detailed rail
capacity assessments (with review and validation by RailCorp for Stage 1 — to 2014) to
confirm availability and impact of rail paths requirements for operation of services to
those development. Transport NSW recommends that the proponent be asked to provide
a train plan agreed by RailCorp and the ARTC that shows rail capacity to service this
development through demonstrating capacity to service forecast rail movements within
the Standard Working Timetable.

Additionally, it is noted that the proponent assumes that a maximum train length of 766m
is envisaged for use at the Mayfield facility. Intermodal services operating to Port Botany
are being standardised to a 650m length (600m + 2 locomotives). Given this, the receipt
of non-standard length train services to intermodal facilities in Sydney servicing port
shuttles may be problematic. It is recommended that the train plan indicate the
characteristics of the rail services that will operate and demonstrate capacity to
accommodate the trains at intermodal terminals as well as on the rail network.

Impact on Road Network

In light of the above concerns regarding the future availability of rail capacity for freight
movements, Transport NSW is concerned about the impact of the additional road freight
movements on the wider state road network should development proceed and the
assumed rail mode share is not achieved.

The proponent has indicated that there is adequate road network capacity to handle
consequential traffic increases over the short to medium term without any rail freight
movements. However, the proponent has not provided any road network assessment,
beyond the local network, to draw such a conclusion. As such, further analysis is required
to assess and address traffic impacts on the wider road network to/from the port,
extending to the Newcastle Link Rd, F3 and the New England Highway west of Hexham.
This will enable a clearer understanding of heavy vehicle movements over a broader



geographic area similar to the rail assessment, especially container truck movements to
Sydney, and with sensitivity testing based on 90% and 100% road mode share.

| trust that these comments are of assistance. Transport NSW locks forward to working
with the Department of Planning and the proponent in addressing these issues. The
contact officer for this matter is Catherine Barlow, who can be contacted on 8202 2467 or
catherine.barlow@transport.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Mohini Nair N
Al Executive Director
Centre for Transport Planning CD11/01728






GOVERNMENT ' PCUD20895

Ms Rebecca Newman Contact: Mark Simons

NSW Department of Planning Phone: 02 4904 2572

Infrastructure Projects Fax: 02 4904 2501

GPO Box 39 Email:  mark.simons@water.nsw.gov.au
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Department of Plannin
Recaivar g Ourref: ER20590

3 March 2011 Your ref:  10_1104-1
73 MAR 201

Attention: Lisa Chan o )
Scanning Hoom

Dear Rebecca

Response to Submissions for Newcastle Port Corporation’s Concept Plan for Port
Terminal Facilities at Mayfield (MP 09_0096)

| refer to your letter of 10 February 2011 inviting comment on the submissions report for the
above proposal. NOW is satisfied that with the proponents statement that the details relating to
the land and water interface will be addressed as part of detailed project Environmental
Assessments (EA’s). The submission report also provides the assurance that necessary
Groundwater Monitoring is currently underway, and that Groundwater Management Plans would
be prepared as part of the project EA’s and CEMP’s.

If you wish to discuss please contact Mark Simons on telephone (02) 4904 2572 at the
Newcastle office.

Yours sincerely
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Mark Mignanelli
Manager Major Projects and Assessment

L avel 3/26 Honeysuckle Drive, Newcastle NSW 2300 | PO Box 2213 Dangar NSW 2309

t 02 4004 2500 | F02 4904 2501 | www.water.nsw.gov.au
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1 APR 201

Departrnent of Planning
Hacovad
PCU021242

Seanning Room

Lisa Chan D;.te;o?% 3 / )
NSW Planning . .
GPO Box 39, Svdney 2001

Dear Ms Chan,

Please accept this submission regarding the current concept plan for a new shipping terminal on industrial Drive
in Mayfield. As a resident of the area, and with children attending Mayfield Fast Public School [ have grave
conc:emf'; about the impact of this development on our health and wellbeing. Particularly:
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Dwould support a new shipping terminal that was pait of & clear overall plan for Newcastle and that wonld not
add further noliution or safety risks o our home, school, community or environment,

Yours sincerely,

Name: -(jp //</://?/S J 0 KO % \//Cg_j
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Climate Change
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Water

OVERNMENT
Your reference: S09/00444; MP09_0096
Our reference: DOC10/34459 LIC09/520
Contact: Mitchell Bennett,
4908 6806

Ms Rebecca Newman
Major Development Assessment y—wmcee o
Department of Planning L uepartment of Manning

GPO Box 39 s AR
SYDNEY NSW 2001 |31 MAR 20T
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Dear Ms Newman

Port Terminal Facilities at Mayfield (MP09_0096) — Response to Submissions

| refer to your letter dated 10 February 2011 seeking comment from the Department of Environment,
Climate Change and Water (DECCW) on the ‘Submissions Report - Mayfield Site Port-Related
Activities Concept Plan’ prepared by AECOM and dated December 2010. | apologise for the delay
in responding.

DECCW has not undertaken a comprehensive review of this document, but has focused on the main
issues raised in its submission dated 16 September 2010.

The Environmental Assessment concluded that the proposal will result in noise criteria exceedences
of up to 7dBA during the night period at Mayfield and Stockton. Revision of the noise assessment in
accordance with DECCW's recommendations has not altered these predictions.

To deal with these exceedences, the proponent plans to establish sound power level criteria for four
precincts within the area of the concept approval. The proposed sound power level criteria have
been calculated to ensure that the revised project specific noise criteria will be met. DECCW
considers that this approach has merit for this type of development where the noise emissions cannot
be estimated with any certainty at the concept approval stage.

Please contact me on (02) 4908 68086 if you wish to discuss this matter.

Yours sincerely

MITCHELL BENNETT
Head Regional Operations Unit - Hunter Region
Environment Protection and Regulation

PO Box 488G Newcastle NSW 2300
117 Bull Street, Newcastle West NSW 2302
Tel: (02) 4908 6800 Fax: (02) 4908 6810
ABN 30 841 387 271
www.environment.nsw.gov.au
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