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GLOSSARY 
Term / Acronym Definition 

ACM Asbestos containing material 

amended Rail link The Rail link alignment provided within this Response to Submissions (RtS), which 
includes an amendment from that provided within the Stage 1 EIS. The 
amendment relates to a shift of the rail alignment (to the west) within the Southern 
Boot Lands.  

AHIMS   Aboriginal Heritage Information Management Systems 

ANZECC Australian and New Zealand Environment Conservation Council 

AQIA Air Quality Impact Assessment  (Appendix M of the EIS) 

ARI Average Recurrence Interval 

ARTC Australian Rail Track Corporation 

ASC NEPM National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 
1999, as amended in May 2013 

BAR Biodiversity Assessment Report 

BAU Business as usual 

BOS Biodiversity Offset Strategy 

CBD Central Business District 

CCC Campbelltown City Council  

CEMP Construction Environmental Management Plan 

CO Carbon monoxide 

CO2 Carbon Dioxide 

CO2-e Carbon dioxide equivalents 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

Concept Plan Approval (MP 10_0193) granted on 29 September 2014 for the 
development of the SIMTA IMT Facility at Moorebank. This reference includes the 
associated conditions of approval and Statement of Commitments (SoC) which 
form the approval documentation for the Concept Plan Approval. 

Construction area Extent of construction works, namely areas to be disturbed during construction of 
the Proposal  

DA Development Application 

Development site Considered to be the Project site (SIMTA site and the adjoining Rail Corridor) 

DNSDC Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre 

DoD Department of Defence 

DoE Department of the Environment (Commonwealth) 

DOI Department of Primary Industries 

DP Deposited Plan 
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Term / Acronym Definition 

DP&E Department of Planning and Environment 

DPI (Fisheries) NSW Department of Primary Industries (Fisheries) 

EA Environmental Assessment 

EEC Endangered Ecological Community 

EHRC East Hills Rail Corridor 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

ENM Excavated Natural Material 

EOW Explosive ordnance waste 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

EP&A Regulation Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000 

EPA Environment Protection Agency 

EPBC Act Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

EPBC Approval Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted under the EPBC Act on March 2014 by the 
Commonwealth Department of Environment for the development of the SIMTA 
IMT Facility at Moorebank. 

EPL Environment Protection Licence 

ESCP Erosion and sediment control plan 

ESD Ecologically Sustainable Development 

FBA Framework for Biodiversity Assessment 

FERP Flood Emergency Response Plan 

FFMP Flora and Fauna Management Plan 

FIAB Freight Infrastructure Advisory Board 

FM Act Fisheries Management Act 1994 

Former DNSDC 
South 

the land to the south of the operational footprint of the Stage 1 site, to the 
boundary fence of the former DNSDC 

GDE groundwater-dependent ecosystems 

GHG Greenhouse gas 

GIS Geographic information system  

GMR Greater Metropolitan Region 

GST Goods and Services Tax 

HAZOP   Hazard and Operability Study 

ha hectares 

HIA Health Impact Assessment 

HIL Health investigation level 
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Term / Acronym Definition 

HIL D Health Investigation Level F – Commercial Industrial (formerly HIL F) 

HQ Health quotient 

HRA Health Risk Assessment 

HSL Health screening level 

i.e that is 

ICNG Interim Construction Noise Guideline 

IMEX Import / export 

IMT Intermodal Terminal 

IN1 General Industrial zoning 

INP Industrial Noise Policy 

ISEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

JBS&G JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd 

km kilometres 

LALC Local Aboriginal Land Council 

LCC Liverpool City Council 

LGA Local Government Area 

Liverpool LEP Liverpool Local Environment Plan 2008 

LNAPL Light non-aqueous phase liquid 

Logistics Plan Port Freight Logistics Plan 

LoS Level of Service 

m metres 

m3 cubic metre 

mAHD Metres Australian height datum 

mBGL Metres below ground level 

mbgl  metres below ground level 

MIC Proposal Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Project (SSD-5066) currently seeking approval 
under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 
1979.  

MIC site Refers to the former School of Military Engineering site, which is currently the 
subject of an approval, under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 for the development of an intermodal facility, associated 
commercial infrastructure (warehousing) and a rail link (3 options have been 
provided).  

MIST Macarthur Intermodal Shipping Terminal 

MNES Matters of national environmental significance 
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Term / Acronym Definition 

NCA Noise catchment area 

NEPC National Environment Protection Council 

NEPM National Environment Protection Measure 

NIA Noise Impact Assessment (Appendix N of the EIS) 

NGA National Greenhouse Accounts 

Ni Nickle 

NML Noise Management Level 

NO2 Nitrogen dioxide 

NOW NSW Office of Water 

NSW New South Wales 

NW Act Noxious Weeds Act 1993 

OEH Office of Environment and Heritage 

OEMP Operation Environmental Management Plan 

Operational area Extent of operational activities for the operation of the Proposal 

OSD On-site detention 

p page 

PAC Planning Assessment Commission 

PCBs Polychlorinated buphenyls 

PCT Plant Community Type 

PHA  Preliminary Hazard Analysis  

Phase 2 ESA Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment 

Phase 2 ESA 
Addendum Phase 2 Environmental  Site Assessment Addendum (Appendix I of this RtS) 

PM Particulate matter 

PM10 Particulate matter with diameter of less than ten micrometres 

PM2.5 Particulate matter with diameter of less than 2.5 micrometres 

PMF Probable maximum flood 

POEO Act Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 

PPE Personal protective equipment 

previous Rail link The Rail link alignment provided within the Stage 1 EIS dated May 2015. 

Project site Includes the SIMTA site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the entire site area which was 
approved under the Concept Plan Approval 

Proposal site Includes the Stage 1 site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the area for which approval 
(construction and operation) is sought within this EIS. 
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Term / Acronym Definition 

PSP Project specific procedure 

RAE Royal Australian Engineers 

Rail Corridor Area defined as the ‘Rail Corridor’ within the Concept Plan Approval. The Rail link 
is also included within this area. 

Rail link The Rail link including the area on either side to be impacted by the construction 
works included in the Stage 1 Proposal.  

RailCorp Land Lot 1 DP 825352 (part of the Rail Corridor) and owned by RailCorp   

RAP Remediation Action Plan 

RAP Addendum Remediation Action Plan Addendum 

RBL Rating Background Level 

RE1 Public Recreation zoning 

REP 2 Greater Metropolitan Regional Environmental Plan No 2 – Georges River 
Catchment 

RFS Rural Fire Service 

RING Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline 

RNP Road Noise Policy 

Roads and 
Maritime   Roads and Maritime Services 

RtS Response to Submissions 

SEAR Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements  

SEAR’s Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements 

SEIFA Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas 

SEPP 33 State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33- Hazardous and Offensive 
Development 

SEPP 55 State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 – Remediation of Land 

SEPP 64 State Environmental Planning Policy No. 64- Advertising and Signage 

SIMTA Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance 

SIMTA Project The SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility at Moorebank as approved by 
the Concept Plan (MP_10_0913).  

SIMTA site Includes the former Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) 
site, the land owned by SIMTA which is subject to the Concept Plan Approval. 

SME School of Military Engineering 

SO2 Sulfur dioxide 

Southern Boot 
Land  

Southern Boot Land includes Commonwealth owned land (Lot 4, DP 1197707) to 
the south of the former DNSDC south, and to the north of the EHPL (part of the 
Boot Land as described in the MIC proposal).  
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Term / Acronym Definition 

SP2 Infrastructure zoning 

SSD State Significant Development 

SSFL Southern Sydney Freight Line 

Stage 1 site The subject of this EIS, the western part of the SIMTA site which includes all areas 
to be disturbed by the Stage 1 Proposal (including the Operational area and 
Indicative Construction area). This area does not include the Rail Corridor.  

SWL Sound power level 

SWMP Soil and Water Management Plan 

t tonnes 

TAIA Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment 

tCO2-e tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalents 

TEC Threatened Ecological Community 

TEU Twenty-foot equivalent units 

TfNSW Transport for NSW 

The Proposal Stage 1 of the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility including 
construction and operation of the IMT and Rail link, i.e. all works and built form for 
which approval is sought in this EIS. 

TSC Act Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 

TSP  Total suspended particulates 

TSPD Threatened Species Profile Database 

VENM Virgin Excavated Natural Material 

VIS Vegetation Information System 

VMP Vegetation management Plan 

VPA Voluntary Planning Agreement 

WHO World Health Organisation 

WHS Act  Work Health and Safety Act 2011 

WSUD Water Sensitive Urban Design 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This Response to Submissions Report (RtS) has been prepared on behalf of the Sydney 
Intermodal Terminal Alliance (SIMTA), for the construction and operation of Stage 1 of the 
SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility and Rail link (the Proposal), as part of the first 
stage of development under the Concept Plan Approval (MP_10_0193) (SIMTA Project). 
Approval for the Proposal is sought under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).  

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposal was publicly exhibited between 28 
May 2015 and 26 June 2015, during which time submissions were received from members of 
the public and government agencies. In response to these submissions, an amendment was 
made to the alignment of the Rail link (amended Rail link), to reduce the overall environmental 
impact and move it outside the East Hills Rail Corridor (EHRC). This RtS contains an 
assessment of the impacts of the Rail link  

Overview of the Proposal 
The Proposal site, including the Stage 1 site and the Rail link, is located approximately 27 km 
south-west of the Sydney Central Business District (CBD) and approximately 26 km west of Port 
Botany. The Proposal site is situated within the Liverpool Local Government Area (LGA), in 
Sydney’s South West Sub-Region, approximately 2.5 km from the Liverpool City Centre. The 
Stage 1 site is part of the larger SIMTA site. The Stage 1 site is located approximately 1,300 m 
south of the intersection of Moorebank Avenue and the M5 Motorway. The M5 Motorway 
provides the main road link between the Stage 1 site and the key employment and industrial 
areas within the West and South Western Sydney Sub-Regions. The M5 Motorway connects 
with the M7 Motorway to the west, providing access to the Greater Sydney Metropolitan Region 
and NSW road network. Similarly the M5 Motorway is the principal connection to Sydney’s north 
and north-east via the Hume Highway. 

The Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL) is located one kilometre to the west of the proposed 
Stage 1 site. The SSFL is a 36 kilometre dedicated freight line between Macarthur and Chullora. 

The Stage 1 SSD Application seeks approval for the Proposal, which involves the construction 
and operation of the necessary infrastructure to support a container freight road volume of 
250,000 TEU (twenty-foot equivalent units) per annum. Specifically, the Proposal includes the 
following key components, which together comprise the intermodal terminal facility (IMT facility): 

 Truck processing, holding and loading areas- entrance and exit from Moorebank Avenue.  

 Rail loading and container storage areas – installation of four rail sidings with adjacent 
container storage area serviced by manual handling equipment initially and overhead 
gantry cranes progressively. 

 Administration facility and associated car parking- light vehicle access from Moorebank 
Avenue. 

 The Rail link – located within the Rail Corridor, including a connection to the IMT facility, 
traversing Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Creek and Georges River and connecting to the 
SSFL.  

 Ancillary works- vegetation clearing, remediation, earth works, utilities 
installation/connection, signage and landscaping. 

During the public exhibition of the EIS, submissions were received from both members of the 
public and government agencies.  
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Assessment of submissions 
Submissions were received from a total of eight government agencies including the following: 

 Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 

 Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 

 Transport Cluster, including Roads and Maritime Services, Transport for NSW and 
Sydney Trains  

 Department of Primary Industries (DPI) (Fisheries and NSW Office of Water) 

 NSW Health 

 Liverpool City Council (LCC) 

 Campbelltown City Council (CCC) 

 NSW Rural Fire Service (RFS) 

A total of 226 submissions were received from community members, landowners and special 
interest groups. Of the 226 submissions 93% were from residents in the Liverpool Local 
Government Area (LGA) with the remaining 7% from suburbs in the Campbelltown, Sutherland, 
Fairfield, Sydney, Bankstown, Canterbury and Belconnen LGA’s.  

The key issues which have been raised by the Public for the Proposal include (refer to 
Figure 0-1): 

 Traffic and transport (162 submissions, 71% of overall submissions) 

 Site selection (149 submissions, 65% of overall submissions) 

 Noise and vibration (102 submissions, 45% of overall submissions) 

 Air quality (101 submissions, 44% of overall submissions) 

 Human health (69 submissions, 30% of overall submissions). 

 

Figure 0-1 Percentage of submissions by aspect 
 

Traffic and 
Transport, 71%Site Selection, 65%

Noise & Vibration, 

45%

Air Quality, 44%

Human Health, 30% Other, 26.3% General 
Environment, 26%

Economics, 19%

Community, 18%
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As shown in Figure 0-1, the key concern from the community’s perspective is the potential 
impact on traffic and transport in the area and the selection of the site itself. Forty-seven of the 
sixty-nine (68%) submissions received from Moorebank raised the traffic and transport aspect 
while 78% of submissions from the Wattle Grove area also raised this as a concern. 62% and 
66% of Moorebank and Wattle Grove submissions respectively identified the site selection 
aspect as a concern. The associated impacts from traffic and transport and site selection 
aspects were reflected in the other concerns identified by the community, with noise and 
vibration, air quality and human health all related to positioning of the site and intermodal 
operations. 

Submissions have been collated, analysed and addressed within relevant sections of this RtS, 
which includes consideration of all comments raised and provides additional information and 
clarification where required. A summary of the responses to the key issues raised, by both 
government agency and community submissions, are provided briefly below.  

 Traffic and transport: The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment (Appendix L of 
the EIS) assessed the impacts of the Proposal on eight key intersections, in accordance 
with the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) and 
demonstrated that the Proposal would not have a detrimental impact on the Level of 
Service (LoS) experienced at these intersections. Additional modelling was undertaken as 
part of this RtS that demonstrated, although the Proposal would increase the delay at the 
intersections of Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road and Moorebank Avenue / 
Heathcoate Road by one second, this would not result in a decrease in the LoS at these 
intersections. Heavy vehicles (i.e. articulated trucks) accessing the Proposal are legally 
bound to using routes prescribed under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007, which 
exclude them from using residential streets when accessing the Stage 1 site. The 
mitigation measures proposed in the EIS and updated in this RtS are appropriate to 
mitigate the impacts assessed.  

 Site selection: The Concept Plan Approval granted consent for the use of the SIMTA site 
and Rail Corridor for development of an intermodal terminal (IMT) and Rail link. 
Moorebank has been identified in government policy and strategic planning documents 
as the most appropriate location for an IMT for the south-western Sydney freight 
catchment as a result of its access to existing major freight and rail corridors, including 
the M7 Motorway, M5 Motorway and the SSFL. The Proposal site is located to service the 
south-western Sydney freight catchment, which is different to the freight catchments of 
other existing and proposed IMT’s within the greater metropolitan area of Sydney, such 
as Yennora and the future catchment of western Sydney, Eastern Creek. Siting the 
Proposal at the SIMTA site would also minimise double handling of containers reaching 
the Liverpool LGA, when reviewed against the other locations proposed in the 
submissions. The suitability of the site for an IMT was demonstrated in the Concept Plan 
Approval and has been reiterated in the EIS for the Proposal.  

 Noise and vibration: The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix N of the 
EIS) modelled the noise impacts of the Proposal associated with operation of the IMT, 
including container handling equipment, trucks and trains operating on site and accessing 
the site. The assessment concluded that the Proposal would be largely compliant with the 
noise assessment criteria established under the Industrial Noise Policy (INP) and the Rail 
Infrastructure Noise Guideline (RING). Some exceedances of the RING were predicted 
when accounting for the potential for rail noise squeal (curve gain); however mitigation 
measures, including the development of a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) and 
application of friction modifiers would mitigate these impacts. Noise modelling of the LAmax 
for operation of the amended Rail link to determine night time disturbance was 
undertaken and included in this RtS. An additional noise mitigation has been included to 
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commit to periodic grinding of the Rail link in accordance with TfNSW’s requirements. A 
review of Best Practice Measures for the mitigation and management of noise was 
undertaken for the Proposal, which concluded that, as the Proposal is generally compliant 
with the noise criteria established under the relevant State guidelines, the application of 
friction modifiers to the Rail link, grinding of the Rail link in accordance with TfNSW’s 
requirements and development of a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP), would be 
considered best practice for the Proposal.  

 Air quality: The Air Quality Impact Assessment (Appendix M of the EIS) modelled the air 
quality impacts of the Proposal on sensitive receivers, including residential areas and 
schools. The assessment modelled the Proposal operating under a ‘worst case’ scenario, 
with mobile container handling equipment, and with gantry crane systems. The modelling 
demonstrated that operation of the Proposal would comply with all relevant assessment 
criteria; and that operation with gantry cranes would further reduce air quality impacts. A 
review of Best Practice Measures was included in Appendix M of the EIS, which identified 
measures that are implemented nationally and internationally to manage air emissions 
from similar facilities. As the Proposal is compliant with all relevant air quality criteria, a 
sub-set of the best practice measures were identified as reasonable and feasible for 
implementation for the Proposal. Mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts 
include a commitment to transition to gantry cranes and for purchases of new container 
handling equipment to meet US EPA Tier 3/ Euro Stage IIIA standards.  

 Human health: the impacts of the Proposal on human health were raised as matters of 
concern within the community in relation to both air quality and noise. The Health Impact 
Assessment (Appendix O of the EIS) assessed the potential health impacts of the 
Proposal in relation to key air pollutants, including particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2) and carbon monoxide (CO) were been 
assessed for increases in health impacts. The assessment concluded that the increase 
risk due to air pollutants from the Proposal are low, and in most cases negligible. Health 
impacts associated with noise from the Proposal were also assessed, using the World 
Health Organisation (WHO) community noise guidelines. The assessment found that 
noise from the operation of the Proposal generally meets the WHO criteria, without any 
mitigation measures included. There were found to be some small exceedances of the 
sleep disturbance criteria from the rail noise; however, with the implementation of the 
measures identified in Section 22 of the EIS, these exceedances would be mitigated. 

 Cumulative impact: Another matter raised by the community was concern about the 
cumulative impacts of the Proposal and the adjacent MIC Proposal on air, noise and 
traffic. Section 19 of the EIS included an assessment of the most likely cumulative impact 
scenario, which includes the operation of the Proposal and the Early Works phase of the 
MIC Proposal occurring concurrently. Across the issues assessed for cumulative impacts, 
most did not identify any additional adverse impacts or exceedances of criteria and no 
additional mitigation measures, to those identified for the Proposal alone, were identified 
as being required.  

Proposal amendment 
The Proposal has been amended from that provided within the EIS to respond to submissions 
provided by the government agencies and also to reduce its overall environmental impacts. The 
amendment to the Proposal involves the realignment of the Rail link within the Southern Boot 
Land, Moorebank Avenue crossing and the MIC site (amended Rail link). An assessment of the 
impacts of the amended Rail link is included in this RtS and Appendices. Key changes to the 
impacts assessed in the EIS, to those assessed in this RtS are discussed briefly below:  

 Biodiversity: The amended Rail link would reduce the biodiversity impacts of the 
Proposal as it would reduce the extent of impact within the Southern Boot Land. In 
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particular, it would result in a considerable reduction to the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) listed threatened species, Grevillea 
parviflora subsp. Parviflora (Small-flower Grevillea), from 641 stems (previous Rail link) to 
approximately 20 stems, which reduces the impact of the Proposal for which approval 
was sought within the EPBC Approval. The amended Rail link has additionally changed 
the layout of the proposed Southern Boot Land offset site, which has resulted in less 
fragmentation of vegetation and habitat connectivity. 

 Noise: Noise modelling assessed that the amended Rail link would not have an impact 
on the noise levels attributable to the Proposal at sensitive receivers. Overall the 
amended Rail link would result in a general reduction in noise levels at receivers to the 
east of the Proposal (Wattle Grove) and there would also be a decreased likelihood of 
noise impacts due to rail squeal at receivers in Wattle Grove (to the east). 

 Traffic: Construction of the amended Rail link may result in a temporary, isolated, closure 
of Moorebank Avenue, resulting in the need for localised traffic diversions. An additional 
mitigation measure has been included in the Revised Compilation of Mitigation Measures 
(Section 8 of this RtS), to commit to the preparation and implementation of a specific 
Moorebank Avenue closure traffic management plan in the event that temporary closure 
of Moorebank Avenue is required. Operation of the amended Rail link would not result in 
any changes to operational traffic  

 Property: The amended Rail link is wholly located outside of the East Hills Rail Corridor 
(EHRC). As a result the amended Rail link, the Proposal would have no impacts on the 
on-going operation of the EHRC, in particular the possible EHRC quadruplication. 
Further, the amended Rail link would no longer impact on utilities located within the 
EHRC. These impacts are considerably reduced based on that provided within the EIS, 
as the previous Rail link was to be partly located within the EHRC.  

The assessment concludes that all other impacts would be substantially the same or less than 
those presented within the EIS and the mitigation measures compiled in Section 22 of the EIS 
and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are appropriate to mitigate the residual impacts of the 
Proposal, including the amended Rail link.  

Conclusion 
The Proposal, identified as a State Significant Development, has been subject to an EIS and, 
subsequent to this, an RtS in accordance with the EP&A Act. The potential environmental, 
social and economic impacts, both direct and cumulative, have been identified and thoroughly 
assessed as part of this EIS and also additional as part of this RtS. No significant environmental 
impacts have been identified by the Proposal in preparing the EIS or the RtS. The 
environmental impacts identified would be mitigated through the implementation of measures for 
the construction and operation of the Proposal (refer to Section 8 of this RtS). 

The Proposal has been assessed against, and has found to be consistent with, the priorities 
and targets adopted in relevant draft and published State plans, as well as Government policies 
and strategies. The Proposal would remove freight trucks from the M5 Motorway between Port 
Botany and Moorebank, easing congestion on this arterial road and increasing capacity at Port 
Botany. It would provide capacity for an annual throughput of up to 250,000 TEU to meet the 
short-term demand for Western and South Western Sydney and make a significant contribution 
to achieving Federal and State land use, freight and logistics policies, including the NSW 
Government target of 28 per cent of container freight being transported by rail. 

The Proposal is considered consistent with the Concept Plan Approval and EPBC Approval.  

Overall the EIS and this RtS concludes that the development proposed is in the public interest 
and approval is recommended.
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1 INTRODUCTION 
SIMTA are seeking approval for the construction and operation of Stage 1 of the SIMTA 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility and the Rail link (the Proposal) as part of the first stage 
of development under the Concept Plan Approval (MP 10_0193) (refer to key terms in Section 
1.3, below).  

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared for the Proposal seeking approval 
under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 
In particular the EIS was prepared to address, and be consistent with, the following:  

 The Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) (SSD 14-6766) for 
the proposal which were issued on 8 December 2014. 

 The relevant requirements of the Concept Plan Approval (MP 10_0193) granted by the 
Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) on 29 September 2014. 

 The relevant requirements of the approval under the Environmental Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) (No. 2011/6229) (as relevant).  

The EIS was publically exhibited, in accordance with clause 83 of the Environmental Planning 
and Assessment Regulations 2000 (EP&A Regs), between 28 May 2015 and 26 June 2015. 
During this exhibition period submissions were invited from all stakeholders including members 
of the community and government stakeholders. A total of 226 public submissions have been 
received from the community, including landowners, occupants and community interest groups. 
A total of 8 submission have been received from government stakeholders.  

The submissions received from the EIS public exhibition, form the subject of this report, known 
as a ‘Response to Submissions’ (RtS), and are discussed and addressed within.  

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 
The purpose of this RtS is to respond to submissions raised by both community and 
government stakeholders during the exhibition of the EIS. This RtS has been prepared to satisfy 
the provisions of Section 89G of the EP&A Act and Clause 85A of the EP&A Regulations. Each 
of the submissions received has been collated, analysed and addressed (as relevant).  

This RtS also provides a description of an amendment to the design of the Rail link (known as 
the amended Rail link) which has been undertaken to address submissions received and also to 
reduce the overall environmental impact of the Proposal. In addition to this amendment 
description, this RtS provides further environmental assessment to accommodate the change to 
the rail alignment and serves as an addendum to the technical specialist reporting provided 
within the EIS.   

1.2 SITE CONTEXT 
The Proposal site, including the Stage 1 site and the Rail link, is located approximately 27 km 
south-west of the Sydney Central Business District (CBD) and approximately 26 km west of Port 
Botany. The Proposal site is situated within the Liverpool Local Government Area (LGA), in 
Sydney’s South West Sub-Region, approximately 2.5 km from the Liverpool City Centre. 

The Stage 1 site is part of the larger SIMTA site. The Stage 1 site is located approximately 
1,300 m south of the intersection of Moorebank Avenue and the M5 Motorway. The M5 
Motorway provides the main road link between the Stage 1 site and the key employment and 
industrial areas within the West and South Western Sydney Sub-Regions. The M5 Motorway 
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connects with the M7 Motorway to the west, providing access to the Greater Sydney 
Metropolitan Region and NSW road network. Similarly the M5 Motorway is the principal 
connection to Sydney’s north and north-east via the Hume Highway. 

The Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL) is located one kilometre to the west of the proposed 
Stage 1 site (refer to Figure 1-11). The SSFL is a 36 kilometre dedicated freight line between 
Macarthur and Chullora.  

The SIMTA site (and the Stage 1 site) was recently operating as the Defence National Storage 
and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) however Defence has recently relocated this operation and 
vacated the SIMTA site. The majority of land immediately surrounding the SIMTA site (and 
Stage1 site) is owned and operated by the Commonwealth and comprises:  

 School of Military Engineering (SME), on the western side of Moorebank Avenue directly 
adjacent to the SIMTA site 

 Holsworthy Military Reserve, to the south of the site on the southern side of the East Hills 
Passenger Railway Line 

 Commonwealth Residual Land, to the east between the SIMTA site and the Wattle Grove 
residential area 

 Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC), to the north and north east 
of the SIMTA site 

 Moorebank Avenue, between the Anzac Road (north) and the southern extent of 
Moorebank Avenue (south), located to the immediate west of the SIMTA site. 

The site immediately to the west of the Stage 1 site which currently includes the SME is the 
subject of a Development Application (DA) (SSD-5066), under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A 
Act, for the development of an intermodal facility known as the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal 
Project (MIC Proposal). The Response to Submissions for the MIC Proposal has recently been 
prepared and publically exhibited on 28 May 2015 to 26 June 2015. A Supplementary 
Response to Submissions has been prepared, and submitted to DP&E, to respond to 
submissions received during this second public exhibition. The MIC Proposal has yet to be 
determined by the Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E).   

A number of residential suburbs are located in proximity to the Proposal, including: 

 Wattle Grove, located approximately 600 m from the Stage 1 site and 750 m from the Rail 
link to the east 

 Moorebank, located approximately 1,700 m from the Stage 1 site and more than 2,700 m 
from the Rail link to the north 

 Casula, located approximately 1,100 m from the Stage 1 site and 250 m from the Rail link 
to the west 

 Glenfield, located over 1,700 m from the Stage 1 site and 750 m from the Rail link to the 
south-west.  

1 This figure shows the amended Rail link which differs from the design provided within the EIS. Refer to Section 6 of this 
RtS for further information.  
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1.3 PROPOSAL OVERVIEW 
The Proposal involves the construction and operation of the necessary infrastructure to support 
an annual container freight road volume of 250,000 TEU (twenty-foot equivalent units). 
Specifically, Stage 1 includes the following key components, which together comprise the 
intermodal terminal facility (IMT): 

 Truck processing, holding and loading areas – entrance and exit from Moorebank Avenue 

 Rail loading and container storage areas – installation of four rail sidings with adjacent 
container storage area serviced by manual handling equipment initially and overhead 
gantry cranes progressively 

 Administration facility and associated car parking- light vehicle access from Moorebank 
Avenue 

 The Rail link2 – located within the Rail Corridor, including a connection to the IMT, 
traversing of Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Creek and Georges River and connection to the 
SSFL 

 Ancillary works- vegetation clearing, remediation, earth works, utilities 
installation/connection, signage and landscaping.  

The Proposal would operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. The footprint and operational 
layout of the Proposal is shown on Figure 1-2. 

1.1.1 PROPOSAL COMPONENTS AND KEY TERMS 
Table 1-1 provides a summary of the key terms, in addition to the glossary provided above, 
which was included within the EIS and has been reproduced for this RtS. Figure 1-2 also 
provides an indication of the site areas discussed in Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1 RtS key terms 

Term Description 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

Concept Plan Approval (MP 10_0193) granted on 29 September 2014 for the 
development of the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility at 
Moorebank. This reference includes the associated conditions of approval and 
Statement of Commitments (SoC) which form the approval documentation for the 
Concept Plan Approval.  

EPBC Approval Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted under the EPBC Act on March 2014 by the 
Commonwealth Department of Environment for the development of the SIMTA 
Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility at Moorebank. 

SIMTA Project The SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility at Moorebank as approved 
by the Concept Plan (MP_10_0913).  

SIMTA site Includes the former Defence National Storage and Distribution Centre (DNSDC) 
site, the land owned by SIMTA which is subject to the Concept Plan Approval 
(refer to Figure 1-1).  

2 As discussed above, the Rail link has been amended (within the Southern Boot Land and MIC site) from that provided 
within the EIS. Refer to Section 6 of this RtS for further information. 
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Term Description 

Rail Corridor Area defined as the ‘Rail Corridor’ within the Concept Plan Approval. The Rail link 
is also included within this area (refer to Figure 1-2). 

Project site Includes the SIMTA site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the entire site area which was 
approved under the Concept Plan Approval (refer to Figure 1-2).  

Stage 1 site The subject of this EIS, the western part of the SIMTA site which includes all 
areas to be disturbed by the Stage 1 Proposal (including the Operational Area 
and Construction Area) (refer to Figure 1-2). This area does not include the Rail 
Corridor.  

Construction area Extent of construction works, namely areas to be disturbed during construction of 
the Proposal (refer to Figure 1-2).   

Operational area Extent of operational activities for the operation of the Proposal (refer to Figure 1-
2).  

Proposal site Includes the Stage 1 site and the Rail Corridor, i.e. the area for which approval 
(construction and operation) is sought within the EIS and this RtS.  

previous Rail link The Rail link alignment provided within the Stage 1 EIS dated May 2015. 

amended Rail link The Rail link alignment provided within this Response to Submissions (RtS), 
which includes an amendment from that provided within the EIS. The amendment 
relates to a shift of the rail alignment (to the west) within the Southern Boot 
Lands. 

The Proposal Stage 1 of the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility including 
construction and operation of the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal and rail link, i.e. 
all works and built form for which approval is sought in this EIS. 

MIC Proposal The development of an intermodal facility, associated commercial infrastructure 
(warehousing) and a rail link (3 options have been provided) to be located on the 
MIC site, for which an approval, under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act 1979. This proposal is currently under assessment 
by the Department of Planning and Environment. 

MIC site The former School of Military Engineering site to the immediate west of the 
SIMTA site, across Moorebank Avenue. 
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1.4 STATUTORY APPROVAL PROCESS 
On the 29 September 2014 Concept Plan Approval was granted, under Part 3A (Transitional), 
Section 75O of the EP&A Act for the “use of the site [Project site] as an IMT, including a Rail link 
to the Southern Sydney Freight Line within an identified rail corridor, warehouse and distribution 
facilities, freight village (ancillary site and operational services), stormwater, landscaping, 
servicing and associated works”.  

This Concept Plan Approval does not permit the construction or operation of any part of the 
SIMTA Project, which is subject to obtaining subsequent development consent under the EP&A 
Act. The Concept Plan Approval states that approval to carry out the SIMTA Project is 
considered State Significant Development (SSD) and subject to Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A 
Act and the environmental assessment requirements specified in Schedule 3 of the Conditions 
of Approval. 

In addition to this Schedule 1, clause 19 of the State Environmental Planning Policy (State and 
Regional and Development) 2011, states that ‘rail and transport related facilities’ that have a 
capital investment value of more than $30 million for; (a) heavy railway lines associated with 
mining, extractive industries or other industry, (b) railway freight terminals, sidings and inter-
modal facilities are considered SSD and would require assessment under Part 4, Division 4.1 of 
the EP&A Act.  

Therefore future applications to carry out the various stages of the SIMTA Project are subject to 
the SSD assessment regime, in the form of a DA, with an associated EIS (under Part 4, Division 
4.1 of the EP&A Act). This is as a result of the Concept Plan Approval and also that the 
Proposal includes a rail and transport related facility with a capital investment value above $30 
million. 

In accordance with the Concept Plan Approval, development consent is sought for the Proposal 
under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act.  

1.5 STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT 
The structure of this RtS comprises two volumes.  

The structure of Volume 1 is as follows: 

 Summary: provides a brief overview of the RtS including the identification of key issues, 
amendment to the Rail link and associated further environmental assessments.  

 Section 1 – Introduction: provides an introduction to the Proposal, the site context, the 
statutory approval process and the structure of the RtS.  

 Section 2 – Exhibition and consultation: provides a description of the consultation 
which has been undertaken as part of the SIMTA Project, and the Proposal to date.  

 Section 3 – Overview of Submissions: provides an analysis of the submissions 
received during the exhibition of the EIS and identifies key issues raised.  

 Section 4 – Response to Government Agency Submissions: provides a catalogue of 
responses received from Government Agencies and responses prepared by SIMTA’s 
technical specialists.  

 Section 5 – Response to Community Submissions: provides a summary of the 
community responses received and responses to each of these prepared by SIMTA’s 
technical specialists. 
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 Section 6 – Proposal amendment: provides a description of the amendment to the Rail 
link design including an alteration to the built form, construction methodology and 
operational procedures presented within the EIS.  

 Section 7 – Further assessment: provides an environmental assessment of the 
amendment to the Rail link with reference to technical specialist addendums.  

 Section 8 – Compilation of mitigation measures: provides an updated list of mitigation 
measures to include any changes as a result of submissions received.  

 Section 9 – Conclusion: provides a summary and conclusion to the RtS.  

The following Appendices are included in this RtS:  

 Appendix A Community Response Reference Table 

 Appendix B Architectural Supplementary Response Material 

Rail Access Addendum 

Amended Rail Engineering Drawings  

 Appendix C Moorebank Avenue Overbridge Design Drawings  

 Appendix D Utilities Strategy and Enabling Works Addendum 

 Appendix E Stormwater and Flooding Supplementary Response Material 

Stormwater and Flooding Addendum 

Drainage Design Drawings 

Bulk Earthworks Plans 

 Appendix F Traffic and Transport Supplementary Response Material 

Traffic and Transport Addendum 

 Appendix G Air Quality Addendum 

 Appendix H Noise and Vibration Addendum 

 Appendix I Phase 2 Environmental Assessment Addendum 

Remediation Action Plan Addendum  

The structure of Volume 2 is as follows: 

 Appendix J Biodiversity Assessment Report 

Biodiversity Offset Report 

Threatened Species Management Plan 

 Appendix K Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment Addendum 

 Appendix L Non-Indigenous Heritage Addendum 

 Appendix M Visual Impact Addendum 

 Appendix N Human Health Addendum 
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2 EXHIBITION AND CONSULTATION 
The EIS was placed on exhibition between 28 May 2015 and 26 June 2015 in accordance with 
Section 89F (1)(a) of the EP&A Act. Hard copies of the EIS were available for public review and 
comment at the following locations for the duration of the exhibition period: 

 Liverpool City Council: Level 2,33 Moore Street, Liverpool 

 Liverpool City Council Library: 170 George Street, Liverpool 

 Campbelltown City Council: 91 Queen Street, Campbelltown 

 Campbelltown City Council Library: 1 Hurley Street, Campbelltown 

 Nature Conservation Council: Level 2, 5 Wilson Street, Newton 

 Department of Planning and Environment: 23-33 Bridge Street, Sydney. 

The EIS (and associated reporting) was available to the public in electronic format on the DP&E 
website (http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action=view_job&job_id=6766) 
during this time.  

2.1 EIS CONSULTATION 
SIMTA and its’ consultants have undertaken on-going consultation with government agencies, 
key stakeholders and the community throughout the preparation of the Concept Plan for the 
SIMTA Project. The consultation undertaken previously was a key consideration for the design, 
construction and operation of the initial stage of the SIMTA Project, the Stage 1 Proposal (the 
subject of the EIS). 

Consultation was furthered and undertaken with key stakeholders and agencies as part of the 
preparation of the EIS for Stage 1 in accordance with the SEARs. SIMTA consulted with 
statutory agencies and stakeholders throughout the preparation of this EIS including: 

 Local, State or Commonwealth government authorities, including the: 

 Commonwealth Department of the Environment 

 Environment Protection Authority 

 Office of Environment and Heritage 

 Transport for NSW 

 Department of Primary Industries (Fisheries & Office of Water) 

 NSW Rural Fire Service 

 NSW Health 

 NSW Ports 

 Liverpool City Council 

 Campbelltown City Council 

 Service and infrastructure providers: 

 Transport for NSW/Roads and Maritime Services 

 Australian Rail Track Corporation 

 Transport for NSW/Sydney Trains 

 Sydney Water Corporation 
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 Endeavour Energy 

 Jemena 

 Telstra 

 AGL Upstream Investments Pty Ltd 

 National Broadband Network Company 

 Specialist interest groups, including Local Aboriginal Land Councils 

 The public, including community groups and adjoining and affected landowners.  

This consultation was undertaken through a range of mediums including emails, phone 
conversations, face-to-face meetings and letter submissions.  

Feedback provided from stakeholders and the community assisted with design to the Proposal 
(post Concept Plan Approval) and the approach for the impact assessment documented in this 
EIS. 

2.2 POST PUBLIC EXHIBITION CONSULTATION  
A number of meetings have been undertaken with government agencies subsequent to the 
exhibition of the EIS. The purpose of these meetings has been to discuss the submissions 
received, and gain a greater understanding of any key issues, with a view to resolving these 
where possible.  

Department of Environment (DoE) 
The Department of Environment (DoE) was consulted with in September 2015 in the form of a 
letter. The purpose of this letter was to inform DoE of the amendment to the Rail link and any 
changes this would pose to the impacts identified as part of the EPBC Approval. As discussed 
within Section 7 of this RtS, the amended Rail link would result in a significant reduction in the 
environmental impact on the previously identified EPBC listed species (Grevillea parviflora 
subsp. Parviflora).  

Environment Protection Authority (EPA) 
EPA provided a submission (dated 2 July 2015) during the public exhibition period which 
included a summary of their review comments regarding the EIS. The submission included 
general comments and recommended conditions of approval relating to noise and vibration, 
contaminated land, the routing of the Rail link through the Glenfield Waste Facility and air 
quality. This EPA submission also raised concern that the EPA had not been consulted as part 
of the preparation of the EIS3.  

The SIMTA Project Team meet with the EPA on 28 July 2015 to further discuss their 
submission. The key focus of this meeting was to discuss comments raised by the EPA 
regarding the route of the Rail link over the Glenfield Waste Facility, the proposed Conditions of 
Approval and the content of the EIS. Particular consideration was given to the suggested 
Condition of Approval No. 8 which requires the applicant to provide a detailed assessment of 
the impacts of the Proposal on the Glenfield Waste Facility.  

3 As identified in Section 6.3.2 of the EIS, the EPA was consulted during the preparation of the EIS and provided a 
response on 8 April 2015 noting that Liverpool City Council is the appropriate regulatory authority for the Proposal and 
that they did not wish to review any details of the Proposal at that time.  
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Overall, as identified in Section 13.3 of the EIS, it is not anticipated that the Rail link would 
disturb or compromise the integrity of the existing lining or barrier systems of the Glenfield 
Waste Facility. Nor it is expected that the Proposal would result in any impacts to leachate or 
gas migration, exhuming of waste, landfilled asbestos or existing monitoring bores. However, as 
discussed with EPA, should the Proposal result in impacts on the Glenfield Waste Facility 
landfill areas then sufficient detail has been provided within the EIS in the form of contingency 
(mitigation) measures (refer to Section 13.4 of the EIS).  

EPA asked that the Response to Submissions make reference to the specific sections which 
provide contingency measures to manage potential (however currently unexpected) impacts on 
the Glenfield Waste Facility. Section 4 of this RtS clarifies the sections of the EIS which address 
the concerns raised by the EPA.  

Transport Cluster (TfNSW, Roads and Maritime and Sydney Trains) 
A number of meetings have been undertaken between SIMTA and the Transport Cluster to 
discuss both landowners consent for the Proposal and the submission received (dated 15 July 
2015) as part of the public exhibition of the EIS. A total of three meetings have been undertaken 
on 14 July 2015 (Transport Cluster in attendance), 12 August 2015 (Sydney Trains only in 
attendance) and 17 August 2015 (TfNSW and Sydney Trains in attendance).  

The key concern which has been discussed within these meetings is the Proposal (as provided 
within the EIS) entering the East Hills Rail Corridor (EHRC). Sydney Trains has identified 
concern that this would impact on the existing and future operation of the EHRC. As a result the 
Rail link design was amended with an alignment which does not enter the EHRC (refer to 
Section 4 of this RtS for further discussion). This amended Rail link design was presented within 
the most recent meeting. Sydney Trains confirmed that the amended Rail link addressed their 
concerns (i.e. remaining outside of the EHRC) and that they were prepared to provide land 
owners consent for the Proposal, as required under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act. 
Landowners consent has subsequently been received from Sydney Trains on 26 August 2015. 

Further discussion held during the meeting held 17 August 2015 also raised the provision of a 
bus turn out (to support the 901 bus route) along Moorebank Avenue for SIMTA employees. 
SIMTA identified that due to the limited employee numbers (total of 40) for the Proposal, the 
provision of a bus turn out or alteration to the 901 bus route was not relevant at this stage. 
SIMTA identified that the current design would not preclude the consideration of this bus turn 
out being installed, as necessary, as part of future stages of development. TfNSW was satisfied 
that a bus turnout was not required at this stage and therefore a condition, of this nature, should 
not be placed on the Conditions of Approval (when drafted) for the Proposal.  

A response to the submission provided by the Transport Cluster has been provided within 
Section 4 of this RtS.  

Glenfield Waste Facility 
SIMTA has been in constant contact with the owners and operators of the Glenfield Waste 
Facility during the preparation of the EIS and this RtS.  

More recently (in August 2015) SIMTA has consulted with the Glenfield Waste Facility to further 
discuss the potential impacts posed by the Proposal on their site. In particular, discussion was 
had regarding the potential for the relocation of treatment and monitoring wells on the Glenfield 
Waste Facility4, which followed on from the comments provided by the EPA (in the meeting on 

4 The potential relocation of treatment and monitoring wells was identified within Section 4.2.2 of the EIS. The potentially 
affected wells remain the same as that provided within the EIS.  
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28 July 2015- refer to the section above for further detail). The Glenfield Waste Facility indicated 
that they were aware of these potential relocations and did not raise concern. 

Registered Aboriginal Parties 
The Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment Addendum (Appendix K of this RtS) was distributed 
to the registered Aboriginal parties (listed in Section 6.2.6 of the EIS) on the 27 August 2015, 
and a period of 14 days was provided for their review and comment. No comments or feedback 
was received. 

2.3 CONSULTATION: NEXT STEPS  
As provided in Planning Circular (PS 11-022) (30 September 2011) the criteria for an SSD to be 
determined by the Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) is based on the following:  

 More than 25 members of the public having made a submission on the application 

 The Council for the area objects in writing to the application 

 A political donation disclosure statement has been lodged with application (i.e. a political 
donation has been made by the applicant). 

During the exhibition of the EIS a total of 226 community submissions were received. Further, 
Liverpool City Council has objected to the SSD Application. As a result of both the number of 
community submissions received and the objection from Liverpool City Council the SSD 
Application is to be assessed by the PAC. Further information on the PAC assessment process, 
and consultation included as part of this, is provided at their website 
(http://www.pac.nsw.gov.au/).   

In addition to the above, feedback can also be provided to SIMTA at any time via: 

 The SIMTA Project website (www.simta.com.au) which has been updated and continues 
to be accessible 

 The email feedback system (consulting@elton.com.au) 

 The free-call information line (1800 986 465) which is available between 8:30am and 
5:00pm weekdays.  

SIMTA is committed to continuing to consult with stakeholders, including the community 
throughout the planning of the Proposal and future stages of development.   
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3 OVERVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS 
A number of submissions have been received during the recent exhibition of the EIS (between 
28 May 2015 and 26 June 2015). These submissions have been received from both 
government agencies and the community, and a Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC). The 
primary objective of this RtS is to collate, analyse and respond to the submissions received 
during the exhibition of the EIS.  

An overview of the submissions and a summary of the process undertaken to ensure that the 
submissions have been accurately responded to is provided below.  

3.1 SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED 
Submissions were received from a total of 8 government agencies including the following: 

 EPA 

 OEH 

 TfNSW 

 DPI (Fisheries and NSW Office of Water) 

 NSW Health 

 LCC 

 CCC 

 RFS. 

In addition to this, DP&E received a total of 226 submission from community members, 
landowners and special interest groups, all of which were in opposition to the Proposal. One 
submission was also received from the Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council5. All 
submissions were generally individually composed with no clearly identifiable ‘form letters’ 
received.  

Of the 226 submissions 93% were from residents in the Liverpool Local Government Area 
(LGA) with the remaining 7% from suburbs in the Campbelltown, Sutherland, Fairfield, Sydney, 
Bankstown, Canterbury and Belconnen LGA’s. 

Figure 3-1 below highlights the distribution of submissions across suburbs within the Liverpool 
LGA, with the majority (33%) received from residents located within Moorebank, the suburb 
containing the Proposal site. Wattle Grove (located to the west of the Proposal site) received the 
second highest number of submissions (28%). Other suburbs which account for the majority of 
the submissions received include Chipping Norton (north east of the Proposal site- 11%), 
Casula (to the west- 9%) and ‘Other’ (19%) which includes a number of other suburbs located 
within the Liverpool LGA.   

5 This submission was provided on the DP&E website however the content of the submissions was removed (not 
available) due to cultural sensitivity.   
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Figure 3-1 Location of submissions from Liverpool LGA6 
 

3.2 SUBMISSIONS RESPONSE METHODOLOGY AND 
APPROACH 

3.2.1 GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
As outlined in Section 3.1 a total of 8 government agencies provided submissions. Each 
submission varied in terms of the number and type of issues raised, with some agencies, 
depending on their function/responsibility, raising more issues than others. Each agency 
submission was reviewed and either transcribed in full, or summarised to bring out the key 
points.   

These submissions were then provided to the SIMTA technical specialist’s team for 
consideration and preparation of a response. The majority of information relevant to these 
responses has been referenced within the EIS, however where additional information was 
required to address responses it has been provided within the response tables (refer to Section 
4 of the RtS). Where additional reporting was required to be prepared, it has been provided as 
an appendix to this RtS.  

3.2.2 COMMUNITY 
The approach to capture feedback from the community was to ensure that the overarching 
concerns for the Proposal were identified while also highlighting any specific issues that nearby 
residents or stakeholders raised. The community submissions were summarised into key 
aspects, issues and sub-issues (in this hierarchy) using the reference number assigned to each 
submission by DP&E. This served to clearly show which aspects raised the most concern within 
the community, while the also capturing specific issues a sub-issue level. 

6 ‘Other’ includes the suburbs of Holsworthy, Prestons, Cecil Hills, Liverpool, Hammondville, Voyager Point, Lurnea, Pleasure Point, 
Warwick Farm, Hoxton Park and Bringelly.  
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The process of providing this detail was an iterative process whereby each submission was 
reviewed and the various concerns raised were noted to develop a high level overview of 
recurring aspects. Once the broader aspects were identified, the community submissions were 
reviewed again and issues under each aspect were categorised. For example traffic and 
transport, which was a considerable aspect identified by the community, included a number of 
issues such as congestion and road network capacity and traffic modelling. 

Each issue was then analysed further to determine the sub-issues that the community had 
raised. While congestion and road network capacity is a key issue from the community this 
consists of several sub-issues ranging from impacts to the M5 Motorway and impacts to specific 
local roads. It is at this level that each reference number is applied, allowing analysis of 
submissions at a sub-issue, issue and aspect level. If a submission raised more than one issue 
this was captured at the sub-issue level, however the analysis was undertaken so that if a 
submission raised sub-issues under the same issue (e.g. both under congestion and road 
network capacity) it was not counted twice. The same process was undertaken at an aspect 
level. 

3.3 SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY COMMENTS 
Section 3.3 summarises and analyses the submissions received from the community, 
highlighting the aspects of concern and issues that comprise those aspects. A complete table 
showing all of the aspects, issues and sub-issues raised by the community, by their reference 
number (assigned by the DP&E) is provided within Appendix A of the RtS. A summary of this 
information is provided below.  

The aspects identified in the submission analysis are outlined in Table 3-1 and Figure 3-2. 

Table 3-1 Summary of aspects identified in community submissions 

Aspect No. of submissions 
raising aspect 

% of submissions raising 
aspect 

Traffic and Transport 162 71% 

Noise & Vibration 102 45% 

Air Quality 101 44% 

Human Health 69 30% 

Site Selection 149 65% 

General Environment 59 26% 

Bushfire 1 0.4% 

Hazard and risk 1 0.4% 

Biodiversity 9 4% 

Indigenous and non-indigenous heritage 9 4% 

Visual amenity 4 2% 

Light spill 11 5% 

SIMTA and MIC Precinct strategy 20 9% 

On-going monitoring and compliance 1 0.4% 

Economics 43 19% 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility- Stage 1: Environmental Impact Statement  
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Aspect No. of submissions 
raising aspect 

% of submissions raising 
aspect 

Community 42 18% 

Cumulative 3 1% 

Sustainability 1 0.4% 

 

Figure 3-2 Percentage of submissions by aspect 

The key issues which have been raised for the Proposal include: 

 Traffic and transport (162 submissions, 71% of overall submissions) 

 Site selection (149 submissions, 65% of overall submissions) 

 Noise and vibration (102 submissions, 45% of overall submissions) 

 Air quality (101 submissions, 44% of overall submissions) 

 Human health (69 submissions, 30% of overall submissions). 

The key concern from the community’s perspective is the potential impact on traffic and 
transport in the area and the selection of the site itself. Forty-seven of the sixty-nine (68%) 
submissions received from Moorebank raised the traffic and transport aspect while 78% of 
submissions from the Wattle Grove area also raised this as a concern. 62% and 66% of 
Moorebank and Wattle Grove submissions respectively identified the site selection aspect as a 
concern. The associated impacts from traffic and transport and site selection aspects were 
reflected in the other concerns identified by the community, with noise and vibration, air quality 
and human health all related to positioning of the site and intermodal operations. 

Traffic and 
Transport, 71%Site Selection, 65%

Noise & Vibration, 

45%

Air Quality, 44%

Human Health, 30% Other, 26.3% General 
Environment, 26%
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3.3.1 KEY ISSUES ANALYSIS  

All issues 
Table 3-2 shows a summary of all of the issues that were raised by the community during the 
public exhibition of the EIS.  

Table 3-2 Summary of key issues raised by community 

Aspect Issue No. of submissions 
raising issue 

% of submissions 
raising key issue 

Traffic and transport Congestion and road network 
capacity 

151 66% 

SIMTA and MIC cumulative 
assessment 

8 4% 

Traffic Impact Assessment and 
modelling 

11 5% 

Safety 38 17% 

Surrounding infrastructure 
upgrades 

9 4% 

Illegal road use 9 4% 

Current Parking 7 3% 

Monitoring 1 0.4% 

Trains 2 1% 

Noise and vibration Rail noise 18 8% 

Road noise 24 11% 

Construction noise 5 2% 

Operational noise 69 30% 

Noise monitoring/modelling and 
management 

10 4% 

General 8 4% 

Vibration 2 1% 

Air quality Particulate matter 15 7% 

General pollution 69 30% 

Odour 3 1% 

Diesel emissions from trucks, 
locomotives and heavy 
equipment 

39 17% 

MIC and SIMTA Air Quality 
assessment 

1 0.4% 

Human health Human Health impacts 44 19% 
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Aspect Issue No. of submissions 
raising issue 

% of submissions 
raising key issue 

Quality of life 31 14% 

Site selection Badgerys Creek (Alternative 
location) 

69 30% 

Eastern Creek (Alternative 
location) 

8 4% 

Mittagong (Alternative location) 1 0.4% 

M7/M5 junction (Alternative 
location) 

1 0.4% 

Bringelly (Alternative location) 1 0.4% 

Kemps Creek (Alternative 
location) 

1 0.4% 

Existing alternative facilities 27 12% 

Alternative location - General 35 15% 

Site is generally unsuitable 22 10% 

Alternative uses 17 7% 

Amenity impacts on residential 
properties, schools, hospitals, 
parks, religious establishments 
and shopping centres 

36 16% 

General 
Environment 

Natural Environment 22 10% 

Georges River/Waterways 
impacts 

40 18% 

Bushfire Bushfire risk 1 0.4% 

Hazard and risk Spill management 1 0.4% 

Biodiversity Threatened species and 
communities  

2 1% 

General impacts 7 3% 

Indigenous and 
non-indigenous 
heritage 

Heritage 9 4% 

Visual amenity Visual 4 2% 

Light spill Light pollution 11 5% 

SIMTA and MIC 
Precinct strategy 

SIMTA and MIC Precinct 
strategy 

18 8% 

Masterplan 5 2% 

Alternative concepts 1 0.4% 
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Aspect Issue No. of submissions 
raising issue 

% of submissions 
raising key issue 

Responsibility 1 0.4% 

On-going monitoring Compliance/Monitoring 1 0.4% 

Economics Logistics 9 4% 

Economic viability 6 3% 

Cost benefit analysis (CBA) 3 1% 

Economic impacts 28 12% 

Political influences 7 3% 

Employment opportunities 5 2% 

Community Impact community facilities 20 9% 

Community benefits 3 1% 

Consultation 14 6% 

General opposition 13 6% 

Cumulative Combined impacts 3 1% 

Sustainability Economic, social and 
environmental 

1 0.4% 

 

Key issues 
A summary and analysis of the top four key issues has been provided below.  

As shown above, traffic and transport has been identified by the community as being the 
number one key issue for the Proposal. The submissions raised were generally related to the 
additional traffic movements posed by the Proposal and the potential impacts that this would 
have on the surrounding road network.   

The top three key issues identified within the traffic and transport aspect are: 

 Congestion and road network capacity – concerns that facility will increase congestion on 
already busy roads 

 Road safety – increase in truck traffic on local roads and difficulty merging on and off M5 
Motorway 

 Traffic impact assessment and modelling – concerns that the modelling inputs don’t 
represent current conditions or allow for future growth. 

Figure 3-3 highlights the breakdown of all key issues raised by the community in relation to 
traffic and transport. 
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Figure 3-3 Traffic and transport key issue breakdown 
 

Site selection was identified by the community as the second key issue. The submissions raised 
were generally concerned with locating the Proposal on the Proposal site within an area which 
has a surrounding residential population. In particular the submissions suggested that other 
locations within Sydney would be more suitable for this type of development.  

The top three key issues identified within the site selection aspect are: 

 Badgerys Creek being a more suitable location – close to airport and perceived less 
impact on community 

 Community amenity – this development impacts schools, hospitals, parks and residential 
communities 

 More suitable locations are available in general – Moorebank is no longer suitable for this 
type of industrial developed. 

Figure 3-4 highlights the breakdown of all key issues raised by the community in relation to the 
site selection aspect. 
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Figure 3-4 Site selection key issue breakdown 
 

Noise and vibration was another potential impact raised by the community. Community 
concerns related to increases in noise emissions from the Proposal and the associated impacts 
this would have on surrounding sensitive land uses.  

The top three key issues identified within the noise and vibration aspect are: 

 Intermodal operational noise – concerns with operating 24 hours and day 

 Increase in road noise – related to increase truck movements and associated noise 

 Rail and train noise – rail sequel, shunting and associated train noise 

Figure 3-5 highlights the breakdown of all key issues raised by the community in relation to 
noise and vibration. 
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Figure 3-5 Noise and vibration key issue breakdown 
Air quality was raised by the community as having the potential to be impacted by the Proposal. 
The main concern was that the increase in freight movements by heavy vehicles and associated 
emissions would have a negative impact on the air quality of the area. 

The top three key issues identified within the air quality aspect are: 

 General air pollution – various factors contributing to negative impacts on local air quality 

 Diesel emissions – emissions from heavy vehicles and equipment that are run on diesel 
impacting air quality 

 Particulate matter – vehicle emissions resulting in increases in particulate matter that 
contributes to broader health and amenity impacts. 

Figure 3-6 highlights the breakdown of key issues raised by the community in relation to air 
quality. 

 

Figure 3-6 Air quality key issue breakdown 
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4 RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT AGENCY 
SUBMISSIONS 
The following Local, State or Commonwealth government authorities provided responses as 
part of the public exhibition of the EIS:  

 EPA 

 OEH 

 TfNSW 

 DPI (Fisheries and NSW Office of Water) 

 NSW Health 

 LCC 

 CCC 

 RFS. 

These submissions have been collated, analysed with responses provided below. 
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4.1 ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY 
Table 4-1 provides a response to the submission received from the EPA dated 2 July 2015 

Table 4-1 Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) Comments  

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Construction and 
Operational 
Nosie and 
Vibration 

The EPA has reviewed the Noise and Vibration Impact 
Statement (NVIS) for the SIMTA Intermodal Terminal 
Facility - Stage 1 project at Moorebank. 

The SEARs for the project are generally adequately 
addressed, with the exception of the issues described 
below. 

Noted.  Appendix A of the 
EIS.  

Rail noise impacts The EPA notes that: 

 Rail noise on the link was modelled using the NORDIC 
Rail Traffic Noise Prediction Method (Kilde 1984). 

 The Environmental Impact statement stated that five 
train movements in each direction between the 
terminal and Port Botany would occur each day. 

Noted.  

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS state that NORDIC 
modelling was undertaken for operation of the Rail link. As noted 
in the EIS and Appendix N, a total of ten train movements 
associated with the Proposal would occur each day.  

Section 9.3 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS 

 The SIMTA rail access report (2015) states that the 
northbound rail link was designed to allow 1800m long 
trains to depart and clear the SSFL at 60km/h. The 
design speed for the southbound link is 35 km/h. 

 However, the Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment 
assumed that trains on the rail link would be travelling 
at between 25 and 45 km/h (less than the design 
speed). 

Section 2.2 of the Rail Access Report (Appendix F of the EIS) 
describes the design of the Rail link and states that it would not 
preclude its use by 1800 m trains; however, the current Proposal 
is for use of the Rail link by 650 m trains hence the operational 
noise assessment (included in Appendix N of the EIS) 
considered use of the Rail link by these trains, operating at 
average speeds between 60 km/hr and 35 km/hr on the Rail link. 
Trains would be travelling at 60 km/hr when exiting the SSFL; 
however they would decrease in speed as they clear the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL). At speeds below 
approximately 50 km/hr rolling noise from freight wagons is 
typically independent of speed, meaning that the exact speed of 
the train would not substantially alter the modelled results.  

Appendix F and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS. 
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

 The Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment did not 
quantify the impact of additional traffic from the project 
on the rail network. 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (provided at 
Appendix N and summarised in Section 9 of the EIS) provided 
an assessment of the potential noise and vibration impacts of rail 
related movements associated with the operation of the Stage 1 
Proposal. This report provided an assessment of rail movements 
within the Operational area (i.e. the proposed intermodal 
terminal) and travelling on the Rail link (from the southern extent 
of the Operational area to its connection (both southern and 
northern) with the SSFL.  

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the 
SSFL were assessed and approved under Approval No. 
05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated by an 
IMT in the south-western Sydney area. Rail movement on the 
SSFL is subject to on-going operational management 
undertaken by ARTC. Therefore, the movement of rail traffic, 
once on the SSFL is outside of the scope of the Proposal. Any 
future increase in freight movement that may require 
augmentation works on the SSFL is expected to be subject to 
separate development approval and would be assessed in 
accordance with the RING. Noise management measures would 
be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 
development stages as part of the impact assessment process 
undertaken for future stages.   

Section 9.3 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS 

 Including curve corrections to noise predictions, the 
Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment provided a 
number of predictions (refer to page 3 of the EPA 
submission for further detail). 

 The Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment stated that 
curve corrections were +3 dB for curves between 
300m and 500m radius, and +8 dB for radius less than 
300m. 

 Curve corrections added 4 to 6 dB to the LAeq (period)  

Noted. Section 9.3.3 EIS and Appendix N of the EIS address the 
points raised.  

Operation of the Proposal has been assessed to be largely 
compliant with the relevant noise and air impact assessment 
criteria it was determined in the Best Practice(s) Review that 
restrictions on the rolling stock type accessing the site is not 
warranted for the Proposal. Angle of attack monitoring is also not 
warranted at this stage of the SIMTA Project as the effectiveness 
of the application of friction modifiers would be confirmed 

Sections 9.3 and 
22, and Appendix 
N of the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

and 6 to 9 dB to the LAmax. 

 The Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment proposed 
that a Rail Noise Management Plan should be 
developed to include procedures for application of 
friction modifiers and noise monitoring. 

 The EPA notes that the project's "Best Practices [sic] 
Review" recommended that the project should use 
locomotives meeting the network requirements, bogie 
cross-bracing, grinding "in accordance with TfNSW 
requirements" and an automatic track lubrication 
system. The review stated that use of genset-type 
locomotives was not justified. 

 The Environmental Impact Statement said that best 
practise wagons were not feasible as SIMTA "may not 
control rail wagons". 

 Short term monitoring will be used to monitor the 
effectiveness of lubrication. 

 The Environmental Impact Statement said it was not 
practical to install an angle of attack monitoring system 
to manage curve squeal as SIMTA will have limited 
control over which rolling stock can access the site. 

through short-term noise monitoring, as committed to in 
Mitigation Measure 3B, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS.   

Mitigation 3D has been included in Section 8 of this RtS and 
commits SIMTA to undertaking rail grinding in accordance with 
TfNSW requirements on the Rail link. 

The EPA considers that detailed design of the rail link 
should maximise curve radii where practicable. 

Design of the Rail link has sought to maximise the radius of 
curves to the greatest extent practicable; however, a number of 
constraints are present that restrict the size of the radii of the 
Rail link curves including the need to minimise impacts within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility, and on the Georges River riparian zone, 
and avoidance of the need for the Rail link to connect directly to 
the SSFL flyover and constraints within the SSFL corridor at the 
northern point of connection. The Rail link design has been 
progressed in consultation with ARTC and design considerations 
are outlined in the Rail Access Report, included as Appendix F to 
the EIS. An addendum to the Rail Access Report is included in 
Appendix B of this RtS, which outlines the design of the 

Appendix F of the 
EIS.  

Appendix B of 
this RtS.  
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

amended Rail link.  

All feasible and 
reasonable 
mitigation 
measures should 
be implemented 
for the rail link. 

All feasible and reasonable mitigation measures should be 
implemented for the rail link. 

Section 22 of the EIS provides a compilation of mitigation 
measures which has been prepared to ensure that all feasible 
and reasonable measures would be implemented to minimise 
noise impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
the Rail link.  

The mitigation measures presented in Section 22 of the EIS 
have been revised in response to the submissions received and 
are included in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

 Predicted LAeq (period) noise levels from the rail link 
exceeded criteria in three out of four residential 
sensitive receiver areas. 

 Predicted LAmax noise levels from the rail link exceeded 
the sleep disturbance screening criteria (49 to 52 dB) 
at all residential sensitive receiver areas. At Casula the 
predicted LAmax was 81 dB. 

Noted.  

Exceedance of rail noise criteria would occur at four locations, 
once curve gain has been taken into consideration. The Proposal 
would comply with LAmax criteria for residential receivers at all 
locations except for Casula, where a 1dB exceedance is 
predicted.  

Noise modelling has been undertaken of the amended Rail link 
and is included in Section 7.1.3 and Appendix H of this RtS.  

Section 9.3.3 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS 

Section 7.1.3, 8 
and Appendix H 
of this RtS. 

 Sleep disturbance impacts should be assessed in 
detail according to the Application Notes – NSW 
Industrial Noise Policy which can be found at: 
http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoi
se.htm  

The Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline (RING) provides specific 
guidance for assessing LAeq noise levels from private, non-
network rail lines. However, no such guidance is provided for 
assessing LAmax noise levels from rail lines of this type. LAmax 
noise levels from the SIMTA Rail link were assessed against the 
recommended criteria in RING. The EPA’s submission provides 
clarification that LAmax noise levels should be assessed in 
accordance with the NSW INP Application Notes. This 
assessment has been conducted and is documented in the 
SIMTA Stage 1 Rail Noise Addendum (Appendix H to this RtS) 
of this RtS.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Sections 8 and 
Appendix H of 
this RtS. 
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Mitigation measure 3C, included in the compiled mitigation 
measures in Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of 
this RtS, commits to development of a Rail Noise Management 
Plan that will outline measures for the monitoring and 
management of rail noise.  

 The measures recommended in the "best practice 
review", including use of bogie cross-bracing, grinding 
and an automatic track lubrication system are 
appropriate mitigation measures for noise from the rail 
link. 

The Best Practices Reviews concluded that operation of the 
Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant noise and 
air impact assessment criteria; it was therefore determined in the 
Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions on the rolling stock type 
accessing the site is not warranted for the Proposal. The 
imposition of the proposed conditions that restrict access to the 
terminal of certain types of locomotive and rolling stock are not 
reasonable or feasible for the Proposal. 

Application of friction modifiers (i.e. track lubrication) is identified 
in Sections 9.4 and 22 of the EIS, and reproduced in Section 8 of 
this RtS, as a mitigation measure to manage noise from the Rail 
link. The effectiveness of this measure will be confirmed with 
short-term noise monitoring.  

Mitigation 3D has been included in Section 8 of this RtS and 
commits SIMTA to undertaking rail grinding in accordance with 
TfNSW requirements on the Rail link.  

Sections 9.4, 22 
and Appendix N 
of the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

 Additional measures should include top of rail friction 
modifiers, locomotives with the lowest practicable 
sound power levels, and steering, permanently-
coupled "multi-pack" wagons. 

Mitigation Measure 3C, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to preparation of a Rail 
Noise Management Plan that would prescribe the use of friction 
modifiers and other measures to manage rail noise.  

The Best Practices Reviews concluded that operation of the 
Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant noise and 
air impact assessment criteria; it was therefore determined in the 
Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions on the rolling stock type 
accessing the site is not warranted for the Proposal. The 

Section 22 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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imposition of the proposed conditions that restrict access to the 
terminal of certain types of locomotive and rolling stock are not 
reasonable or feasible for the Proposal.  

 More mitigation measures should be committed to by 
the proponent, or be required by conditions of 
approval, if DP&E decide to approve the project. The 
EPA recommends that for those locations where it is 
not possible to meet the required noise level criteria, 
mitigation measures such as noise walls, or 
architectural treatments should be implemented. 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment ,included as 
Appendix N and summarised in Section 9 of the EIS,  indicates 
that, subject to mitigating rail squeal, rail noise levels comply with 
relevant criteria at all receiver locations in Moorebank, Wattle 
Grove and Glenfield. At some locations in Casula, LAeq, period rail 
noise levels are predicted to exceed the night time criteria of 40 
dBA by up to 4 dBA. These receivers are located in close 
proximity to the Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL) and it is 
most likely that the existing night time LAeq, period rail noise 
levels are significantly higher than 40 dBA. It should be noted 
that the applicable LAeq, period rail noise criteria for receivers near 
the SSFL, as defined in the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline 
(RING), is 60 dBA during the night time. RING does not provide 
specific guidance on establishing LAeq, period noise criteria for 
private non-network rail lines at receivers with significant existing 
levels of rail noise from a network line; however in the case of 
network lines, if the existing levels of rail noise exceed the 
relevant criteria, the new development should not cause a 
noticeable increase in LAeq, period rail noise levels. RING considers 
an increase in LAeq, period of 2 dB or more to be noticeable.  

Modelling has been undertaken to assess the noise impacts of 
the realigned Rail link and is summarised in Section 7.1.3 and 
included in Appendix H of this RtS.  

Accordingly, it is recommended that if the LAeq, period noise levels 
from the SIMTA Rail link exceed the amenity criteria at nearby 
receivers and cause total rail noise levels to increase by 2 dB or 
more, reasonable and feasible mitigation should be 
implemented. Mitigation measure 3C has been updated and 
commits to preparation of a Rail Noise Management Plan and 

Sections 9.3 and 
22 and Appendix 
N of the EIS. 

Sections 7 and 8, 
and Appendix H 
to this RtS.  
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has been updated to include a commitment to undertake 
background rail noise monitoring prior to commencement of 
operations to establish LAeq,period rail noise levels in accordance 
with the RING. Mitigation measures will be developed and 
implemented where exceedances are predicted.  

Operational noise 
impacts excluding 
rail 

 CONCAWE category 6 was used for the adverse 
meteorology scenario in operational noise modelling 
which is the highest (worse case) category available in 
the CONCAWE algorithms. 

 Container handling was assumed to be by diesel reach 
stackers rather than electric rail mounted gantries. 

 Locomotives were assumed to be running (idling) all 
the time, even when stationary (for about 3 hours a 
visit). 

 LAeq(night) predictions assumed that adverse 
meteorology occurred for 5 hours a night. 

Noted.  Section 10 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS. 

 The adopted operational noise criteria, including the 
screening criteria for sleep disturbance, were lower 
than for the MIC intermodal project. This is because 
the measured background noise levels were lower for 
the MIC intermodal project. 

Noted.  N/A 

 The Environmental Impact Statement stated that 
broadband reversing alarms were not feasible and 
reasonable as SIMTA does not control the truck fleet. 
The EPA considers that SIMTA does have control over 
requirements for entry to site. The EPA recommends 
that a risk assessment be undertaken to determine if 
non-tonal reversing alarms can be fitted as a condition 
of site entry. Alternatively site design may include 
traffic flow that does not require or precludes reversing 
of vehicles. 

As stated in the Best Practices Review for Noise for the Proposal 
(Appendix N of the EIS) and Section 10.2.1 of the EIS, the site 
design of the intermodal terminal is such that the reversing of 
trucks is unlikely to occur during normal operations. 

Notwithstanding the above, the sleep disturbance assessment of 
the operation of the Stage 1 site identified containers banging 
with a LAmax sound power level of 118 dBA, and indicated that 
such events are unlikely to cause sleep disturbance impacts. 
Typical LAmax sound power levels for tonal reversing alarms are 
approximately 113 dBA, and therefore, are also unlikely to cause 

Sections 10.2.1 
and 22 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS.   

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions       
Page 30 Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

sleep disturbance impacts. 

Mitigation Measure 12C, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to a Hazard and 
Operability Study (HAZOP) being undertaken as part of 
progression of design and would take into consideration the 
hazards and risks associated with reversing vehicles on site and 
the use of tonal alarms. 

 The Environmental Impact Statement stated that the 
proposed throughput did not warrant using hybrid or 
electric container handling equipment. 

Agreed. N/A 

Best practise plant 
should be used for 
container handling 

 Operational LAeq(15mins) noise levels from the project, 
excluding rail link, were 1 dB lower than the criteria at 
Casula under adverse meteorological conditions. 

Agreed. N/A 

 The predicted noise levels from the project may place 
constraints on future expansion of the site. The EPA 
recommends that best practise plant be used for the 
project, including electric automated container 
handling equipment, to minimise noise impacts and 
avoid unnecessary noise constraints on future stages 
of the terminal. It is generally easier to implement 
quieter technologies from the beginning of a project. 

The future expansion of the Proposal site would be subject to 
additional approvals in accordance with the Concept Plan 
Approval (MP 10_0193) and Part 4, Division 4.1 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

Section 4.5 of the EIS outlines the proposed operations of the 
intermodal terminal and notes that initially the unloading and 
loading process would be undertaken using reach stackers or 
container forklifts. In the long term, electrified overhead gantry 
cranes would be installed to undertake the loading and unloading 
process (for both rail and road interface). It is envisaged by the 
Proposal that gantry cranes would be installed onsite, however 
that based on the initial throughput of the site the installation of 
these gantry cranes is not considered suitable. Mitigation 
measure 4.1A commits to implementation of electric gantry 
cranes at the IMT within seven years of commencement of 
operation of the Proposal or on the Proposal achieving an annual 
throughput of 250,000 TEU, whichever is the latter. 

Sections 10.1 and 
22 and Appendix 
M of the EIS. 
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Construction noise 
should be 
managed through 
a Construction 
Noise 
Management Plan, 
and night time 
construction may 
require respite 

 

 The predicted noise levels are higher than the Noise 
Management Levels adopted for the adjacent MIC 
intermodal project, but lower than the Noise 
Management Levels adopted in the Noise & Vibration 
Impact Assessment. The difference in Noise 
Management Levels is due to a difference in the 
measured background noise levels for each project, 
which should be explained by SIMTA. 

The Noise Management Levels adopted in the Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix N of the EIS) were 
those established in the Concept Approval. During the Concept 
Approval, a Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (NVIA) was 
conducted, in which all project specific noise and vibration 
criteria were established in accordance with relevant NSW 
Government guidelines and policies.  

Under the Concept Plan Approval, environmental performance 
criteria, including those for noise, are established to provide 
certainty to key stakeholders, including the proponent, consent 
and regulatory authorities and the community. Therefore the 
noise management levels adopted and approved for the Concept 
Plan were adopted for the Proposal.  

The source(s) of differences in measured background noise 
levels are unknown and could be attributable to many factors. 

Concept Plan 
Approval. 

 No construction noise was predicted above the 
adopted Noise Management Levels for this project 
(SIMTA). The predicted noise levels are lower than the 
'highly noise affected' Noise Management Level. 

 The maximum predicted construction noise 
LAeq(15min) at any residential receiver was 44 dB. 

 The Noise & Vibration Impact Assessment suggested 
a Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
will be implemented. 

 A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan 
is appropriate for managing the predicted construction 
noise impacts during the day time (standard hours). 

Section 9.3.2 and Appendix N of the EIS outline the predicted 
noise impacts associated with construction of the Proposal. 
Proposed construction hours are outlined in Section 4.4.7 of the 
EIS and included in Mitigation Measure 3A in Section 22 of the 
EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Sections 4.4, 9.3 
and 22 and 
Appendix N of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

 Department of Planning and Environment should 
consider additional mitigation measures for 
construction noise outside of standard hours, including 

As identified in Section 9.4 and 22 of the EIS, construction noise 
mitigation, including for out of hours works, would be identified in 
a Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) 

Sections 9.4 and 
22 and Appendix 
L of the EIS.  
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respite periods. that would be prepared in accordance with the Interim 
Construction Noise Guidelines (ICNG). Periods of respite would 
be provided where unavoidable, maximum noise level events 
that may occur, in accordance with the ICNG.   

Noise from the 
additional traffic 
generated on the 
Southern Sydney 
Freight Line should 
be quantified 

 Environmental Assessment Requirements included 
assessment of the impacts of project traffic on the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, taking into account the 
Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline. 

 The Southern Sydney Freight Line is likely to require 
upgrades to take project traffic, and future noise 
mitigation on the line may attenuate noise from traffic 
generated by the project. 

 The impacts of the proposal on network rail noise, 
including from the Southern Sydney Freight Line, 
should be quantified in accordance with the Rail 
Infrastructure Noise Guideline. 

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the 
SSFL were assessed and approved under Approval No. 
05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated by an 
IMT in the south-western Sydney area. As noted in Appendices 
F and N of the EIS, the preliminary independent empirical 
analysis concluded that, at the time of the assessment, there 
was likely to be up to 10 train paths available each way on the 
freight network between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence 
upgrades to the SSFL would not be required to accommodate 
the Proposal.  

Any future increase in freight movement that may require 
augmentation works on the SSFL is expected to be subject to 
separate development approval and would be assessed in 
accordance with the RING. Noise management measures would 
be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 
development stages as part of the impact assessment process 
undertaken for future stages. 

Section 9.3.3 and 
Appendices F 
and N of the EIS. 

Recommended 
Conditions of 
Concept Approval 

The EPA recommends that the proposal should be include 
conditions of consent requiring the following. 

1. Best practise plant for both the import/export terminal 
and interstate terminal, to minimise noise levels, 
including electric automated container handling 
equipment or equipment with equivalent sound power 
levels.  

The Proposal includes operation of an intermodal terminal facility 
for 650 m trains with an annual TEU throughput of 250,000. 
Future development applications would be made to support an 
increase in the TEU throughput of the IMT and to develop 
warehousing.  

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix N and summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, concluded 
that operation of the Proposal with reach stackers and/or 
container forklifts would not result in exceedances of operational 
noise criteria, established in accordance with the Industrial Noise 

Sections 9.3 and 
22 and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 33 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Policy (INP). As the Proposal would be compliant, electric 
automated container handling equipment is not warranted at this 
stage and this condition is not appropriate for the Proposal.  

Mitigation measure 4.1A commits SIMTA to implementing 
electric gantry cranes at the IMT within seven years of 
commencement of operation of the Proposal or the Proposal 
achieving an annual throughput of 250,000 TEU, whichever is 
the latter.  

As required under the Concept Plan Approval, subsequent 
development applications would consider Best Practice 
measures for noise and identify those that are reasonable and 
feasible for the operation of those stages of development. 

2. All feasible and reasonable mitigation measures for the 
rail link, including automatic lubrication and top of rail 
friction modifiers. 

Section 22 of the EIS provides a compilation of mitigation 
measures which has been prepared to identify feasible and 
reasonable measures which would be implemented to minimise 
noise impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
the Rail link. A commitment (Mitigation measure 3A) is included 
to install friction modifiers on sections of the Rail link where rail 
curve squeal is likely to occur. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 
3C commits to development of a Rail Noise Management Plan 
that will include procedures for the application of friction 
modifiers to the Rail link and measurement and reporting of 
subsequent rail noise levels.  

The mitigation measures presented in Section 22 of the EIS 
have been revised in response to the submissions received and 
are included in Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

3. Only best practise rolling stock to access the terminal 
to or from Port Botany, including locomotives with the 
lowest practicable noise levels, and steering, 
permanently-coupled "multi-pack" wagons. 

The Best Practices Reviews concluded that operation of the 
Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant noise and 
air impact assessment criteria; it was therefore determined in the 
Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions on the rolling stock type 

Section 10 and 
Appendices M 
and N of the EIS.  
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accessing the site is not warranted for the Proposal. The 
imposition of the proposed conditions that restrict access to the 
terminal of certain types of locomotive and rolling stock are not 
reasonable or feasible for the Proposal. 

 

4. A detailed assessment of sleep disturbance impacts, 
including: how often noise events occur; the time of 
day when they occur; whether there are any times of 
day when there is a clear change in the noise 
environment and appropriate noise mitigation 
measures where required; 

Accepted.  

As noted above, the submission from the EPA has clarified that 
LAmax noise levels from operation of the Rail link should be 
assessed in accordance with the NSW INP Application Notes. 
This assessment has been conducted and is documented in the 
SIMTA Stage 1 Rail Noise Addendum (Appendix H to this RtS) 
for the amended Rail link alignment. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix H of 
this RtS.  

5. A risk assessment be undertaken to determine if non-
tonal reversing alarms can be fitted as a condition of 
site entry. Alternatively site design may include traffic 
flow that does not require or precludes reversing of 
vehicles; 

As stated in the Best Practices Review (Appendix N) and Section 
10.2 of the EIS, the site design of the IMT is such that the 
reversing of trucks is unlikely to occur during normal operations. 
As per Mitigation Measure 12C, included in Section 22 of the EIS 
and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, a HAZOP would be 
undertaken during design of the IMT, which would take into 
consideration the hazards and risks associated with reversing 
vehicles on site and use of reversing alarms. 

The Best Practices Review concluded that operation of the 
Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant noise 
impact assessment criteria; it was therefore determined in the 
Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions on the reversing alarm 
types on trucks accessing the IMT is not warranted for the 
Proposal.  

Sections 10.2 and 
22 and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

6. For those locations where it is not possible to meet the 
required noise level criteria, mitigation measures such 
as noise walls, or architectural treatments should be 
implemented; and 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix N and summarised in Section 10 of the EIS, indicates 
compliance with operational noise criteria and in accordance with 
the NSW INP, recommends compliance monitoring when the site 
becomes operational. If compliance monitoring indicates 

Sections 10 and 
22 and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Sections 7.1.3 
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exceedances of criteria, reasonable and feasible mitigation 
would be considered. 

Mitigation Measure 3C, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS, also commits to preparation of a 
Rail Noise Management Plan that would specify monitoring and 
noise management requirements for operation of the Rail link.  

and 8 of this RtS. 

7. A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan. Accepted. Section 22 of the EIS provides a compilation of 
mitigation measures which are to be implemented for the 
Proposal; these have been updated in Section 8 of this RtS. A 
Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) is 
identified in both Mitigation Measures No. 0A and 3A. It is 
SIMTA’s intention that a CNVMP would be implemented during 
construction of the Proposal in accordance with the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIS.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

All additional feasible and reasonable mitigation measures 
for construction works outside standard hours, including 
providing respite periods where appropriate. 

Section 9.4 and 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of this RtS, states 
that construction noise mitigation, including for out of hours 
works, would be managed through processes established in the 
Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) 
that would be prepared in accordance with the Interim 
Construction Noise Guidelines (ICNG). Periods of respite would 
be provided where unavoidable, maximum noise level events 
may occur, in accordance with the ICNG.   

Sections 9.4 and 
22 of the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Contaminated 
land 

The EPA has not completed a detailed review of the 
adequacy of the SIMTA lntermodal Terminal Facility - 
Stage 1 - Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment and 
Remediation Action Plan prepared by JBS&G Australia 
Pty Ltd or contamination section of the draft EIS. It is 
noted, however, that the reports have undertaken to 
address the requirements of the SEARs. 

The EPA recommends that a site auditor accredited under 

Accepted.  

It is noted that a previous Site Auditor Statement was issued that 
covers the SIMTA site (i.e. the former DNSDC site). It is 
proposed that Site Auditor Statements would be prepared for Lot 
/ Deposited Plans impacted by the Proposal. SIMTA proposes 
the following wording as an amendment to the condition of 
consent provided by EPA:   

N/A 
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the Contaminated Land Management Act 1997 be 
engaged to issue a Section A Site Audit Statement in 
relation to the proposal. The subject area has had a range 
of land uses over the years which have resulted in 
groundwater contamination including the presence of 
PFOS, TCE and petroleum hydrocarbons. The presence 
of these contaminants allows for potential off-site 
migration of contaminated groundwater and vapour 
intrusion risks for the development. 

A site auditor accredited under the Contaminated Land 
Management Act 1997 be engaged to issue Section A Site Audit 
Statement(s), in relation to land affected by the Proposal. 

Proposed Rail 
Access - Routing 
of the rail link 
through the 
Glenfield Landfill 

In addition to assisting Council by providing comments 
and recommendations in relation to the key environmental 
issues of noise and air quality, the EPA has included 
comments regarding the proposal's impact on landfill 
infrastructure, pollution control and environmental 
monitoring associated with the Glenfield Waste Facility 
operated by Glenfield Waste Services under environment 
protection licence no. 4614. 

The EPA acknowledges that no detailed investigation of 
impacts on the landfill have yet been undertaken by the 
proponent. The EPA will therefore not be in a position to 
assess the impacts of the rail link on the Glenfield Waste 
facility until such time as a detailed impact assessment 
including mitigation strategies has been undertaken and 
the results of such presented in various sub-plans. 

The EPA will not support approval of the southern rail 
access option until such time as the proponent is able to 
clearly demonstrate to the EPA that the construction and 
operation of the rail link will not compromise the 
effectiveness of the landfill pollution control and monitoring 
systems (i.e. leachate, landfill gas and surface drainage) 
at the Glenfield Landfill licensed premises, including future 
post-closure care measures. 

Nevertheless, where the EPA has deduced that impacts 

The Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment, included as 
Appendix R and summarised in Section 13 of the EIS, was 
limited, as acknowledged within the reports, due to access 
limitations. The Rail Access Report, Appendix F to the EIS, 
discusses the potential impacts of the Proposal on the Glenfield 
Waste Facility, and concluded that, based on the current 
designs, disturbance to the filled cells and their landfill barrier 
systems is unlikely. Relocation of the leachate pond and 
stormwater management pond are considered in Rail Access 
Report and the need for additional sampling for contaminants of 
potential concern as a result of these works is noted. Further 
geotechnical investigations would be undertaken, in accordance 
with Mitigation Measure 6A, during detailed design to inform 
design and minimise potential disturbance to the landfill cells and 
monitoring systems. Detailed design would seek to avoid 
impacting on landfill cells, management and monitoring systems 
at the facility.  

The Remedial Action Plan (RAP) (Appendix R) provides further 
information on the potential impacts within the Glenfield Waste 
Facility, and proposes actions for identified contamination within 
the facility, such as the elevated lead levels in the soil. The RAP 
considered the landfill gas and leachate records from monitoring 
at the Glenfield Waste Facility. The RAP also identifies 
contingency measures in the event that excavation into existing 

Sections 13 and 
22 and 
Appendices F 
and R of the EIS.  
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on the landfill are likely the EPA has provided suggested 
conditions of approval for the DP&E to consider placing 
into any consent that the Department chooses to issue for 
the proposal. 

landfill cells is required or unexpectedly encountered.  

Mitigation Measures to manage known and unexpected 
contamination during construction of the Proposal are compiled 
in Section 22 of the EIS, and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, 
and include the development of a Contamination Management 
Plan (CMP) that will include specific contingency measures in 
the unlikely event that construction of the Rail link in the 
Glenfield Waste Facility results in the disturbance of existing 
landfill cells.  

Impact on landfill 
leachate and gas 
containment 

The EIS states that the proposal will either not impact on 
any former landfill cells (Page xxxv Geotechnical and Soil) 
or is not intended to disturb or compromise landfill lining or 
systems (Page xxxvi Contamination). However design 
drawings in "Appendix F - Rail Access Report" indicate 
that substantial battering of slopes to support the rail line 
are required. Where these batters will impact on cell voids 
(empty, partially filled and filled) the proponent should 
have described the existing landfill liner (if installed at this 
location), the impact of installing batters at these locations 
and whether new lining will be required. 

The EPA cannot support the construction of a rail corridor 
within the Glenfield Waste Services premises until such 
time as there is sufficient information to assess whether 
the proposal will impact on the landfill containment 
systems specifically gas and leachate controls. The 
proponent was required in the Secretary's Environmental 
Assessment Requirements (SEARS) to assess the 
impacts of the rail link on the Glenfield Waste facility in 
consultation with the EPA, yet formal consultation has not 
yet successfully taken place. 

Lastly, the proponent has not provided a methodology to 
ensure the landfill containment system retains its integrity 

Works within the Glenfield Waste Facility would generally involve 
forming fill batters. A section of cut batter would be required as 
the Rail link passes through a spoil stockpile that is currently 
located in the northern section of the facility. As described in the 
Phase 2 ESA (Appendix R), the Rail link passes through a high 
point in the facility, which appears to be formed of natural in situ 
material, as well as excavated and/or tipped spoil material; 
hence excavations in this area are not expected to encounter 
landfill cells.  

Details regarding the liner and other landfill construction were not 
available at the time of assessment. Further detail on the design 
and ‘as built’ form of the landfill cells would be interrogated 
during further geotechnical investigations undertaken to inform 
detailed design of the Rail link.  

The RAP provides contingency measures in the event that 
excavation into landfilled areas may be required. The RAP 
requires specific work plans to be developed in the event that 
detail design and / or the proposed construction methodology 
results in compromise of landfill containment systems.  

As noted in Section 6.3 of the EIS, SIMTA sought to consult with 
the EPA during preparation of the EIS; however the EPA noted 

Sections 13 and 
22 and 
Appendices F 
and R of the EIS.  

Sections 2 and 8 
of this RtS.  
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during and after construction, also required by the SEARS. that Liverpool City Council was the appropriate regulatory 
authority hence EPA did not need to review the detail of the 
Proposal at that time. Consultation has been undertaken with the 
EPA subsequent to the EIS being on public display and the 
outcomes are summarised in Section 2 of this RtS.  

Asbestos Asbestos fibres can pose a serious health risk to humans 
if inhaled. The EPA notes that Glenfield Waste Services is 
licenced to receive asbestos waste. The Protection of the 
Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2014 
requires operators of landfills licenced to receive asbestos 
to bury it in accordance with the regulation. However, 
operators are not required to record the locations of buried 
asbestos waste in landfills, therefore there is a reasonable 
possibility that if earthworks are required within previously 
landfilled cells, asbestos fibres could be encountered and 
liberated. 

The EPA cannot support any proposal that has the 
potential to disturb landfilled waste because the proponent 
has not detailed specific mitigation strategies to prevent 
the release of asbestos fibres of which there is a 
reasonable possibility that such fibres are contained within 
previously landfilled waste. The proponent has committed 
to producing an Asbestos Management Plan within the 
Contamination Management Plan which will be included in 
the Construction Environmental Management Plan which 
have either not been presented or not been finalised at the 
time of exhibition of the EIS. 

As stated in Section 22 of the EIS, and reproduced in Section 8 
of this RtS, a Health and Safety Plan will be developed prior to 
commencement of construction and will include details of site 
contamination, risks and management measures. The plan will 
detail measures to minimise exposure pathways, including 
identification of appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE) 
to be worn during works associated with known or potentially 
contaminated material.  

Further geotechnical investigations will be undertaken within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility during the development of detailed 
design to confirm the extent of landfill cells and to inform the 
design with the aim to avoid impacting on the cells. Should 
impacts on landfill cells be unavoidable, a specific works plan will 
be developed to address potential environmental and/or health 
and safety issues that may arise. As stated in Section 22, an 
Asbestos Management Plan will be developed for management 
of works in areas potentially impacted by asbestos within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility.  

Sections 13 and 
22 and Appendix 
R of the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Leachate Impacts on leachate and the leachate management and 
barrier system other than the leachate pond should be 
considered in the EIS in the event that landfilled waste is 
excavated during earthworks. If any landfill cap is 
compromised and water or other liquid is allowed to enter 

The Remediation Action Plan (RAP), included as Appendix R 
and summarised in Section 13 of the EIS, outlines measures for 
dealing with dewatering and excavation of sediments from the 
stormwater pond within the Glenfield Waste Facility.  

As stated in the RAP, contingency measures included within the 

Section 13 and 
Appendix R of the 
EIS.  
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a landfill cell the volume of leachate may increase in a 
landfill cell. Leachate levels should be kept low in a cell to 
prevent impacts on surrounding groundwater and gas 
production. The infiltration of liquid into previously 
landfilled waste could be experienced in the event that a 
landfill cap is compromised. Conversely, if any liner is 
breached during piling or earthworks, leachate may be 
released into surrounding groundwater. 

Glenfield Waste Facility Leachate Management Plan (LMP) 
(Consulting Earth Sciences, 2007) would be incorporated into 
the CMP. Further geotechnical investigation would be 
undertaken during progression of detailed design and design 
would seek to avoid impacts on the cells and barrier systems. In 
the unlikely event that construction of the Rail link results in the 
disturbance of existing cells, specific contingency measures will 
be included in the CMP.  

Gas Landfill gas management has not been adequately 
addressed in the EIS. The EPA recognises that impacts 
on gas management and explosive risks may be incurred 
as a result of works on or even near landfilled waste. 
Landfill gas is high in methane and is known to travel in 
both vertical and lateral directions underground for several 
hundreds of metres sometimes accumulating in structures 
and posing an explosive or asphyxiate risk if not managed 
properly. Methane is also a powerful greenhouse gas and 
may cause unnecessary environmental damage if vented 
to the atmosphere uncontrolled. Landfill gas often contains 
odorous components that can impact on local amenity, 
generating odour complaints. 

The EPA cannot support any works which have the 
potential to increase, facilitate movement, accumulate or 
release landfill gas because the proponent has not 
adequately detailed impacts or mitigation strategies to 
avoid occupational or environmental impacts. Potential for 
the release of Greenhouse Gases or for the movement 
and accumulation in structures resulting from excavations 
within or near the landfill and have not been considered in 
the EIS and it is the position of the EPA that these hazards 
pose a threat to human health, safety and the 
environment. In addition to field screening and personal 
monitoring the proponent should address design of any 

As noted in Section 22 of the EIS, a Contamination Management 
Plan will be developed for the Proposal and will include specific 
contingency measures in case of the event that excavation is 
required in areas where landfill gas may be encountered. The 
RAP includes a review of landfill gas monitoring results, made 
available by the Glenfield Waste Facility. In accordance with the 
RAP, management of landfill gas will be via the implementation 
of field screening and personal monitoring programs targeting 
landfill gasses. This is considered adequate for addressing 
potential for landfill gas and mitigation from environmental and 
occupational health perspective. 

Works within the Glenfield Waste Facility have the potential to 
facilitate movement, accumulation or release of landfill gas, even 
if cells are not disturbed, as increased loading on a cell might 
‘push’ landfill gas outward/upward, but equally the route layout 
may ‘push’ back in towards cells given the route is on the 
perimeter areas. As no enclosed structures are proposed on the 
Glenfield Waste Facility Site, there is little potential for landfill 
gas to accumulate to levels approaching the lower explosive 
limit.  

In accordance with Mitigation measures 7C, landfill gas 
monitoring procedures during works within the Glenfield Waste 
Facility will be included in the Contamination Management Plan 
and contingency measures developed in the event that landfill 

Sections 13 and 
22, and Appendix 
R of the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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new structures near the landfill and remedial/containment 
measures should venting of gas be discovered during 
construction. 

gas is detected.  

Exhumed waste Unless approved by the EPA, waste exhumation is 
specifically prohibited under condition 04.5 of environment 
protection licence 4614 held by L.A. Kennett Enterprises 
Pty Ltd. Exhuming waste can lead to amenity, health, soil 
water and air impacts. The proponent should assess 
whether waste exhumation is necessary, and if so detail 
predicted timeframes for exhumation, disposal options and 
mitigation measures to prevent impacts. The licensee 
(L.A. Kennett Enterprises Pty Ltd) should be made aware 
that the licence may need to be varied if waste needs to 
be exhumed. 

The EPA cannot support any activities that involve the 
disturbance or exhumation of landfilled waste because it is 
prohibited by Environment Protection Licence 4614 and 
because the proponent has not provided enough 
information to make an assessment of the impacts. 

As stated in Section 4.4.3 of the EIS, the construction of the Rail 
link would not disturb or comprise the lining of any completed 
cells. In particular, the structural support proposed for the Rail 
link would not involve any piling within the footprint of the 
completed lined cells. 

As stated in Mitigation Measure 6A, additional geotechnical 
investigations will be undertaken within the Glenfield Waste 
Facility to inform the detailed design of the Rail link. The design 
will seek to avoid disturbance to existing landfill cells. In the 
unlikely event that detailed design indicates that disturbance to 
landfill cells is required the contingency measures identified in 
the RAP would be implemented and the Contamination 
Management Plan would be developed to include specific 
contingency measures for management of those impacts, 
including leachate management, landfill gas and asbestos, as 
identified in Mitigation Measure 7C.   

Sections 4.4 and 
22 and Appendix 
R of the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Contaminated 
stockpiles 

Borehole investigations undertaken by the proponent 
indicate that contamination exists in the form of Lead and 
Zinc. Data also shows that that other contaminants were 
present including "rubble, concrete, plastic, glass and 
wood" in fill material underlying the proposed rail link. The 
potential for excavated contaminated soils to impact on 
the local environment have been conceptualised in Figure 
2 Page 285 of the EIS. 

The EPA cannot support any stockpiling of contaminated 
materials as part of the proposed Rail Link as the 
proponent has not addressed all potential impacts to the 
environment from the excavation of potentially 
contaminated soils in this area. The RAP does not 

 As discussed in Section 13.1 of the EIS, the heavy metal 
concentrations detected on the Stage 1 site and on the Golf 
Course are in exceedance of ecological criteria for commercial 
and industrial land; however, as the Proposal will remain as a 
commercial /industrial site with extensive hardstand areas, with 
limited vegetated areas that may be exposed to these isolated 
locations, the exceedance of ecological criteria is not considered 
to pose an unacceptable risk to the environment. While lead 
concentrations in the north-west portion of the Glenfield Waste 
Facility are in exceedance of health criterion for lead for 
commercial / industrial land uses, construction of the Rail link in 
this area will be on a fill batter, hence excavation into the soils of 

Section 13.1 and 
22 and Appendix 
R of the EIS.  
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adequately address these in its current form. this area is not anticipated. 

The RAP deals with stockpiling and associated environmental 
protection measures in general, and has a contingency section 
specifically dealing with excavation of landfill material on the 
Glenfield Waste Facility, if required. The Contamination 
Management Plan (Mitigation measure 7C, Section 22 of the 
EIS) will include detailed procedures on handling, stockpiling and 
assessing potentially contaminated materials encountered during 
the development works. 

Integrity of 
monitoring points 

Table 4-4 on Page 48 of the EIS states that there is 
potential for the relocation or removal of 7 monitoring wells 
in the Glenfield Waste Facility. Environment protection 
licence 4614 requires regular monitoring of environmental 
pollutants at specific locations. If this monitoring is not 
undertaken for any reason this may constitute an offence 
against the licensee. Should the proponent require that 
monitoring points to be moved the process for undertaking 
this and the required negotiations with the operator of the 
Glenfield Waste Facility should be identified in the EIS. 

The EPA cannot support the relocation or removal of any 
monitoring points associated with the operation of the 
landfill within the Glenfield Waste Services premises 
because the proponent has not provided specific detail on 
points to be relocated or removed. 

Details on the consultation undertaken to date between SIMTA 
and the Glenfield Waste Facility are provided in Section 2 of this 
RtS.  

The Rail Access Report sets out the following process to be 
followed during design development for the Rail link within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility:  

 Liaise with GWS to identify all current monitoring wells and 
points required for the operation of their EPA license; 

 Liaise with EPA through GWS to inform them of the works 
being undertaken and the potential wells and points which 
may be impacted by the construction of the Rail Link; 

 Identify all monitoring wells and points which may fall within 
the footprint of the Rail Link or within construction activity 
areas such as haul roads and compounds; 

 Locate, survey and inspect the condition of identified 
monitoring wells and points with GWS and EPA (if required); 

 Agree with GWS and EPA a suitable location outside of the 
construction footprint of all monitoring wells and points which 
may be impacted by construction activities. It will need to be 
demonstrated that each of these new locations will be able to 
be easily and safely accessed at all times during and after 

Section 20.4 and 
Appendix F of the 
EIS.  

Section 2 of this 
RtS.  
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construction activities; 

 Re-establish each of the agreed monitoring points and wells 
with suitable access tracks. 

The EPA’s recommended condition of consent relating to an 
assessment report for proposed works within the Glenfield 
Waste Facility would be anticipated form part of the process 
described above.  

Access to points 
for monitoring 

Pages 475 and 482 indicate that ongoing access to the 
Glenfield Waste Facility and surrounding infrastructure 
would be maintained however the construction of a Rail 
corridor of 20 metre width and establishment of necessary 
property rights over the land may impede access to 
essential landfill monitoring points associated with the 
landfill. 

The EPA cannot support the construction of a 20 metre 
wide rail corridor within the Glenfield Waste Services 
premises because the Proponent has not detailed enough 
information to assess the impacts on the licensee's access 
to monitoring points, leachate and stormwater controls 
which are essential for the proper functioning of the 
landfill. 

Works within the Glenfield Waste Facility are discussed in the 
Rail Access Report, included as Appendix F to the EIS. 
Maintenance of access to monitoring wells and establishment of 
access tracks to any monitoring wells requiring relocation is 
considered within Appendix F of the EIS. As stated in Section 
20.4.3 of the EIS, during operation of the Rail link, access 
around the Glenfield Waste Facility site and to the surrounding 
infrastructure would be retained or modified where required.  

As discussed in Section 4.4.2 of the EIS, access would be 
provided within the Glenfield Waste Facility to provide access to 
monitoring points and the waste facility, including an informal 
level crossing over the southern connection to the SSFL, as 
currently required with the proposed design.  

The EPA’s recommended condition of consent (below) relating to 
an assessment report for proposed works within the Glenfield 
Waste Facility would be followed and further detail on proposed 
access for operational purposes, including maintenance and 
monitoring, at the Glenfield Waste Facility would be developed 
during detailed design. Consultation with Glenfield Waste 
Services would continue throughout development of detailed 
design and through construction of the Proposal.  

Sections 4.4 and 
20.4 and 
Appendix F of the 
EIS.  

 

Proposed 
Conditions of 
Consent relating to 

Should the DP&E decide to grant approval for the Rail 
Link as part of the proposal, prior to receipt of this 
information, the EPA strongly recommends that the 

Accepted with some modification to wording.  N/A 
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routing of the rail 
link through the 
Glenfield Landfill 

following conditions be included as part of the 
development consent. 

8. The proponent must prepare a detailed assessment of 
the impacts on the Glenfield Landfill licensed 
premises. The assessment must include, but not be 
limited to: 

a) Targeted intrusive investigations to determine 
contamination pathways and to develop 
mitigation, management and/or remediation 
options based on those investigations. 

b) Details of the quantity of landfilled waste to be 
removed, the location from where it will be 
removed, the methodology to be utilised and the 
estimated timeframe for the removal and reburial. 

c) Proposed measures to mitigate odour impacts on 
sensitive receivers, including application of daily 
cover to any exposed waste in accordance with 
benchmark technique 33 of the EPA's 
Environmental Guidelines: Solid Waste Landfills, 
1996. 

d) Details of impacts on pollution control and 
monitoring systems including existing groundwater 
and landfill gas bores and their subsequent repair 
or replacement. 

e) The methodology proposed to ensure that where 
the landfill barrier system disturbed, it is replaced 
or repaired to ensure its ongoing performance. 
The proponent should detail matters such as sub 
grade preparation and specifications, liner 
installation/reinstallation procedures and 
construction quality assurance (CQA) procedures. 

f) An overview of any access and materials or 

Generally accepted. These investigations will be undertaken 
during progression of detailed design.  
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equipment storage arrangements with the 
Glenfield Landfill in relation to the construction of 
the project, and operation and maintenance of the 
rail link. 

g) Details of any other expected or potential impacts 
to the licensed area and options for management 
and mitigation of those impacts (i.e. leachate 
management and surface water runoff, potential 
impacts on the Georges River during works, dust 
etc.). 

h) Details of and proposed mitigation measures for 
the long term management of the rail link. A 
permanent rail link across the landfill is likely to 
have long term impacts that need to be 
considered and mitigated (e.g. subsidence or gas 
issues). 

9. The proponent must provide the assessment report to 
the EPA for review and approval at least three months 
prior to commencement of construction (including early 
works). No works are permitted to commence within 
the Glenfield Landfill licensed premises without the 
EPA's written approval. 

Generally accepted, as amended below, to permit the 
commencement of early works / pre-construction works located 
outside of the Glenfield Waste Facility prior to EPA approval of 
the assessment report.  

SIMTA proposes the following wording for the condition: 

The proponent must provide an assessment report addressing 
the impacts of the Rail link on the Glenfield Waste Facility 
(Glenfield landfill licensed premises) one month prior to 
commencement of construction, or as otherwise agreed, of the 
Rail link within the Glenfield Waste Facility. The assessment 
report must be submitted to EPA one month prior to 
commencement of construction. EPA would be notified in writing 
two weeks prior to commencement of works within the Glenfield 
Landfill Licensed facility.  

- 
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10. The proponent must provide the EPA with any 
construction design plans for review and approval prior 
to commencement of the Rail Link construction 
(including early works). 

Generally accepted with a small modification to note that the 
EPA’s focus is on the proposed works within the Glenfield Waste 
Facility and potential impacts to the landfill cells and operation; 
hence an approval role for the entire Rail link is not appropriate.  

SIMTA proposes the following wording for the condition:  

The proponent must provide the EPA with construction design 
plans for the Rail link within the Glenfield Waste Facility 
(Glenfield Landfill licensed facility) for review and comment one 
month, or as otherwise agreed, prior to commencement of 
construction of the Rail link within the Glenfield Waste Facility.  

- 

11. The proponent must prepare a construction and 
operational management plan specific to the 
management of activities to be undertaken at the 
Glenfield Landfill licensed premises. The plan must 
include, but not be limited to: 

a) Details of the exact location of the rail link in 
relation to landfill cells and activities. 

b) Details of land tenure and licence management. 
Where land is to be excised from the landfill 
licenced premises the proponent must include a 
surveyors plan. 

c) Details of how access during construction and 
operation will be maintained including access to 
landfill monitoring and environmental controls. 

d) Details of material requirements and how landfill 
levy issues will be managed when bringing 
construction material through the landfill. 

e) Details how community interactions will be 
managed such as notification of operations and a 
community complaints line including a direct link 

Generally accepted; however, the intent of this recommended 
condition has been captured within the Mitigation Measures 
developed for the Proposal.  

These matters will generally be included within the Construction 
Environmental Management Plan and Operation Environmental 
Management Plan and appropriate sub-plans that will be 
prepared for construction of the Proposal, as listed below. 

Mitigation Measure 0A, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to the preparation 
of a CEMP, that would include the following subplans (or 
equivalent):  

 Construction Traffic Management Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 1B) 

 Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (see 
also Mitigation Measure 3A) 

 Air Quality Management Plan (see also Mitigation Measure 
2A and 2B) 

 Soil and Water Management Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 5A) 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of the 
REF.  
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to an onsite manager. 

f) Details of the management of environmental 
issues from construction/haulage/operation, 
including but not limited to: 

i. Soil and water (including runoff from 
stockpiles) 

ii. Air 

iii. Odour 

iv. Noise 

v. Waste 

vi. Asbestos 

vii. Contamination / remediation 

 Contamination Management Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 7C) 

 Health and Safety Plan (see also Mitigation Measures 7B and 
12A) 

 Asbestos Management Plan (see also Mitigation Measure 
12B) 

 Waste management protocols (see Mitigation Measure 13A) 

 A community information and awareness strategy (see 
Mitigation Measure 17A).  

Mitigation Measure 0B, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to the preparation 
of an OEMP, that would include the following subplans (or 
equivalent):  

 Operational Traffic Management Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 1C) 

 Air Quality Management Plan (see also Mitigation Measure 
2B) 

 Rail Noise Management Plan (see also Mitigation Measure 
3C) 

 Flood Emergency Response Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 5G) 

 Dangerous Goods Handling Procedures (see also Mitigation 
Measure 12D) 

 Operational Hazards and Risk Management Plan (see also 
Mitigation Measure 12G) 

 Operational Emergency Response Plan (see also Mitigation 
Measure 12I) 

 Operational waste management procedures (see also 
Mitigation Measures 13D & 13E) 

Mitigation Measure 6A has been updated to include the 
preparation of a Project Specific Procedure, that would form part 
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of the CEMP for works within the Glenfield Waste Facility and 
would include details on Details of how access during 
construction will be maintained including access to landfill 
monitoring and environmental controls and how landfill levy 
issues will be managed when bringing construction material 
through the landfill. 

12. The proponent must provide all management plans to 
the EPA for review and approval at least two months 
prior to commencement of construction (including early 
works). No works are permitted to commence within 
the Glenfield Landfill licensed premises without the 
EPA's written approval. 

Generally accepted, with a small modification to focus the EPA’s 
review to those plans that will affect the management measures 
associated with the Glenfield Waste Facility, which is the key 
interest of the EPA. It is also noted that DPE will have an 
approval role for the management plans for the Proposal; hence 
approval of the plans by EPA would lead to an unnecessary 
approvals. SIMTA is happy to consult with the EPA throughout 
the development of the relevant plans.  

SIMTA proposes the following wording for this condition:  

The proponent must provide the Construction Environmental 
Management Plan, Air Quality Management Plan, Soil and Water 
Management Plan and Contamination Management Plan to the 
EPA for review and comment one month, or as otherwise 
agreed, prior to commencement of construction of the Rail link 
within the Glenfield Waste Facility. 

N/A 

13. The proponent must provide the EPA with a CQA 
report within 60 days of the completion of the Rail Link 
project. 

Generally accepted.  

SIMTA proposes the following wording for this condition:  

The proponent must provide the EPA with a Construction Quality 
Assurance Report within 60 days of practical completion of the 
Rail link.  

N/A 

 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions       
Page 48 Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Air Quality The EPA has reviewed the Air Quality Impact Assessment 
(AQIA) prepared for the SIMTA Stage 1 project approval. 
The AQIA, has been conducted in general accordance 
with the Approved Methods for the Modelling and 
Assessment of Air Pollutants in NSW. The assessment 
includes a best practice review, and an Air Quality 
Management Plan as required by the SEARs. The EPA 
considers that the outcomes of the assessment are 
plausible. 

Accepted. N/A 

Container handling 
equipment 

The EPA notes that the onsite container equipment are 
emission sources where improved environmental 
outcomes can be achieved. Emissions from container 
handling equipment present the largest contribution 
(emission load) to the emissions from the site. The best 
practice review identified the following in relation to 
container handling equipment: 

 New reach stacks to achieve best practice emissions 
performance to meet US EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage Ill 
standards; 

 Electric cranes to reduce the need for diesel powered 
equipment in the long term; and 

 Operational management measures (i.e. anti-idle 
policy, smoky exhaust monitoring). 

The estimated emissions from container handling equipment are 
the largest source group presented in the Air Quality 
Assessment (Appendix M of the EIS), however it is noted that, in 
generating the annual emissions totals, the following 
conservative assumptions were applied for reach stackers: 

 All 6 reach stackers and/or container forklifts would operate 
concurrently for every hour of the year and with a load factor 
of 0.6. 

It is not expected that all container handling equipment would 
operate concurrently at this level of intensity, and emissions 
would likely be lower than presented in the Air Quality 
Assessment. Nevertheless, SIMTA proposes the best practice 
management measures included in Mitigation Measure 4.1A in 
Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, for 
this significant emission source. 

Sections 8.3.2 
and 22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

The EPA notes that the AQIA estimates emissions for 
container handling equipment based on emission factors 
for US EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage Ill standards. This is 
consistent with: 

 The best practice review; and 

 The NSW Government Resource Efficiency Policy 
which outlines US EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage Ill for non-
road diesel engines purchased from 1 January 2015 to 

The NSW Government Resource Efficiency Policy (GREP) is 
mandatory for government sector agencies and encouraged for 
local government, state-owned corporations, public trading 
enterprises and public financial enterprises.   

The GREP is not, therefore, applicable to SIMTA, although it is 
useful to understand how the government sector plans to 
implement best practice. 

Notwithstanding the above, there are no existing performance 

Section 22 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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31 December 2017. However it is noted that the Policy 
outlines that from 1 January 2018, the minimum 
performance standard for newly manufactured non-
road diesel plant and equipment must be US EPA Tier 
4 or EU Stage IV compliant. 

standards for off-road diesel vehicles in NSW. In Mitigation 
measure 4.1A, included in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced 
in Section 8 of the RtS, SIMTA has committed to purchasing 
EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage IlI compliance equipment for the 
Proposal, when selecting new locomotives relating to the 
Proposal.   

For future stages, it is SIMTA’s intention to comply with all 
minimum performance standards for newly manufactured non-
road diesel plant and equipment.  

It is also likely that for future stages SIMTA would operate 
electric gantry cranes in the long term, in which case a 
requirement for US EPA Tier 4 or EU Stage IV becomes 
obsolete.   

Additionally it is noted that a commitment to implement an 
electric gantry crane system has been considered for the 
project design. The EPA advises that as the best practice 
review identified US EPA Tier 3 / Euro Stage Ill Standards 
as current best practice, and the AQIA presents impacts 
based on the adoption of emission estimates representing 
these standards as such it would be prudent to 
recommend a condition of consent in relation to these 
emission standards. 

Noted.  N/A 

Proposed 
Conditions of 
Consent relating to 
Air Quality 

The EPA recommends that that the following conditions be 
included as part of the development consent. 

Noted.  N/A 

1) The development of a Construction Air Quality 
Management Plan.  

Accepted. Section 22 of the EIS provides a compilation of 
mitigation measures which are to be implemented for the 
Proposal. These have been reproduced and updated in 
response to submission in Section 8 of this RtS. A Construction 
Air Quality Management Plan (CAQMP) is identified in both 
Mitigation Measures No. 0A and 3A. It is SIMTA’s intention that a 
CAQMP would be implemented during construction of the 
Proposal in accordance with the mitigation measures identified in 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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the EIS.  

2) Requirements for: 

a) All container handling equipment to meet as 
minimum US EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage Ill or better 
emission standards; 

b) All container handling equipment, purchased 
after 2017, must meet US EPA Tier 4 or EU 
Stage IV emission standards; 

c) All locomotives operating on site to meet NSW 
best practice air emissions appropriate to the 
activity being undertaken. 

These requirements are not considered reasonable or feasible 
for the Proposal and cannot be accepted as conditions of 
approval.  

In Mitigation Measure 4.1A, included in Section 22 of the EIS 
and reproduced in Section 8 of the RtS, SIMTA has committed to 
purchasing EPA Tier 3 I Euro Stage IlI compliance equipment for 
Stage 1 and agrees with condition 2(a). However, for future 
stages SIMTA plans to operate electric gantry cranes in the long 
term, in which case the proposed condition 2(b) is not supported.   

It is SIMTA’s intention to comply with all, new minimum 
performance standards for newly manufactured non-road diesel 
plant and equipment. 

The Best Practices Reviews concluded that operation of the 
Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant noise and 
air impact assessment criteria; it was therefore determined in the 
Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions on the rolling stock type 
accessing the site is not warranted for the Proposal. The 
imposition of the proposed conditions that restrict access to the 
terminal of certain types of locomotive and rolling stock are not 
reasonable or feasible for the Proposal. 

Sections 5.1, 10.1 
and 22 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

3) The development (or further development) of the 
Operational Air Quality Management Plan, including 
linking the plan with: 

a) Procurement procedures or polices to facilitate the 
adoption of the best practice emission standards 
identified; 

b) Maintenance procedures, policies or plans to enable 
improved emission performances during 
overhaul/upgrades of locomotives; 

c) A clear defined strategy for implementation of electric 
container handling crane system, including a defined 

Accepted. Mitigation measures 0B, 2B and 4.1A proposed in 
Section 22 of the EIS and included in Section 8 of this RtS 
commit to these measures and will be implemented by SIMTA.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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timeline and target for implementation; and 

d) Management measures contained in the EIS (i.e. anti-
idling policy). 
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4.2 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE 
Table 4-2 provides a response to the submission received from the OEH dated 6 July 2015.  

Table 4-2 Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) comments 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Aboriginal and 
cultural 
heritage 

OEH recommends that a final decision regarding the long term 
management of Aboriginal objects be made as soon as 
possible. If objects are to be reburied on site, the location will 
need to be registered on the AHIMS and any subsequent 
impact or harm may require an AHIP. If objects are to be 
reburied on site, OEH considers that long term protection of the 
location should be determined and secured 

Section 8.6.6 of the Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment, 
included as Appendix T and summarised in Section 15 of the 
EIS, identifies the long term curation options of any Aboriginal 
objects recovered through the testing, and future salvage 
programs. These are outlined in order of preference based on 
discussions with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs). 
Specifically, it indicates that the preference would be for 
lodgement in the Australian Museum to avoid legacy issues, 
and due to the potential State significance of the main 
Aboriginal site identified (MA14). Based on recent assemblages 
lodged by AHMS, even the current (small) collection from the 
test excavation would meet the thresholds suitable for 
lodgement with the museum.  

Should the museum reject the assemblage for curation, it would 
be re-buried on site. The location would need to be determined 
but several parts of MA14 are currently outside of the rail 
alignment impact footprint and would be suitable. Any re-burial 
location would be listed on OEH’s AHIMS database to provide 
protection under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974.  

Sections 15.4 
and 22 and 
Appendix T of 
the EIS.  

OEH notes at dot point 4 of section 15.4 (Mitigation Measures) 
of the EIS: ‘The Proposal is likely to impact one Aboriginal site, 
MA14 (artefact scatter and deposit) on the eastern bank of 
Georges River. If impacted mitigation measures including in 
Section 9.6 of the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 
(AHMS, 2015) should be implemented. These include open 
area salvage excavation up to 100m2 in the vicinity of test pit 
#3’. Apart from the reference error to section 9.6 (rather than 

Agreed. All archaeological mitigation works for MA14 should 
occur prior to construction within the vicinity of the artefact 
scatter.  

AHMS recommend that construction in other parts of the study 
area that are more than 100 m from MA14 could be initiated 
prior to the archaeological mitigation if required. In such a 
scenario, MA14 and a suitable buffer (>100m) should be 
fenced off and marked as exclusion zones to avoid accidental 

Sections 15.4 
and 22 and 
Appendix T of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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the correct section 8.6) of the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Assessment (AHIA), OEH recommends that statement be 
amended to specify that the mitigation measures be 
implemented prior to any impacts occurring to site MA14 
through development activities. This accords with dot point 6 of 
Section 8.7 (Recommendations) of the AHIA: ‘The Stage 1 
Proposal is likely to impact on Aboriginal site, MA14 (artefact 
scatter and deposit) on the eastern bank of Georges River. Due 
to the significance of this site, additional mitigation measures 
prior to development is recommended and outlined in Section 
9.6 [sic] of this report…’ 

impact.  

Mitigation Measure 9A, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section of this RtS, commits to implementation of 
the mitigation measures included in Section 9 of the draft 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment during the pre-
construction phase.  

With regard to the salvage excavation methodology presented 
in Section 8.6.3 (Excavation Methodology) of the AHIA, it is 
noted that ‘sediment from each 5 cm spit would be bucketed 
separately and sieved through 3mm mesh’ is proposed. OEH 
recommends that wet sieving is a more appropriate 
methodology, particularly where clayey soils are present. 

The methodology for sieving is not specified in the Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment, included as Appendix T to the 
EIS. While MA14 is a primarily sandy deposit, and either 
method would be suitable, it is agreed that wet-sieving would 
produce more effective Aboriginal object recovery and would be 
adopted during salvage. . 

Appendix T of 
the EIS.  

Biodiversity OEH requires the assessor to make the following modifications 
to the data in the credit calculator: 

 Change the Mitchell landscape to Georges River Alluvial 
Plain 

The Georges River Alluvial Plain Mitchell Landscape is 
currently not included in the calculator data. OEH’s BioBanking 
Team (on 25 August 2015) has advised that a landscape with a 
similar percent clearing, such as the Cumberland Plain, can be 
substituted in the calculator (pers. comms. 25 August 2015). 
The Cumberland Plain Mitchell Landscape was used for the 
initial calculations. 

Section 3.1.1 of 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

 Use a 1000 hectare assessment circle, rather than 2000 ha, 
and adjust the native vegetation percentile data accordingly. 
The entire impact fits within a 1000 ha assessment circle. 

The Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) has been updated 
to address this comment and is included within Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

 Change the Patch Size to >1001 ha, instead of using 90.5 
ha. 

The BAR has been updated to address this comment and is 
included within Appendix J of this RtS. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

 Check the vegetation and management zone areas entered The area of each vegetation management zone entered into Sections 6 and 7 
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into the calculator against the areas in the GIS data (OEH 
noted some small discrepancies which cannot be specified 
as the calculator has been assigned back to the assessor. If 
these discrepancies are confirmed as errors, the correct 
areas will need to be entered into the calculator).  

the credit calculator have been changed to accommodate the 
amended Rail link (refer to Sections 6 and 7 of this RtS). These 
areas have been cross-checked against the GIS data. The BAR 
has been updated to reflect the amended Rail link alignment 
and is included as Appendix J of this RtS. 

and Appendix J 
to the RtS.  

 The ecosystem credit species included for species credits 
can be removed from the calculations – there is no need to 
include these as species credits.  

The following species have been removed from consideration 
as species credit species in the BAR: 

 Eastern Bentwing-bat 

 Eastern Freetail-bat 

 Grey-headed Flying-fox 

It is noted that Eastern Bentwing-bat and Grey-headed Flying-
fox are listed as both ecosystem and species credit species in 
the Threatened Species Profile Database (TSPD) - species 
credits apply to some components of their habitat requirements 
and ecosystem credits apply to the remaining components. No 
breeding habitat was identified within the study area for Eastern 
Bentwing-bat. No maternity roosts were identified on site for the 
Grey-headed Flying-fox - foraging habitat was the only habitat 
type identified. 

Southern Myotis is also listed as both an ecosystem and 
species credit species in the TSPD, with species credits 
applying to the breeding habitat, while ecosystem credits apply 
to its foraging habitat. Breeding habitat for the Southern Myotis 
was identified on site, therefore this habitat has been mapped 
with a species polygon and is proposed to be offset using 
species credits.  

The updated BAR is included as Appendix J of this RtS.  

Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

Once the assessor has re-calculated the credits required and 
export new credit reports, the applicant should then find offsets 
in accordance with the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for 

Credit requirements have been recalculated and the 
Biodiversity Offset Strategy (BOS) has been updated 
accordingly. The proposed offsets have been altered due to a 

Appendix J of 
this RtS.  
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Major Projects. change in the amended Rail link. The updated BAR and BOS 
are included in Appendix J of this RtS.  

Stormwater 
management 
and water 
quality 

No detail is provided on the sizing of the proposed sediment 
basins. With regard to sediment basins within the proposed 
railway corridor, little information is provided on many 
constraints. OEH notes, for example, soils are predominantly 
clays and sandy clays. These may be ‘Type D’ soils which 
contain a significant proportion of fine, dispersible materials and 
require special consideration for sediment basins. OEH 
recommends additional information be provided on the 
preliminary sizing, underlying soil and management 
arrangement for the proposed sediment basins.  

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment included as Appendix P and summarised in 
Section 11 of the EIS, identifies potential locations for sediment 
basins within the rail corridor. Section 6.5.2 of Appendix P and 
Section 11.3 of the EIS identify the soils as ‘Type F’ and 
provides details of the typical basin types and management 
arrangements (i.e. wet basins which can be pumped out when 
suspended solids concentrations are < 50 mg/L). Basin sizes 
were calculated based on preliminary catchment areas and in 
accordance with the Blue Book. Further details are provided in 
Appendix E to this RtS for basins with catchment areas ranging 
from 1 ha to 20 ha. The basin sizes would be refined as part of 
future design development to reflect the proposed construction 
methodology and staging. 

Sections 11.3 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Appendix E of 
this RtS.  

The proposed erosion sediment controls (ESC) for the 
waterway crossings do not appear to have taken into account 
potential timing constraints in accordance with table 4.3 of 
Managing urban stormwater: soils and construction - volume 1 
(the Blue Book). OEH recommends this be considered given a 
soil hazard class 6 applies in these areas. 

As identified in Section 6.5.2 of Appendix P and Section 22 of 
the EIS all reasonable efforts would be made to program 
construction activities outside periods when flood flows and fish 
migration are likely to occur. The vast majority of the site is 
classified as ‘Low Erosion Hazard’ in accordance with Blue 
Book guidelines. The R-factor for the site (Blue Book, Appendix 
B, Map 10) is approximately 2,500 and in accordance with 
Figure 4.6 of the Blue Book, areas with slopes less than 10% 
(which applies to the vast majority of the site) are classified as 
‘Low Erosion Hazard’.  Therefore the timing requirements of 
Table 4.3 are not generally applicable.  

Sections 11.4 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

A preliminary testing and maintenance regime for all soil and 
erosion control elements should be included on the plans. 

Mitigation measure 5A, in Section 22 of the EIS, commits to the 
preparation and implementation of a Soil and Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) in accordance with the 
requirements of the Blue Book. As prescribed in the Blue Book, 
all erosion and sediment control measures would be regularly 

Sections 11.4 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  
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inspected (particularly following significant rainfall events) to 
assess their condition and effectiveness. Specific testing and 
maintenance requirements would be developed in accordance 
with the Blue Book and incorporated into Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plans (or equivalent) to be prepared for the Proposal, 
prior to construction. 

Section 6.5.2 of Appendix P identifies 50 mg/L as a target 
suspended solids concentration prior to discharge from 
sediment basins. As stated in mitigation measure 5A, prior to 
discharge from sediment basins, water will be tested for the 
following parameters to identify construction impacts: 

 pH 

 Turbidity / Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 

 Oil and grease. 
The above mitigation measures are considered suitable to 
ensure that suitable testing and maintenance is undertaken for 
all soil and erosion control elements during construction of the 
Proposal.  

Stormwater 
quality and 
quantity  
management 

No justification is provided in relation to the pollutants generated 
from the railway corridor in the MUSIC modelling. In particular, 
no consideration appears to have been given to gross and 
hydrocarbon pollutants from the railway operations - this is of 
particularly importance given the proposed use of lubricants to 
reduce rail noise. OEH recommends these matters be 
addressed by the proponent. 

MUSIC does not have the capability to model the generation or 
treatment of hydrocarbons and is unable to adequately 
represent potential gross pollutant generation by operation of 
the Rail link.  

It is acknowledged that friction modifiers would be applied to 
reduce rail noise. There are a range of friction modifiers on the 
market and the most appropriate substance / system would be 
identified during detailed design, taking into consideration 
potential environmental impacts associated with the product.  

N/A 
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The recommended batter side slope for proposed landscape 
storage systems (on-site detention [OSD] and bioretention 
systems) are not reflected in the concept designs. OEH 
recommends designs for the landscape storage systems be 
amended to comply with Liverpool City Council's OSD 
Technical Specification. 

Mitigation measure 5D, Section 22, commits to development of 
detailed design of the stormwater systems, including OSD and 
Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD), in accordance with the 
principles and arrangements set out in the Stormwater and 
Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix P of the EIS. It is noted in Appendix P that batter 
slopes of landscape storage systems would comply with 
Liverpool City Council (LCC) requirements are 1(V):4(H) (OSD 
Stormwater Detention Technical Specification, LCC, January 
2003), noting that basin side slopes should be ‘preferably no 
steeper than 1 in 6 to allow easy egress’ (Development Design 
Specification D5 Stormwater Drainage Design, LCC, January 
2003). Further, the vertical wall surface storages, presented in 
Appendix P are compliant with the Liverpool City Council's 
OSD Technical Specification. Section 1.2.7 of LCC’s Technical 
Specifications requires such surface storage walls to be 
‘…structurally adequate…checked and certified by a suitably 
qualified Engineer. …watertight and continuous.’ Design and 
implementation of the proposed OSD storage systems would 
be in accordance with the guidelines requirements.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Little information on the sizing and location of the drainage 
systems for the railway corridor is provided. OEH recommends 
systems be designed that considers the potential flooding of the 
local urban stormwater system as a result of backflow events 
from the flooding of the Anzac Creek and Georges River. 

Flooding impacts of the Proposal are discussed in the 
Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment, 
included in Appendix P and summarised in Section 11 of the 
EIS. It is acknowledged in Section 11.3 of the EIS that the 
railway corridor crosses Anzac Creek and Georges River 
floodplains. The Rail link itself has been designed to be above 
PMF floodplain water levels. The associated local drainage 
alignments and typical drainage sections included in the design 
drawings take into consideration potential flooding of Georges 
River and Anzac Creek, servicing of the railway, and minimizing 
environmental impacts. 

Stormwater and flooding impacts associated with the amended 
Rail link, in response to submissions received, are presented in 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix E of 
this RtS.  
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Section 7 and Appendix E of this RtS.  

Other matters which should be addressed: 

1. Information on planting densities for the bio-retention basin 
which are currently not included in the vegetation 
management and concept plans. 

2. The high bypass of the bio-basin should be set at the 
maximum discharge into the detention basins to reflect the 
stormwater design appropriately. 

3. Justification for the values of some properties of the 
bioretention system and gross pollutant trap used in the 
developed MUSIC model. 

4. Details on the type of filter media for the bioretention system. 

5. The location of the CDS Vortex on the concept plans. 

6. The less than 3-month flow for the GPT should be defined 
and reported. 

7. The installation of a rainwater harvesting system to provide 
water for general amenities and landscaping to reduce 
impacts of the development on low flow hydrology. 

8. The inclusion of appropriate controls to capture fuel leaks 
and hydrocarbons to mitigate impacts from these incidents 
on the proposed bio-retention systems and downstream 
aquatic ecosystems. 

These matters are addressed within the EIS (Section 11 and 
Appendix P) as follows:  

1. Planting densities for the bio-retention basin would be 
developed in consultation with the landscape architect 
during future design development. It is noted that, in 
accordance with the Liverpool City Council Development 
Design Specification D5 Stormwater Drainage Design 
(2003), trees would not be planted on basin embankments 
and would be located away from the toe of batters.  

2. The DRAINS assessment of OSD volume and discharge 
assumes that the OSD (with invert 13.50 mAHD) is full of 
water up to 14.5 mAHD at the onset of the design storms, 
i.e. discharge is limited to the formal OSD outlet control 
structure. OSD outlet configuration details are provided in 
Appendix E to this RtS. 

3. MUSIC model parameters are generally in accordance with 
Using MUSIC in Sydney’s Drinking Water Catchment 
(Sydney Catchment Authority, 2012). 

4. Initial parameters used in MUSIC for the bioretention filter 
media are based on values sourced from a filter media 
supplier in Sydney. Models would be updated during future 
design development if available products were inconsistent 
with these parameters. 

5. As shown on design drawings, included in Appendix P of 
the EIS and Appendix E of this RtS, the CDS Vortex gross 
pollutant traps are proposed to be located at all stormwater 
outlets to the OSD / rain garden. The 3 month flow would 
be calculated as part of future design development. 

6. Rainwater tanks have not been incorporated into any 
models due to their limited contribution to achieving water 
quality targets and limited impact on the site water 

Sections 11, 18 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 
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balance. This is a result of the relatively small water 
demands (~0.4 ML/yr) relative to the total runoff volume 
(~110 ML/yr) and also the small roof areas available to 
collect rainwater. The intent is not to exclude rainwater 
tanks from the development and they will be considered 
during further design development. 

7. Section 18 of the EIS addresses hazards and risks 
associated with construction and operation of the Proposal. 
Mitigation measures 12F, Section 22 of the EIS, commits 
to the diesel tank being compliant with AS - 1940-2004 The 
storage and handling of flammable and combustible 
liquids. Management of fuels and other potentially pollution 
substances would be addressed in the OEMP for the site, 
which would include development of an Operational 
Emergency Response Plan (Mitigation measure 12I). 
Mitigation measure 12D commits to the provision of spill 
kits on site and development of a refuelling process to 
minimise the risk of spills.  

8. Mitigation Measures 7D and 12F, included in Section 22 of 
the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, commits 
to the diesel tank complying with AS - 1940-2004 The 
storage and handling of flammable and combustible liquids 
and development of an emergency response plan for the 
management of spills. These measures are considered 
appropriate to mitigate potential downstream impacts on 
aquatic ecosystems.  

Acid sulphate 
soils 

Although the overall risk that acid sulphate soils (ASS) are 
present is low, data available to OEH suggests bottom sediment 
of the Georges River are high risk ASS. Consideration should 
therefore be given to the disturbance of these when 
constructing the railway bridge.  

It is acknowledged that there is the potential for the bottom 
sediment of the Georges River to contain acid sulphate 
material, hence Mitigation measure 5A has been updated to 
include a requirement for assessment of potential acid sulphate 
soils within the Georges River as part of development of the 
Soil and Water Management Plan.   

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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Table 4-3 provides a response to the submission received from the TfNSW dated 20 July 2015.  

Table 4-3 Transport for NSW (TfNSW) comments 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

East Hills rail 
Access 

The impact to Sydney Trains services while construction works 
to relocate the significant services buried in the corridor are 
relocated and construct the freight link are in progress. 

The Rail link has been amended to avoid impacts to the 
East Hills Rail Corridor. Details of the amended Rail link 
are presented in Section 6 and 7 of the RtS.  

Section 6 & 7 of 
this RtS.  

Preliminary Engineering advice indicates that the provision of the 
SIMTA rail link within the East Hills Corridor will trigger the need 
to upgrade the Moorebank Avenue bridge in order to meet 
current derailment standards 

The amended Rail link alignment is discussed in Section 6 
of this RtS. Details of the proposed Moorebank Avenue 
overbridge are included in Section 6.3 of this RtS. The 
overbridge would be designed to meet Australian Standard 
AS 5100 Bridge design.  

Section 6.3 of this 
RtS.  

The freight line would restrict the options for future amplification 
of passenger train services in the corridor. 

As noted above, the Rail link alignment has been amended 
and would no longer be located within the East Hills Rail 
Corridor. Further detail is included in Section 6 and 7 of this 
RtS.  

Sections 6 & 7 of 
this RtS.  

It is requested that the proponent modifies their application to 
make alternative arrangements for freight rail access to their site 

Noted. The proposed Rail link has been amended and is 
discussed in Section 6 of this RtS.  

Section 6 of this 
RtS 

Cumulative 
impacts on road 
network during 
Operation 

Section 5.10 of the Hyder Traffic Impact Assessment report 
provides information and assessment of cumulative impacts of 
the two proposals during operation in 2016. Moorebank 
Intermodal Terminal's 2015 Early Works Phase was considered 
for this assessment which is not consistent with the development 
profile for the precinct. Therefore, the report provides incorrect 
cumulative analysis for 2016. 

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment adopted 
the 2016 scenario for operation of the Proposal as this 
represents the timeframe at which it is envisaged that the 
Proposal would be operating at a TEU throughput of 
250,000 per annum. The Proposal represents an interim 
development scenario as, once it has been demonstrated 
that the IMT can operate at a throughput of 250,000 TEU 
per annum, the intent would be to submit a development 
application to increase the TEU throughput of the terminal. 
As discussed in Section 19 of the EIS, the development 
scenario for commencement of Early Works associated 

Section 19 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS. 

MIC Response to 
Submissions 
(May 2015). 
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with the MIC proposal and operation of the Proposal was 
modelled for the cumulative scenario as this is when 
operation of the Proposal as it is considered feasible that 
Early Works for the MIC Proposal could occur in 2016, 
based on the information presented in the Response to 
Submission Report (PB, 2015).  

Operation of the SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal 
under a ‘full build’ scenario was assessed and approved 
under the Concept Pal Approval (MP10_0193).  

The proponent should amend their cumulative traffic analysis 
(during operation) for the year 2016 to include the Moorebank 
Intermodal Terminal's Project Phase A — 2016. The amended 
analysis should then be presented to TfNSW and Roads and 
Maritime for endorsement. 

As noted above, the cumulative scenario adopted within 
the Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment is 
considered appropriate as Early Works for the MIC 
Proposal may occur in 2016, when the Proposal would be 
operational. Operation of the MIC Proposal (Phase A) is 
not predicted to commence until 2019 (PB, 2015).  

Section 19 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS 

MIC Response to 
Submissions 
(May 2015) 

Traffic Analysis Section 5.4 of the Hyder Traffic Impact Assessment provides 
intersection analysis results for the intersections of Moorebank 
Avenue / Newbridge Road and Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote 
Road with and without Stage 1 scenarios in 2016. However, this 
analysis has been undertaken for the upgraded intersection 
layouts instead of existing intersection layouts. Improvements for 
these intersections currently have no funding commitment 

The performance of Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road 
and Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road intersections in 
2016, accounting for background traffic growth to 2016 and 
excluding operation of the Proposal are presented in 
Section 7.3 of the EIS. Additional modelling has been 
undertaken, in accordance with the request from TfNSW / 
RMS, to assess the performance of Moorebank Avenue / 
Newbridge Road and Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote 
Road intersections with traffic associated with operation of 
the Proposal, without upgrades to these intersections. The 
outcomes of this modelling are included in Appendix F to 
this RtS.  

Table 1.1 and Table 1.2 of Appendix F of this RtS shows 
modelling results with and without the Proposal with the 
existing intersection arrangements. The results indicate 

Section 7.3 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix F of this 
RtS.  
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that operational traffic impact from the Proposal on 
Moorebank Avenue/Newbridge Road and Moorebank 
Avenue/Heathcote Road signalised intersections would be 
minor, with an insignificant increase in delay (i.e. one 
second) at the intersections experienced as a result of the 
Proposal. The minor change in delay does not result in a 
decrease in the overall level of service experienced at the 
intersections, which remains at E for the Moorebank 
Avenue / Heathcote Road intersection and between C and 
E for the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road 
intersection.  

The Proponent commits to negotiating with the relevant 
agencies/authorities on possible funding apportionment of 
potential upgrade works. This has been included in the 
revised Compilation of Mitigation Measures in Section 8 of 
this RtS.  

Additional analysis should be undertaken for the current layout of 
intersections of Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road and 
Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road for the with and without 
Stage 1 scenarios in 2016 and the results provided to TfNSW 
and Roads and Maritime for endorsement 

Additional modelling has been undertaken to determine the 
impact of the Proposal on the Moorebank Avenue / 
Heathcote Road and Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge 
Road intersections without upgrades occurring. The 
outcomes of this modelling are tabulated in Appendix F of 
this RtS and indicate that the operational traffic impacts 
from the Proposal on Moorebank Avenue/Newbridge Road 
and Moorebank Avenue/Heathcote Road signalised 
intersections would be minor, with an increase in delay 
during peak hours of only one second. The minor change 
in delay does not result in a decrease in the overall level of 
service experienced at the intersections, which remains at 
E for the Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road intersection 
and between C and E for the Moorebank Avenue / 
Newbridge Road intersection. 

Appendix F of this 
RtS.  
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Intersection 
design and 
queuing 

The Stage 1 proposal proposes a new single signalised access 
arrangements on Moorebank Avenue which is inconsistent with 
the approved Concept Plan access arrangements. Roads and 
Maritime requests additional information to be provided to enable 
determination of whether this is acceptable modification.  

A figure showing proposed access arrangements as 
presented in the Concept Plan and the access 
arrangements for the Proposal is included as Figure 1.1 in 
Appendix F of this RtS. The access points proposed in the 
Concept Plan Approval will be implemented as 
development of the SIMTA Project progresses over time.  

For the Proposal the main entry/exit for trucks is shown as 
“A” on Figure 1.1. The access points B and C proposed for 
the Proposal are consistent with access points proposed in 
the Concept Plan. The access arrangement presented for 
the Proposal has been developed to minimise interface 
with truck movements and light vehicle movements, 
providing a safer operational environment.  

It is also noted that the Concept Plan proposed that the 
Central Access Point would service mainly trucks to the 
terminal and would permit all movements. In response to 
comments from Campbelltown City Council the truck 
access point at “A” on the attached figure would only permit 
trucks coming from the north (i.e. from the M5 Motorway) to 
access the Proposal, while the exit has been designed to 
only allow right-turning manoeuvre only (i.e. to the north) 
from the Stage 1 site. The Central Access point presented 
in the Concept Plan Approval would be used by light 
vehicles accessing the Proposal site and would permit all 
movements.  

Appendix F to this 
RtS.  

Further information should be provided justifying that the 
proposed access arrangement and location is the most 
favourable 

During operation of the Proposal, four traffic signals would 
be located on the Moorebank Avenue as follows (see 
Figure 1.1 in Appendix F to this RtS): 

 Existing signals at the intersection with Anzac Road 
(shown as point E) 

 Existing signals at the entry to the relocated DNSDC 
(shown as point D) (identified as the Northern Access in 

Sections 7.2 and 
7.3 and Appendix 
L of the EIS.  

Appendix F of this 
RtS.  
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the Concept Plan) 

 Proposed new signals at the Proposal terminal truck 
access (shown as point A) 

 Existing signals at the former DNSDC site entry (shown 
as point B) (identified as the Central Access in the 
Concept Plan) 

The distance between each of the four sets of traffic 
signals varies between 230 metres and 450 metres (see 
Figure 1.1). Modelling undertaken for the Proposal, 
described in detail in the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix L to the EIS, and 
summarised in Section 7.2 and 7.3 of the EIS, assessed 
the operation of the proposed and existing traffic signals on 
Moorebank Avenue. The modelling concluded that 
operation of the traffic signals along Moorebank Avenue 
would allow for efficient network operation. 

Further traffic modelling information indicating phasing details, 
the extent of traffic queuing on all approaches to this proposed 
new signalised access (Location A) along with details regarding 
the intersection design, the configuration and length of 
Moorebank Avenue (northbound) being provided as 2 (two) 
travel lanes (prior to and after this intersection). Note: This is to 
ensure that trucks would not be expected to return to a single 
lane within a short distance on the departure. 

The proposed layout of the intersection at Location A is 
included as Figure 5-2 of the Traffic and Accessibility 
Impact Assessment, included as Appendix L to the EIS. 
The proposed arrangement would include a two-lane 
departure lane on the Moorebank Avenue with a length of 
430 m. The length of the departure lane has been sized to 
mitigate issues with merging for the trucks heading in a 
northbound direction. Southbound movements would be 
prohibited from Location A.  

Two phase actuated signals are proposed for the access 
point at Location A with a cycle time of up to 120 seconds. 
The majority of ‘green time’, constituting 78 % of the time, 
would be required for through traffic movement, which 
would constitute Phase 1. The remaining 22% of green 
time, Phase 2, would be required for the Proposal trucks to 
egress the site. The predicted queue length at Location A 

Appendix L of the 
EIS.  

Appendix F of this 
RtS.  
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during operation of the Proposal is estimated to be 33 
metres in the AM peak and 183 metres in the PM peak 
from the north and 47 metres in the AM peak and 17 
metres in the PM peak from the south. All queue length 
predictions associated with operation of the signalised 
intersection at Location A are presented in Table 1.3, 
included in Appendix F to this RtS.  

Further technical information to demonstrate that there is 
adequate on-site truck storage between the proposed new 
signalised intersection and the truck processing gates to ensure 
that traffic flows along Moorebank Avenue are not unduly 
impeded (i.e. extent of truck queuing based on processing time 
to pass through gate, etc) 

The proposed layout of the intersection at Location A is 
included as Figure 5-2 of the Traffic and Accessibility 
Impact Assessment, included as Appendix L to the EIS. 
The distance between the truck entry /exit at Location A on 
Moorebank Avenue and the processing gate provides 
adequate storage area to accommodate approximately 18 
waiting trucks. Approximately six trucks are likely to be 
processed through the gates concurrently.  

As presented in Section 7.3.2 and Appendix L of the EIS, 
the Proposal would generate between 52 and 62 truck trips 
in one peak hour. This equates to approximately one to two 
trucks arriving at the terminal every two minutes. It is 
anticipated that processing times at the gates will be less 
than six minutes. The gates would therefore be cleared 
before queuing would occur during the peak operational 
hour of the Proposal. Trucks entering the Stage 1 site 
would not therefore adversely impact traffic flows along the 
Moorebank Avenue. 

Section 7.3.2 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  

Appendix F of this 
RtS. 

Further technical information which demonstrates that the 
processing gates / storage for egressing trucks is located far 
enough within the site to ensure that the signals don't "gap-off" 
when there is a green phase for trucks leaving the site; 

The storage for egressing trucks from the truck entry / exit 
point on Moorebank Avenue, Location A, is approximately 
115 metres. Modelled queue lengths are presented in 
Table 1.3 of Appendix F to this RtS. As shown in Table 1.3, 
the maximum queue length is predicted to be 
approximately 50 metres at site approach and trucks will be 

Table 1.3, 
Appendix F of this 
RtS.  
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cleared at each phase of the traffic signals. 

The proponent should undertake the above work considering 
traffic generated by the Proposed 250,000 TEU; and a site 
access Master Plan design based on the likely maximum SIMTA 
IMEX TEU (i.e. 1 Million TEU) 

The Proposal is for a road freight operation of the IMT at 
250,000 TEU throughput per annum. Subsequent 
development applications would be made to increase the 
annual road freight TEU throughput of the terminal. It is 
also noted that the Concept Plan Approval allowed for a 
maximum annual 500,000 TEU road freight throughput.  

N/A 

Traffic Signal 
decommissioning 

The proponent proposes to decommission traffic signals along 
Moorebank Avenue. Roads and Maritime requires that this occur 
at no cost to government. The proponent is to: 

 Bear the full costs associated with the decommissioning / 
removal / disposal of the traffic signals and associated 
equipment 

 Consult with Roads and Maritime's Network Operations - 
Consult with Roads and Maritime's Contract Management 
Office - regarding the processes to follow for the removal and 
disposal of the traffic signal equipment, isolating the power 
supply, and updating the PC inventory 

 Ensure signal decommissioning occurs prior to the proposal 
being operational 

SIMTA commits to undertaking decommissioning of the 
traffic signals which would be undertaken prior to 
commencement of operation of the Proposal. 
Decommissioning would be undertaken in consultation with 
Roads and Maritime Services and in accordance with their 
requirements. This commitment has been included in the 
updated mitigation measures in Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Installation of new 
or modification to 
existing traffic 
signals 

The proponent proposes installation and/or modification to 
existing traffic signals. Roads and Maritime requests the 
proponent to enter into a WAD prior to the works being 
undertaken. 

SIMTA will enter into Work Authorisation Deed(s) (WAD), 
or other appropriate agreement, with Roads and Maritime 
Services for all works affecting Roads and Maritime 
Services infrastructure.  

N/A 

The construction of new or modification to existing traffic signals 
along Moorebank Avenue shall be designed to meet Roads and 
Maritime requirements. The Traffic Control Signal (TCS) plans 
should be drawn by a suitably qualified person and endorsed by 
a suitably qualified practitioner. 

Noted. The design of road traffic signals would meet Roads 
and Maritime requirements and would be developed by a 
suitably qualified person and endorsed.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS 
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The submitted design shall be in accordance with Austroads 
Guide to Road Design in association with relevant Roads and 
Maritime supplements (available on www.rms.nsw.gov.au). The 
certified copies of the signal / civil design plans shall be 
submitted to Roads and Maritime for consideration and approval 
prior to the release of a construction certificate by the Principal 
Certifying Authority or Council and commencement of road 
works. 

Noted. The design of new or modified traffic signals would 
be in accordance with Austroads Guide to Road Design in 
association with relevant Roads and Maritime supplements 
(available on www.rms.nsw.gov.au). Designs for the traffic 
signals shall be submitted to Roads and Maritime Services 
for consideration and approval prior to commencement of 
works impacting Roads and Maritime Services 
infrastructure.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS 

Roads and Maritime fees for administration, plan checking, civil 
signal works inspections, funding of the maintenance costs for 
new traffic control signals for the first ten years of operation and 
project management shall be paid by the developer prior to the 
commencement of works. 

SIMTA will enter into Work Authorisation Deed(s) (WAD), 
or other appropriate agreement, with Roads and Maritime 
Services for all works affecting Roads and Maritime 
Services infrastructure. The agreement will set out the 
maintenance contribution requirements for the traffic 
signals. 

N/A 

The proponent is required to enter into a Works Authorisation 
Deed (WAD) for the abovementioned works. Please note that the 
WAD will need to be executed prior to Roads and Maritime 
assessment of the detailed signal / civil design plans. 

SIMTA will enter into a WAD, or other appropriate 
agreement, with Roads and Maritime Services for all works 
affecting Roads and Maritime Services’ infrastructure.  

N/A 

The applicant does not make provision for Roads and Maritime 
to access and maintain the traffic signals proposed by the 
proponent – the following condition is requested: 

The proponent creates an easement or dedicates land as public 
road within their site at the traffic signals to allow Roads and 
Maritime to locate and maintain traffic signal components 

Noted; however, Moorebank Avenue is not owned by 
SIMTA; therefore, creation of an easement would need to 
be negotiated with the Commonwealth.  

Access to Roads and Maritime Services’ traffic signals will 
be maintained for maintenance purposes.  

N/A 

Car Parking 
access 

Roads and Maritime requires that safe access is provided onto 
the road network. The layout of the proposed car parking areas 
should therefore be designed in accordance with the relevant 
Australian Standards. Restrictions may be required to maintain 
the required sight distances at the accesses to the site. The 

Accepted.  

Design of the site accesses will be in accordance with the 
relevant Australian Standards as identified by TfNSW. It is 
noted that the preliminary designs for site access and 

N/A 
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following condition is requested: internal roads have been developed in accordance with the 
Australian Standards 2890.1- 2004, AS2890.6-2009 and 
AS 2890.2 — 2002.  The layout of the proposed car parking areas associated with the 

subject development (including, driveways, grades, turn paths, 
sight distance requirements in relation to landscaping and/or 
fencing, aisle widths, aisle lengths, and parking bay dimensions) 
should be in accordance with AS 2890.1- 2004, AS2890.6-2009 
and AS 2890.2 — 2002 for heavy vehicle usage. 

Swept Paths Roads and Maritime requires that the site be designed so site 
operation does not impede access and efficiency of the road 
network. Therefore, vehicle swept paths should be designed for 
the longest vehicle entering the site. The following condition is 
requested: 

Accepted.  

The current design accommodates Super B-Doubles that 
are currently not permissible on RMS roads within this 
locality. As requested by the SEARs, the design has taken 
into consideration the longest vehicle that could potentially 
operate within the terminal. The swept paths showing 
super B-doubles as the test vehicle for the truck entry / exit 
(Location A) are shown in Figure 5-2 of the Traffic and 
Accessibility Impact Assessment, included as Appendix L 
to the EIS. Design of the truck entry / exit to accommodate 
Super B-doubles is also included as Mitigation measure 1D 
in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Sections 7 and 22 
and Appendix L 
of the EIS.  

 

The site should be designed to cater for swept path of the 
longest vehicle entering and exiting the subject site, as well as 
manoeuvrability through the site in accordance with 
AUSTROADS requirements. 

Additional access An additional access would facilitate easy access to the eastern 
side of the proposed IMEX loading and container storage area 
for emergency purposes. The following condition is requested: 

The proponent should provide additional vehicular access is 
provided at the southern end of the IMEX (between the western 
and eastern loading and container storage areas) for emergency 
purposes. 

Accepted.  

Emergency truck access will be provided at the southern 
end of the Proposal site, which would be used as required 
for both trucks and emergency vehicles providing access 
from Moorebank Avenue; see Section 4.2.1 of the EIS. 
Access would be available across the train rail sidings 
within the IMT, as rail tracks within the IMT would be 
proposed to be cast-in rail tracks. As this access would be 
gated and only used in emergency situations, it was not 
modelled in the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 

Sections 4.2 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  
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Assessment, Appendix L to the EIS.  

Utility adjustment 
works 

The developer should assume responsibility for any utility 
adjustments associated with the above traffic signal 
modifications. The following condition is requested: 

All public utility adjustment/relocation works, necessitated by the 
installation of new or modification to existing traffic signals and 
as required by the various public utility authorities and/or their 
agents will be the responsibility of the proponent. 

Accepted.  

SIMTA will bear the responsibility for undertaking public 
utility adjustment / relocation works, necessitated by the 
installation of new or modification to existing traffic signals 
required for the Proposal. This commitment has been 
included in the updated mitigation measures in Section 8 of 
this RtS and satisfies TfNSW’s requirements.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Road Safety Audit Road upgrades proposed must be designed to the appropriate 
design standards and should be verified for safety by a road 
safety audit. The following conditions are requested: 

Prior to the issue of any construction certificate, the proponent is 
required to undertake a Road Safety Audit for the proposed 
construction vehicle asccss on Moorebank Avenue by an 
independent TfNSW accredited road safety auditor in 
accordance with the relevant Austroads guidelines to identify the 
safety issues for the proposed construction vehicle access. The 
proponent shall recommend corrective actions for the identified 
safety issues and propose appropriate traffic management 
measures (i.e. temporary traffic signals and other traffic 
management measures) in consultation with TfNSW and Roads 
and Maritime.  

The Road Safety Audit report should be submitted to Liverpool/ 
Campbelltown Councils and Roads and Maritime for review and 
comment.  

Accepted. 

Mitigation measure 1A, provided within Section 22 of the 
EIS, commits to undertake a Road Safety Audit of 
Cambridge Avenue and Moorebank Avenue, prior to 
commencement of construction.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  
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Construction 
Traffic 
Management Plan 

The construction traffic management plan proposed by the 
proponent should be comprehensive and submitted to and 
approved by Roads and Maritime, Liverpool and Campbelltown 
Councils. The following conditions are requested: 

In consultation with the relevant stakeholders, a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) detailing staging of works, 
construction vehicle routes, construction traffic generation, 
construction traffic impacts, impacts to pedestrians / cyclists, 
local property access, hours of operation, parking for workers, 
access arrangements, cumulative construction impacts, 
mitigation measures and traffic control should be submitted to 
the Roads and Maritime and Liverpool / Campbelltown Councils 
for approval prior to the commencement of construction works. 

Agreed with a small modification to the wording.  

A Preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan is 
included in Appendix L to the EIS. Mitigation measures 0A 
and 1B commits to preparation of a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan for the Proposal, which will be 
developed in accordance with the Preliminary Construction 
Traffic Management Plan, prior to construction.  

SIMTA proposes the following wording for the condition: 

A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) should 
be prepared in consultation with Liverpool City Council, 
Campbelltown City Council and Roads and Maritime 
Services detailing staging of works, construction vehicle 
routes, construction traffic generation, construction traffic 
impacts, impacts to pedestrians / cyclists, local property 
access, hours of operation, parking for workers, access 
arrangements, cumulative construction impacts, mitigation 
measures and traffic control. The CTMP should be 
submitted to Liverpool City Council and Campbelltown City 
Council and Roads and Maritime for review and comment 
and the Department of Planning and Environment for 
approval.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  
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Operational traffic 
management plan 

To achieve the NSW State Plan targets, the proponent is 
required to work with the Cargo Movement Coordination Centre 
to achieve the recommendation below: 

In consultation with the Cargo Movement Coordination Centre 
the proponent should develop an Operational Traffic 
Management Plan to address the proposed Vehicle Booking 
System. The Cargo Movement Coordination Centre coordinate 
Port Botany road and rail interfaces. Consistent parameters, for 
example turnaround times, and interoperable technology should 
be implemented for example having Port Botany RFID tags work 
at Moorebank. 

Agreed.  

A Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan 
(POTMP) is included in Appendix L to the EIS, and 
Mitigation measure 1C commits to the development of an 
Operational Traffic Management Plan in accordance with 
the POTMP, which provides for the development of a 
Vehicle Booking System (refer to Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS). A commitment to 
development of a Vehicle Booking System is also included 
in Mitigation Measure 4.1A. 

SIMTA would accept the proposed condition as worded 
below:  

The proponent should develop an Operational Traffic 
Management Plan in consultation with the Cargo 
Movement Coordination Centre to address the proposed 
Vehicle Booking System. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Road Occupancy 
licence 

The proponent must have the necessary permits and approvals 
prior to commencing work on Moorebank Avenue to upgrade 
access to their site. The following conditions are requested: 

Road Occupancy Licence (ROL) must be obtained from the 
Transport Management Centre (TMC) for any activity likely to 
impact on the operational efficiency of the road network. The 
ROL allows the applicant to use a specified road space at 
approved times, provided certain conditions are met 

Proponents must allow a minimum of 10 working days for 
processing from date of receipt. Traffic Control Plans are to 
accompany each ROL application 

Agreed for State owned roads only.  

Works undertaken on State owned roads would be 
undertaken in accordance with the required Works 
Authorisation Deed(s) and Road Occupancy Licences 
(ROLs) that may be developed. It is noted that ten working 
days will be required to process applications from the date 
of receipt and that Traffic Control Plans must accompany 
each ROL application. 

N/A 
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An assessment of 
the impacts of the 
project on local 
infrastructure 

It is important to understand the relationship between containers 
received and vehicles generated from this site and their origin to 
monitor compliance with Planning Assessment Commission 
(PAC) conditions and to inform the transport assessment of 
future stages of development. A condition to report six monthly 
on vehicle movements through the truck gate is proposed. It is 
also noted the PAC determination indicates the need to monitor 
vehicle numbers along Cambridge Avenue. The following 
conditions are requested: 

The proponent is to generate and provide a report each six 
months (in a format agreed with TfNSW and Roads and 
Maritime) that advises: 

• The number of actual and standard twenty foot equivalent 
shipping containers despatched and received during the 
period;  

• The number of days in the period that the truck gate was 
open for despatching trucks 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week. Detail any exceptions and advise actual hours of 
operation 

• A record of every vehicle entry by class, date and time;  
• The number of light vehicles turning right into the SIMTA 

driveway and the number of light vehicles turning left 
from the SIMTA driveway for a representative day 

• The despatch location or origin address 

Accepted with small modification to wording.  

The proponent should generate and provide a report in an 
agreed format to TfNSW and Roads and Maritime 
Services, twice annually to include a two week survey 
period on vehicle movements through the truck gate and 
light vehicle egress point, from the commencement of 
operation of the Proposal that advises:  

 The number of actual and standard TEU despatched 
and received during the survey period  

 The number of days in the period that the truck gate 
was open for despatching trucks 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week. Detail any exceptions and advise actual hours 
of operation during survey period 

 A record of every vehicle entry by class, date and time 
within the period 

 The number of light vehicles turning right into the 
SIMTA driveway and the number of light vehicles 
turning left from the SIMTA driveway for a 
representative day during the survey period only 

 The despatch location or origin address of heavy 
vehicles where available. 

N/A 
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Bus services to 
the SIMTA site 

The 901 bus service operates between Liverpool CBD and 
Holsworthy Station travelling in proximity to the SIMTA site. The 
revised SIMTA statement of conditions of May 2015 does not 
reflect the outcome that TfNSW is the entity responsible for 
regular route bus services under the Passenger Transport Act 
1990, has for effective bus regular route servicing of the 
Moorebank Intermodal terminal. The proponent is requested to 
adopt the following in relation to bus services in their statement 
of commitments: 

 Design and build a paved bus turnaround facility on 
Moorebank Avenue at the southern end of the MIT and 
SIMTA sites near Chatham Ave that will allow buses to U-turn 
safely. This is to have swept path dimensions to cater for a 
14.5m long non rear-steer bus 

 If the facility is on SIMTA land provide standing landowner 
permission for regular route buses to turn around within the 
facility so constructed as a condition of development consent 

 The detailed design of the bus turnaround facility shall be 
audited by an independent TfNSW accredited road safety 
auditor in accordance with the relevant Austroads guidelines. 
The Road Safety Audit report should be submitted to TfNSW 
and Roads and Maritime for review and comment. The 
proponent shall recommend corrective actions for the 
identified safety issues and amend the design in consultation 
with TfNSW and Roads and Maritime to reduce the safety 
risks 

 Install bus stops and shelters on Moorebank Avenue to align 

The proposed mitigation measures are not appropriate for 
the Proposal, as the Proposal would not generate sufficient 
public transport patronage to justify changes to bus 
services.  

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, included 
as Appendix L and summarised in Section 7 of the EIS 
considered the demand for public transport to the SIMTA 
Project, as a result of the Proposal. The assessment 
determined that, assuming the public transport share 
achieved by the Proposal reaches twenty percent, this 
would result in only eight additional public transport trips in 
one hour, during peak periods, which is not considered 
high enough to require upgrades to the public transport 
supply.  

The design of the Proposal does not preclude the 
development of a bus turnaround facility in future stages of 
development, when employee numbers will be higher and 
public transport patronage will warrant an increase to the 
bus services to the Proposal site. It is stated in Section 7.3 
and Appendix L of the EIS that construction of the Proposal 
would not adversely impact the operation of the 901 bus 
route. 

It is noted that the traffic modelling assumptions adopted in 
the Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, assumed 
that 100 % of employees would access the site using a 
private vehicle.  

Section 7.3 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  
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with a pedestrian access path directly into the SIMTA 
terminal. The bus stops should be appropriately designed in 
accordance with the relevant Austroads guidelines. A 
pedestrian access path network within the SIMTA terminal 
site should provide for direct access to these bus stops 

 Provide appropriate pedestrian crossing facilities (from the 
western side of Moorebank Ave) in consultation with Road 
and Maritime Services to ensure the safe crossing of 
Moorebank Avenue to access corresponding bus stops. The 
bus shelter should closely align with the shelter on the SIMTA 
side of Moorebank Avenue. The facilities should be designed 
in accordance with the relevant Austroads guidelines 

 In anticipation that traffic volumes on Moorebank Avenue will 
continue to increase in the future a concept plan should be 
developed that demonstrates how the bus turnaround facility 
can be upgraded at a later stage to allow buses to u-turn 
safely possibly with signal control. This concept plan should 
include bus layover for two 14.5 metre buses on both sides of 
Moorebank Avenue 

SIMTA will continue to consult with TfNSW regarding the 
provision of public transport to the SIMTA site, in 
accordance with the Revised Statement of Commitments, 
attached to the Concept Plan Approval.  

Section 7.3 and 
Appendix L of the 
EIS.  

Concept Plan 
Approval. 
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Consideration of 
infrastructure 
upgrades 

The SIMTA concept plan conditions provide that at a future point 
in time, following the commencement of intermodal operation, a 
future development application to increase the TEU throughput 
to 500,000 TEU can be lodged. TfNSW and Roads and Maritime 
advise that traffic modelling, monitoring and the works proposed 
under the draft Statement of Commitments are not considered 
adequate to achieve the objective of not exceeding the capacity 
of the transport network. TfNSW and Roads and Maritime will be 
better placed to consider and advise the exact package of 
mitigation works that will be required when the current Roads 
and Maritime mesoscopic model is finalised and the SIMTA 
proponent can demonstrate the efficient operations proposed in 
the EIS can be achieved. 

The applicant is requested to work with Roads and Maritime to 
demonstrate impacts of the 500,000 TEU on the road network 

Noted.  

SIMTA is committed to working with TfNSW and Roads 
and Maritime Services to facilitate the staged delivery of 
road infrastructure upgrades as required to mitigate 
impacts associated with container freight road volume 
associated with operation of the SIMTA Project for future 
development applications (as required by the Concept Plan 
Approval).  

Concept Plan 
Approval. 

Noise from the 
freight rail link 

The EIS predicts that the rail link between the proposed terminal 
and the SSFL will be a major source of potential noise impact, 
including locomotive noise and idling, curve squeal, brake 
squeal, bunching and stretching. There is no evidence to support 
the "no curve gain" predicted noise from the rail link being 
achievable. TfNSW consideration suggests curve squeal may be 
louder than predicted in the EIS. 

It is requested that the rail link is designed to avoid curve radii of 
less than 500 metres where possible in order to minimise squeal 
noise impacts. It is requested that rail lubrication is used to 
mitigate squeal noise from tight radius curves. It is requested that 
the use of top-of-rail friction modification should also be 
investigated. 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix N and summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
identifies the Rail link as a potential source of noise 
impacts, primarily in the case where rail squeal occurs. It is 
noted that the occurrence of rail squeal is difficult to 
predict, and therefore, scenarios have been presented both 
with and without rail squeal. The modelling predictions 
which include rail squeal indicate the potential for 
exceedances of criteria and the requirement for mitigation, 
such as the application of friction modifiers to the Rail link. 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and Best 
Practices Review, included as Appendix N of the EIS, 
recommend that friction modification be considered for 
curved sections of the Rail link for squeal mitigation. This 
recommendation has been adopted within Mitigation 
Measure 3B, included in Appendix 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, which commits to the 

Sections 9.3, 9.4 
and 22 and 
Appendices F 
and N of the EIS.  

Sections 6.3 and 
8 and Appendix B 
of this RtS.  
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installation of friction modifiers on sections of the Rail link 
where rail curve squeal is likely to occur. The use of the 
term ‘friction modifiers’ was intended to encompass a 
number of squeal mitigation strategies which are based 
upon the application of a grease, or similar substance, to 
particular areas of the rail track. Such strategies include 
‘gauge face lubrication’ and ‘top-of-rail friction modification’ 
and these would be selected during detailed design and 
the development of the Rail Noise Management Plan, as 
required under Mitigation Measure 3C (refer to Section 22 
of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS). 

Design of the Rail link has sought to maximise the radius of 
curves to the greatest extent practicable; however, a 
number of constraints are present that restrict the size of 
the radii of the Rail link curves including the need to 
minimise impacts within the Glenfield Waste Facility, the 
Georges River riparian zone, and avoidance of the need for 
the Rail link to connect directly to the SSFL flyover and 
constraints within the SSFL corridor at the northern point of 
connection. The Rail link design has been progressed in 
consultation with ARTC and design considerations are 
outlined in the Rail Access Report, included as Appendix F 
of the EIS and updated in Appendix B of this RtS.   

Port Shuttle It is noted that the proposal includes a port shuttle service which 
will run approximately 10 freight train movements per day on the 
SSFL between the terminal and Port Botany, with potential for 
noise impacts from increased train passbys on the SSFL. For the 
port shuttle the recommended approach of using locomotives 
that comply with ARTC's Environment Protection Licence 3142 is 
not sufficient to mitigate impacts on the main line. 

It is requested the proponent prepares management measures 
including those related to locomotives, locomotive noise, vehicle 

The Rail Access Report (Appendix F of the EIS) discusses 
consultation undertaken with ARTC to date relating to the 
development of the Rail link design and availability of train 
paths to accommodate the Proposal. Noise impacts 
associated with the movement of freight on the SSFL were 
assessed and approved under Approval No. 05_0089, 
which accounts for freight movements generated by an IMT 
in the south-western Sydney area. As noted in Appendices 
F and N of the EIS, the preliminary independent empirical 
analysis concluded that there was currently likely to be up 

Sections 8 and 9 
and Appendices 
F, N and M of the 
EIS.  

www.micl.com.au 
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August 2015 
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idling, trucks and vehicles as part of any future Stage 2 SSD 
application. The EIS recommended use of steering, permanently-
coupled "multi-pack" wagons for the port shuttle service is 
supported. 

to 10 train paths available each way on the freight network 
between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence upgrades to 
the SSFL would not be required to accommodate the 
Proposal. As rail movement on the SSFL is subject to 
existing development approval and on-going operational 
management by ARTC, the movement of rail traffic, once 
on the SSFL, is outside of the scope of the Proposal. 

Any future increase in freight movement that may require 
augmentation works on the SSFL is expected to be subject 
to separate development approval and would be assessed 
in accordance with the RING. Noise management 
measures would be developed to address noise impacts 
associated with future development stages as part of the 
impact assessment process undertaken for future stages. 
This will include a review of noise and air quality impacts 
against the management measures identified in the Best 
Practice Reviews to determine the appropriateness of 
those measures for the development approval stage. 

The Best Practices Reviews concluded that operation of 
the Proposal would be largely compliant with the relevant 
noise and air impact assessment criteria; it was therefore 
determined in the Best Practice(s) Review that restrictions 
on the rolling stock type accessing the site is not warranted 
for the Proposal. The imposition of the proposed conditions 
that restrict access to the terminal of certain types of 
locomotive and rolling stock are not reasonable or feasible 
for the Proposal.  
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4.4 DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES (FISHERIES AND OFFICE OF 
WATER) 
Table 4-4 and Table 4-5 provides a response to the submission received from the DPI (Fisheries and NOW respectively) dated 7 July 2015.  

Table 4-4 Department of Primary Industries (DPI) Fisheries comments 
Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Biodiversity Fisheries NSW has reviewed the Environmental Impact 
Statement in light of potential impacts to aquatic habitat. The 
proposed mitigation measures relating to the treatment of 
stormwater, erosion and sedimentation control, soil and water 
management, maintenance of fish passage, riparian vegetation 
management, the Construction Environmental Management Plan 
and Project Specific Procedure are commended. These measures 
will need to be mitigated to mitigate potential impacts on aquatic 
habitats. 

SIMTA acknowledges DPI’s support of the mitigation 
measures proposed. SIMTA recognises that the mitigation 
measures proposed by SIMTA and highlighted by DPI are 
required to minimise impacts to aquatic habitats.    

Mitigation measures have been updated in response to 
submissions and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

It is strongly recommended that the staging of in-water works 
during bridge construction works across the Georges River 
considers avoidance of the migration season of Australian Bass 
(June to January), as far as possible. 

Construction of the Georges River bridge would be 
undertaken over a period of approximately 8 – 12 months. 
Staging of instream works would be determined by the 
Construction Contractor in consideration of the Australian 
Bass migration period, as per Mitigation Measure 5B, 
included in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 
8 of this RtS.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

The construction of any new stormwater outlets to the Georges 
River will need to include scour protection works. 

As stated in the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised in 
Section 11.3.2 of the EIS, stormwater outlets would have 
scour protection installed when discharging into the 
Georges River. Mitigation Measure 5D, included in Section 
22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, 
commits to incorporation of the principles outlined in 
Appendix P of the EIS to mitigate impacts.  

Section 11.3 
and Appendix P 
of the EIS 
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Fish passage in the Georges River will definitely need to be 
maintained during construction. While the EIS refers to the 
construction of two temporary platforms within the Georges River 
during bridge works, no information on the dimensions or staging 
of these structures has been provided. Fisheries NSW 
recommends where possible: 

Works are staged so that there is only one temporary platform in 
the river at one time; and 

Culverts are placed within the temporary working platforms to 
reduce impacts to fish passage during construction.  

Fish passage in the Georges River would be maintained at 
all times during construction as discussed in Section 11.4.1 
of the EIS. By undertaking the works on the two banks 
concurrently, the construction period is reduced, lessening 
impacts within the Georges River. The temporary work 
platforms would be staggered across the two banks, i.e. 
they are not opposite each other, reducing impacts to flow 
width in the Georges River.  

The placement of culverts within temporary working 
platforms could have considerable impacts to water quality 
and as such, the benefits of installation of these structures 
would not outweigh the potential environmental costs. Fish 
passage would be maintained with a sufficient stream width 
to ensure that there would be minimal erosion of the 
working platforms from high velocity flows. 

A commitment has been included in Mitigation Measure 5B 
that the methodology selected will seek to minimise the 
potential impacts/disturbance to the bed and banks of the 
river. 

Section 11.4 
and Appendix P 
of the EIS.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

The temporary construction platforms will need to be removed 
from the river after construction. Erosion and sediment control 
measures around these platforms will be required. Fisheries NSW 
request to be consulted during detailed design of the temporary 
working platforms in the Georges River.  

The temporary construction platforms in the Georges River 
would be removed upon completion of the bridge works as 
discussed in Section 11.3.1 of the EIS. Erosion and 
sediment control measures would be installed in 
accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and 
Construction (Blue Book) and as discussed in Section 
11.4.1 of the EIS. 

SIMTA will consult with Fisheries NSW during detailed 
design of the temporary working platforms as requested. A 
commitment has been included in Mitigation Measure 5B 
that the methodology selected will seek to minimise the 
potential impacts/disturbance to the bed and banks of the 
river and to develop the Project Specific Procedure for the 
works in consultation with DPI (Fisheries).  

Sections 11.3, 
11.4 and 22 and 
Appendices P 
and S of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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A visual inspection of the Georges River for dead or distressed 
fish (indicated by fish gasping at the water surface, or fish 
crowding at the creek’s banks) is to be undertaken daily during 
the works. Observations of dead or distressed fish are to be 
immediately reported to the Fisheries contact stated below (Carla 
Ganassin). In such a case all works are to cease until the issue is 
rectified and approval is given to proceed.  

Noted. This has been included as Mitigation Measure 8G in 
Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 8  and 
Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

Fisheries NSW request the opportunity to review the final: 

 Project Specific Procedure for the bridge works across the 
Georges River, including plans and staffing of the proposed 
temporary construction platforms for the bridge over the 
Georges River, and associated erosion and sediment control 
plans. 

 Construction Environmental Management Plan 

 Erosion and Sediment control Plan/Soil and Water 
Management Plan 

 Riparian Vegetation Management Plan. 

SIMTA will provide opportunity for Fisheries NSW to review 
these documents as requested. Mitigation Measure 5B has 
been updated to reflect this commitment.  

It should be noted that a preliminary CEMP, ESCPs and 
RVMP have been prepared as part of the EIS, though these 
are working documents and will be updated as required.  

Appendix I of 
the EIS. Section 
8 and Appendix 
J of this RtS. 

 

  

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 81 
 



 

Table 4-5 Department of Primary Industries (DPI) NSW Office of Water (NOW) comments 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Biodiversity In terms of mitigating impacts on the Georges River and the 
riparian corridor, the Office of Water considers that only one 
bridge should be constructed for SSD-6766 and SSD-5066 and 
the location of adopted new bridge/rail link should cause lease 
impact/disturbance to existing remnant riparian vegetation and the 
river. The location of the new bridge/rail link needs to be resolved. 

MIC and SIMTA have reached an agreement for 
development of the two projects as a freight precinct with a 
single rail connection with one bridge over the Georges 
River. The MIC Proposal and SIMTA Projects will be 
serviced by a single Rail link, as presented in Section 7 of 
this RtS, which will connect to the SSFL near the Glenfield 
Waste Facility and enter the terminal from the south, as far 
as possible from nearby homes (www.micl.com.au). It is 
noted that for the purposes of the development approval 
process for MIC proposal and the Proposal are discrete 
proposals and are subject to separate determinations by 
the Department of Planning and Environment. 

The proposed Georges River rail bridge location was 
selected at a narrow part of the riparian corridor, reducing 
potential impacts to native vegetation in the riparian 
corridor. The bridge footprint would minimise impacts to 
riparian corridors with a maximum 20 m wide clearing limit. 

www.micl.com.au 
Accessed: 24 
August 2015. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The Anzac Creek crossing/rail link should minimise impacts on the 
creek, riparian corridor and remnant vegetation. Technical reports 
accompanying the EIS indicate there is an existing rail 
crossing/rail link to the SIMTA site. Further details need to be 
provided on the existing rail line/culvert crossing and whether it is 
possible to use it rather than construct a new rail line and disturb 
another section of creek and remove additional riparian 
vegetation/remnant vegetation. 

The location of the Rail link within the SIMTA site was 
selected to provide as greater distance as possible between 
the Wattle Grove residences and the IMT operations. Its 
location on the western boundary of the SIMTA site allows 
for the placement of warehousing between the Wattle 
Grove residences and the IMT, which will act as a visual 
and noise buffer. Use of the existing rail spur would reduce 
opportunities for warehouses to effectively attenuate noise 
and light emissions generated by the IMT operations, or 
provide visual screening of the operations.  

The construction footprint, incorporating the Rail link 
footprint and construction access requirements, has been 
reduced as far as possible from 35 metres to 20 metres in 

www.micl.com.au 

Accessed: 24 
August 2015 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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width at the Anzac Creek crossing and all ecologically 
sensitive areas. 

The Office of Water previously recommended that the location of 
the proposed new bridge crossing of the Georges River for SSD-
6766 not be selected in isolation to the bridge crossing required 
for SSD-5066. The EIS for the Moorebank IMT project (SSD-
5066) presented three possible bridge crossing locations, namely 
a southern, central and northern option. The Office of Water 
recommended only one bridge crossing is constructed and that 
the EIS for SSD-6766 include an assessment of the other 
crossing options (central and northern). In response the EIS for 
SSD-6766 notes the Moorebank Intermodal Company (MIC) and 
SIMTA have reached an agreement to develop the two IMT sites 
as a whole of precinct strategy (see Section 1.5). The EIS 
indicates the PAC’s Assessment Report for the Concept Plan 
Approval advise “the Commission believes there should only be 
one rail corridor accessing the site in the event both proposals 
proceed” and notes that “on this basis it is considered unlikely 
there would be two separate rail crossings proposed” (see Table 
6.4, page 107). The EIS however, only presents the southern 
bridge option and indicates the two projects are considered 
separate until the terms of this agreement are finalised and for the 
purposes of the EIS the projects have been assessed separately 
(page 7). In terms of mitigating impacts on the Georges River and 
the riparian corridor, the Office of Water repeats that only one 
bridge should be constructed and the location of the new 
bridge/rail link is not selected in isolation of the bridge requested 
for SSD-5066.  The adopted location should cause least 
impact/disturbance to existing remnant riparian vegetation and the 
river.  

As Stage 1 of the SIMTA project includes construction and 
operation of the rail link, the location of the rail crossing/rail link 

MIC and SIMTA have reached an agreement for 
development of the MIC Proposal and SIMTA Project as a 
freight precinct with a single rail connection with one bridge 
over the Georges River. The MIC Proposal and SIMTA 
Projects will be serviced by a single Rail link, as presented 
in Section 7 of this RtS, which will connect to the SSFL near 
the Glenfield Waste Facility and enter the terminal from the 
south, as far as possible from nearby homes 
(www.micl.com.au). It is noted that for the purposes of the 
development approval process the MIC Proposal and the 
Proposal are discrete proposals and are subject to separate 
determinations by the DP&E. 

www.micl.com.au 
Accessed: 24 
August 2015. 
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should be resolved prior to determining SSD-6766. Alternatively, a 
Condition of Approval is included which outlines that only one 
bridge crossing is to be constructed for SSD-6766 and SSD-5066 
at a location that causes least impact to the river and riparian 
corridor. 

Riparian corridor and bridge design 

Figures 1 and 3 in Appendix S show riparian corridors along the 
river and Anzac Creek but clarification is required on the riparian 
widths that are proposed to be protected/rehabilitated along either 
side of these watercourses. The EIS refers to a minimum 50m 
wide riparian corridor along either side of the river and a 30m wide 
riparian corridor either side of Anzac Creek (see Section 14.1.1, 
page 298). These widths are consistent with the Final Statement 
of Commitments (dated 12 June 2014) for the SIMTA Moorebank 
Intermodal Facility Concept Plan (MP10-0193). It is recommended 
Appendix S is amended to identify and clearly show the riparian 
corridor widths (measured from top of bank) to be established 
along either side of Georges River and Anzac Creek.  

The Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR), included as 
Appendix S to the EIS and updated and included as 
Appendix J of this RtS, has been prepared in accordance 
with OEH’s Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (FBA). 
The riparian widths stipulated in Appendix 2 of the FBA 
have been cited for the purposes of the impact assessment. 
Under the Strahler stream classification (adopted in the 
FBA) the Georges River is considered a 6th order stream 
and as such, a 50 m riparian corridor applies. Anzac Creek 
is considered a 3rd order stream and as such, a 30 m 
riparian corridor applies.  

The riparian corridors to be protected/rehabilitated are 
shown in Figure 2 to 4 in the Riparian Vegetation 
Management Plan (RVMP), included in Appendix S of the 
EIS and updated in Appendix J of this RtS, and represent 
the areas of riparian vegetation which extend from the top 
of bank at each watercourse to the waters’ edge. The 
Anzac Creek management site has been expanded to 
include the 30 m buffer either side of the creek. It should be 
noted, however, that this area includes vegetation that does 
not form part of the riparian zone (PCT Hard-leaved 
Scribbly Gum – Parramatta Red Gum heathy woodland of 
the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME003)). In practical 
terms, the RVMP applies to the PCTs Coastal Freshwater 
lagoons of the Sydney Basin and South-east Corner 
(ME007) and Parramatta Red Gum Woodland on moist 
alluvium of the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME005) 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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within the riparian area, as determined by field survey. 
Vegetation outside the ground-truthed riparian zone, but 
within the 30 m setback will be managed under the 
Threatened Flora Species Management Plan (Appendix J 
of this RtS) and the Biodiversity Offset Management Plan, 
as stipulated in the BOS.  

The Georges River management site includes the 50 m 
riparian setback on the eastern bank, and ranges between 
80 m and 120 m in width to include the riparian vegetation 
in this area. The area of temporary disturbance of riparian 
vegetation on the western bank of the Georges River would 
be revegetated. The Glenfield Waste Facility is located on 
the western boundary of the management site and the 
remainder of the 50 m riparian setback is cleared land. This 
area is subject to management by Glenfield Waste Facility. 

The EIS notes the rail link would be constructed within a 20 m 
wide corridor and the width of the rail link would be maintained in 
a low fuel state (Section 20.3.3, page 45). Mitigation Measure 14D 
(Table 22.1 in the EIS) requires the rail link will be maintained in a 
low fuel state. Further details are required on what this entails as 
Table 6.4 implies that once construction is completed the 20 m 
wide corridor would be rehabilitated post construction to maintain 
habitat connectivity (page 124). Clarification is required on which 
areas are to be rehabilitated.  

A low fuel state is one that is considered to constitute 
approximately 2 tonnes/hectare of vegetation fuel. The 
20 m wide corridor will be stabilised in a manner which 
would enable the fuel load to be maintained in a low state. 
Where appropriate, it would be stabilised following 
construction with local topsoil with growth of groundcover 
encouraged. The corridor would be managed by removing 
weeds and reducing the fuel load. This mitigation measure 
has been included in the BAR (Appendix J of this RtS) and 
clarification has been provided in the RVMP.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The rail link will permanently remove and disturb riparian 
vegetation. Table 39 in Appendix S includes a mitigation measure 
that “disturbed riparian areas within the Georges River would be 
revegetated with locally occurring native species…” (page 185). It 
is suggested this measure is amended to clarify that riparian 
corridors which are temporarily disturbed by the project will be 

This mitigation measure has been updated to clarify that it 
relates to areas temporarily disturbed. Areas of permanent 
riparian vegetation removal would be offset as per Section 
7.2.1 of Appendix S of the EIS. The RVMP outlines the 
areas subject to management including revegetation. 

Sections 6.6 and 
7.2.1 of Appendix 
J of this RtS. 
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revegetated with locally occurring species and where riparian 
vegetation is permanently removed/disturbed these areas should 
be offset elsewhere along the river and the VMP should include 
details on the areas to be revegetated.  

An area along the west bank of the river is currently without native 
vegetation and is in close proximity to the rail link (Figure 38, 
Appendix S, page 196). It is recommended a management 
measure is included which requires this area to be rehabilitated 
with local native species to offset any permanent removal and 
disturbance of riparian vegetation and the VMP includes details.  

This land is owned and managed by the Crown. The 
riparian vegetation to be impacted by the SIMTA project 
would be offset through the provision of an offset site on the 
eastern bank of the Georges River. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The Office of Water previously recommended that the design of 
the crossing should be elevated and span the riparian corridor if 
feasible. The EIS indicates the bridge crossing would be elevated 
to facilitate vegetation regrowth (page 481). Clarification is 
required on whether: 

 The elevated bridge will span the full width of the riparian 
corridor (ie 50m either side of the river), 

 The bridge design will incorporate provision for moisture 
penetration under the bridge to enable plant growth 

The EIS notes the bridge design would include light penetration to 
encourage fish passage (page 258) but both light and moisture 
penetration are required under the structure to enable riparian 
vegetation to grow under the bridge.  

The proposed bridge spans from the top of the eastern and 
western banks of the Georges River at the extent of the 
riparian corridor. Flows on the eastern bank are directed 
below the proposed bridge through the existing drainage 
system, as described in Appendix P and summarised in 
Section 11 of the EIS. Flows on the western bank would be 
directed to the underside of the proposed bridge adjacent to 
the Rail link embankment fill. The design allows for the 
natural drainage to flow downslope on both banks and 
reach the underside of the bridge which would enable plant 
growth.  

 

Appendix P of the 
EIS. 

Section 11.3.1 of the EIS notes the likely construction timeframe 
for the bridge is 8-12 months and it indicates piling platforms 
would remain in the river during this time. Appendix S notes 
another alternative would be to use a river barge rather than 
construct piling platforms into the river from either bank (page 
157). The method that is adopted should cause the least 
impacts/disturbance to the bed and banks of the river, riparian 

Construction of the proposed Georges River bridge would 
be undertaken from a river barge in preference to 
constructed platforms, however, this option poses potential 
constructability issues. The adopted method would be 
determined by the Construction Contractor engaged to 
construct the bridge. The option with the highest impacts 
has been assessed in the EIS and Appendix J of this RtS 

Section 4.4.3 of 
the EIS. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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vegetation, aquatic habitat etc. as a precaution. However, Section 6.6 of the BAR 
(Appendix J of this RtS) has been updated to include a 
mitigation measure to select barges for bridge piling in 
preference to temporary platforms, if feasible. 

The EIS refers to constructing a temporary access track to the 
river to construct the railway bridge (Section 4.4.3). It refers to 
decommissioning the construction site but it is unclear if the 
project proposes to remove, stabilise and revegetate the 
temporary access track at the completion of construction. 
Clarification if required on this and it is recommended a 
management measure is included that specifically requires 
rehabilitation of the access track. 

An existing access track that leads to the George River 
riparian area would be used during construction of the 
bridge. An additional, temporary access may be required at 
the bridge construction site, however this would be 
contained to the 20 m wide corridor of disturbance. This 
area would be rehabilitated post-construction in accordance 
with the RVMP.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Sediment ponds 

Section 4.4.6 indicates swales would flow to sediment ponds 
which would be located within Anzac Creek and Georges River. 
Details are required on the location of the proposed sediment 
ponds. It is recommended the sediment ponds are located outside 
the riparian corridors.  

Sediment ponds in the vicinity of the Georges River would 
be constructed at the top of the bank, outside the riparian 
zone. Sediment pond locations in the vicinity of Anzac 
Creek have not yet been determined. Any sediment ponds 
would be constructed within the proposed disturbance 
footprint and would be temporary and removed once 
construction is complete. The location of sediment basins 
would be determined by the Construction Contractor and 
included in the Soil and Water Management Plan, as 
included in mitigation measures 0A and 5A, included in 
Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this 
RtS. A mitigation measure has been included in the BAR 
(Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS), and included in Mitigation Measure 5A to site 
temporary sediment basins outside of creek/river beds and 
within the construction corridor. Any riparian areas 
disturbed during construction would be rehabilitated as per 
the measures in the RVMP.  

Sections 11 and 
22 and 
Appendices P and 
S of the EIS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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Anzac Creek 

Creek Crossing 

Figure 3 of the Appendix B in the Stormwater and Flooding 
Assessment report shows there is an existing railway line with a 
culvert crossing of Anzac Creek that enters the SIMTA site from 
the south. The Aquatic Ecology report indicates the rail crossing is 
currently unused (see section 1.3 page 3). The existing rail access 
track/crossing is located approximately 230 m downstream from 
the proposed new rail crossing.  

Further details need to be provided on the existing rail line/culvert 
crossing and whether it is possible to use the existing rail line to 
connect to the SIMTA site rather than construct a new rail line and 
disturb another section of the creek and remove additional riparian 
vegetation/remnant vegetation. If it is not feasible to use the 
existing rail line, the existing line and culvert crossing should be 
removed and the creek/riparian corridor/remnant vegetation 
rehabilitated as part of this project. 

As discussed in Section 6.1 of the BAR, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS, utilisation of the existing railway spur line would result 
in rail, freight handling and truck movements occurring 
closer to the residences at Wattle Grove and Moorebank, 
with reduced opportunities for constructed warehouses to 
effectively attenuate any noise and air emissions generated 
by the operations, or provide visual screening of the 
operation. It would also pose a potential safety hazard to 
the Proposal site by reducing the separation between 
freight container truck transfer points and warehouse 
container storage areas. 

The existing rail spur is owned and managed by the 
Commonwealth. Any decision regarding the 
decommissioning of this rail line would be undertaken by 
the Commonwealth.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The EIS and accompanying reports do not indicate that the 
riparian corridor disturbed by the culvert construction will be 
rehabilitated at the crossing site or elsewhere along the creek 
(page 60). A management measure needs to be included to 
rehabilitate riparian areas disturbed by the project.  

Mitigation Measure 8B commits to the restoration of riparian 
areas in accordance with the RVMP, and is included in 
Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 pf this 
RtS. Riparian areas would be rehabilitated in accordance 
with the RVMP, included in Appendix S of the EIS and 
updated in Appendix J of this RtS.  

Sections 14 and 
22 of the EIS.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Appendix S indicates there is an area along the southern side of 
Anzac Creek. It notes that along the track there is a quantity of 
dumped rubble (page 64). Figure 4 in the Remedial Action Plan 
shows the western end of the access track is located within the 
riparian corridor on the southern side of the creek. Further details 
are required on the access track and whether it is to be used as 

This is an existing access track within the Boot Land, and is 
not proposed to be used for the Proposal. It is located 
within the proposed Southern Boot Land offset site as 
identified in the BOS, included as Appendix S of the EIS 
and updated in Appendix J of this RtS. It would be subject 
to offset measures such as weed removal, tree planting and 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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part of the SIMTA project. If the access track is not to be used 
during the operational life of the project, it is recommended the 
track is rehabilitated and revegetated as part of this project.  

fallen log placement as part of the offset site management 
plan. Detailed information on the management actions 
relevant to this area will be provided with the application for 
a biobanking agreement. 

Figure 38 in Appendix S shows an area along the southern side of 
Anzac creek without native vegetation (page 196). This area is in 
close proximity to the proposed rail link. Where riparian vegetation 
is permanently removed by the project, it is recommended a 
management measure is included that requires this area to be 
rehabilitated with local native species to assist offset any 
permanent removal of riparian vegetation. 

This area is located within the proposed Southern Boot 
Land offset site as identified in the BOS, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS. It would be subject to offset measures such as weed 
removal, tree planting and fallen log placement as part of 
the offset site management plan. Detailed information on 
the management actions relevant to this area will be 
provided with the application for a biobanking agreement. 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Section 4.2.2 of the EIS notes the Anzac Creek culvert will include 
two dry cells to facilitate fauna crossing. The design should also 
include the provision for light to enter the multi-cell box culverts to 
facilitate fauna movement. 

As described in Section 4.2.2 of the EIS, the culvert width is 
approximately 4.8 metres and therefore a relatively short 
distance for fauna to cross. Natural light would enter the 
culvert at either end of the culverts. It is considered that this 
culvert design is not hostile such that fauna would be 
substantially deterred from crossing. The inclusion of light 
provision at the roof of the culvert would compromise the 
structural integrity of the culvert cells and is therefore 
considered unjustified.  

Sections 4.2 and 
14 and Appendix S 
of the EIS. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Section 11.4.1 of the EIS indicates all temporary works, flow 
diversion barriers and instream sediment control barriers would be 
removed as soon as practicable (page 257). These areas should 
be: 

 Stabilised using soft engineering techniques and any 
vegetation that was removed rehabilitated. 

 Monitored and maintained until certified as stable and 
rehabilitated.  

Riparian vegetation to be impacted would be rehabilitated in 
accordance with the RVMP, included as Appendix S of the 
EIS and updated in Appendix J of this RtS. Bank 
stabilisation would be undertaken in accordance with 
Managing Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction (Blue 
Book) (Landcom 2004) as outlined in Section 11.4.1 of the 
EIS.   

Sections 11.4 and 
14 and 
Appendices P and 
S of the EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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The EIS notes the construction site would be left in a condition 
that promotes native revegetation (page 257). To ensure the 
construction area is adequately stabilised it should be 
rehabilitated with native vegetation rather than left to promote 
revegetation.  

Disturbed riparian areas in the Georges River would be 
revegetated with locally occurring native species as soon as 
practicable upon completion of bridge works. Other areas of 
disturbance for the purposes of the Rail link construction 
would be contained to the 20 m wide disturbance corridor, 
within areas of ecological sensitivity. Within areas of 
ecological sensitivity the 20 m wide corridor will be 
stabilised in a manner which would enable the fuel load to 
be maintained in a low state. Where appropriate, it would 
be stabilised following construction with local topsoil with 
growth of groundcover encouraged. The corridor would be 
managed by removing weeds and reducing the fuel load 
with pruning /mowing. This mitigation measure has been 
included in the BAR (Appendix S of the EIS and updated in 
Appendix J of this RtS) and has been clarified in the RVMP. 
The Anzac Creek crossing site (instream and riparian 
areas) would be revegetated as per the measures outlined 
in the RVMP (Appendix S of the EIS and updated in 
Appendix J of this RtS).    

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Sediment Ponds 

Section 4.4.6 indicates swales would flow to sediment ponds 
which would be located within Anzac Creek and Georges River. 
Where possible the sediment ponds should be located outside the 
riparian corridor of the creek.  

Sediment pond locations in the vicinity of Anzac Creek have 
not yet been determined. Any sediment ponds would be 
constructed within the proposed disturbance footprint and 
would be temporary and removed once construction is 
complete. The location of sediment basins would be 
determined by the Construction Contractor and included in 
the Soil and Water Management Plan, as included in 
mitigation measures 0A and 5A, included in Section 22 of 
the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS. A 
mitigation measure has been included in the BAR 
(Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS), and included in Mitigation Measure 5A to site 
temporary sediment basins outside of creek/river beds and 

Sections 11 and 
22 and 
Appendices P and 
S of the EIS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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within the construction corridor. 

Riparian Vegetation Management Plan 

The EIS refers to a minimum 50 m wide riparian corridor along 
either side of the river and a 30 m wide riparian corridor along 
either side of Anzac Creek (see Section 14.1.1, page 298) which 
is consistent with the Final Statement of Commitments (dated 12 
June 2014) for the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Facility Concept 
Plan (MP10-0193). The VMP needs to be amended to clarify and 
clearly show the riparian corridor widths to be established along 
either side of the Georges River and Anzac Creek (measured 
from top of bank), particularly as Appendix A (statement of 
Commitments) indicates the riparian setbacks for Anzac Creek 
and the Georges River are addressed in the Riparian Vegetation 
Management Plan. 

The management sites within the RVMP, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS, were established in accordance with the FBA riparian 
buffer distances, prescribed in Appendix 2 and NOW’s 
recommended riparian corridor widths. Under the Strahler 
stream classification (adopted in the FBA and NOW) the 
Georges River is considered a 6th order stream and as 
such, a 50 m riparian corridor applies. Anzac Creek is 
considered a 3rd order stream and as such, a 30 m riparian 
corridor applies. The management zones were then 
determined based on the riparian vegetation that occurs 
from the top of bank at both Anzac Creek and Georges 
River. These areas were determined through field survey.  
The Anzac Creek management site has been expanded to 
include the stipulated 30 m riparian setback. It should be 
noted, however, that this area includes vegetation that does 
not form part of the riparian zone (PCT Hard-leaved 
Scribbly Gum – Parramatta Red Gum heathy woodland of 
the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME003)). In practical 
terms, the RVMP applies to the PCTs Coastal Freshwater 
lagoons of the Sydney Basin and South-east Corner 
(ME007) and Parramatta Red Gum Woodland on moist 
alluvium of the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME005) 
within the riparian area determined by field survey. 
Vegetation outside the ground-truthed riparian zone, but 
within the 30 m setback will be managed under the 
Threatened Flora Species Management Plan (Appendix J 
of this RtS) and the Biodiversity Offset Management Plan, 
as stipulated in the BOS.  

The Georges River management site includes the 50 m 
riparian setback on the eastern bank, and ranges between 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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80 m and 120 m in width to include the riparian vegetation 
in this area. The management site on the western bank 
covers the area of riparian vegetation that would be 
temporarily disturbed. The Glenfield Waste Facility is 
located on the western boundary of the management site 
and the remainder of the 50m riparian setback is cleared 
land. This area is subject to management by Glenfield 
Waste Facility.  

Management Sites 

The VMP indicates it applies to two management sites (section 
1.2, page 2). It is unclear how the width of the two management 
sites has been determined. It is recommended the widths of the 
management sites incorporate the riparian corridor widths and the 
riparian corridor widths are shown in the Plan.  

The management sites within the RVMP, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS, are established in the riparian vegetation that occurs 
from the top of bank at both Anzac Creek and Georges 
River. These areas were determined through field survey.  
The Anzac Creek management site has been expanded to 
include the stipulated 30 m riparian setback. It should be 
noted, however, that this area includes vegetation that does 
not form part of the riparian zone (PCT Hard-leaved 
Scribbly Gum – Parramatta Red Gum heathy woodland of 
the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME003)). In practical 
terms, the RVMP applies to the PCTs Coastal Freshwater 
lagoons of the Sydney Basin and South-east Corner 
(ME007) and Parramatta Red Gum Woodland on moist 
alluvium of the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin (ME005) 
within the riparian area determined by field survey. 
Vegetation outside the ground-truthed riparian zone, but 
within the 30 m setback will be managed under the 
Threatened Flora Species Management Plan (Appendix J 
of this RtS) and the Biodiversity Offset Management Plan, 
as stipulated in the BOS.  

The Georges River management site includes the 50 m 
riparian setback on the eastern bank, and ranges between 
80 m and 120 m in width to include the riparian vegetation 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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in this area. The management site on the western bank 
covers the area of riparian vegetation that would be 
temporarily disturbed. The Glenfield Waste Facility is 
located on the western boundary of the management site 
and the remainder of the 50m riparian setback is cleared 
land. This area is subject to management by Glenfield 
Waste Facility. 

As the rail link extends along the western side of the Georges 
River adjacent to remnant native vegetation, clarification is 
required as to why the Georges River management area does not 
also include the riparian corridor adjacent to the rail link along the 
west bank of the river. 

The land on the western bank of the Georges River is 
owned and managed by the Commonwealth. The riparian 
vegetation to be impacted by the Proposal would be offset 
through the provision of an offset site on the eastern bank 
of the Georges River as outlined in the BOS, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The Biodiversity Assessment Report indicates the riparian buffer 
50 m either side of the river is considered to be a state significant 
biodiversity link (see section 3.4, page 49). Section 3.5 of the 
VMP notes the river near the proposal is between 40 to 60 m wide 
(page 12). The width of the river is likely to create a barrier to the 
movement of less mobile species (ie less mobile species would be 
constrained to one side of the river corridor). Section 3.6.1 notes 
the width of existing native riparian vegetation on the western side 
of the river within the Georges River Management site is between 
20-50 m. Where the existing vegetation is less than 50m in the 
Georges River Management site, it is recommended the corridor 
is rehabilitated to a minimum width of 50 m to assist improve the 
value and function of the biodiversity link. 

The Georges River management site includes a 50 m 
riparian setback on the eastern bank. The width of the 
riparian management zone identifies ranges between 
approximately 80 m and 120 m in width. The management 
site on the western bank covers the area of riparian 
vegetation that would be temporarily disturbed. The 
Glenfield Waste Facility is located on the western boundary 
of the management site and the remainder of the 50 m 
riparian setback is cleared land. This area is subject to 
management by Glenfield Waste Facility. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Noxious Weeds 

The VMP and Appendix S indicate Alligator weed, Salvinia and 
other noxious weeds are present along the Georges River and 

The assessment of aquatic vegetation within Anzac Creek 
extends for the width of the study area as shown in Figure 1 
of the BAR, included in Appendix S of the EIS and updated 
in Appendix J of this RtS, from Moorebank Avenue to the 

Section 14 and 
Appendix S of the 
EIS.  
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Anzac Creek (see Table 23 and Tables 3, 6 and 7). The weeds 
have the potential to negatively impact the aquatic ecosystem at 
the site and downstream. 
The VMP notes Alligator weed is present in high abundance in 
Anzac Creek (page 19) and Appendix S notes there is a dense 
infestation of Alligator weed within the lower stratum of the 
wetland on Anzac Creek (page 75). Appendix S indicates Salvinia 
occurs adjacent to the existing culvert (page 83). It is unclear if 
noxious weeds (including Alligator weed and Salvinia) occur in 
proximity to the proposed construction works on Anzac Creek, or 
upstream of the works on the adjoining Moorebank IMT site where 
the headwaters of Anzac Creek commence.  

If an assessment has not been undertaken to determine if noxious 
weeds are present along the entire upstream length of creek, it is 
recommended an assessment is undertaken, particularly if the 
noxious weeds have the potential to spread downstream if they 
are disturbed by the proposed works in the creek and riparian 
corridor.  

south-eastern corner of the SIMTA site. Salvinia molesta 
was not identified in the vicinity of the proposed 
construction works of the Anzac Creek crossing. A large 
infestation of this species was found in the vicinity of the 
existing culvert during 2012 surveys. This infestation was 
not present in 2014/2015 surveys. 

Alternanthera philoxeroides is well-established throughout 
Anzac Creek, including in the adjoining MIC site. It was 
identified upstream and downstream of the existing culvert 
and the proposed Anzac Creek crossing.  

The BAR, included in Appendix S and updated in Appendix 
J of this RtS, identifies noxious weeds in the study area, 
including which waterway or location they were found. The 
potential for noxious weed spread in Anzac Creek and the 
Georges River has been considered in the BAR.  

 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

4.2.1 Primary Weed Control 

Section 4.2.1 of the VMP notes primary weed control “will ideally 
be carried out” prior to commencement of the proposed bridge 
and culvert construction works (page 18). For weeds that have the 
potential to spread downstream if they are disturbed by the works, 
weed control should be undertaken prior to any construction 
works on the creek and river. It is recommended Section 4.2.1 is 
amended to remove the word “ideally” especially in relation to 
weeds that have the potential to spread downstream if they are 
disturbed by the works. 

If noxious weeds occur on the adjoining Moorebank IMT site, it is 
recommended a joint weed management program is undertaken 

Accepted. The word ‘ideally’ has been removed from the 
RVMP, updated in Appendix J of this RtS.  

The RVMP has been prepared to maintain consistency with 
the MIC Management Plan for Restoration of the Riparian 
Zone of the Georges River where feasible and reasonable. 
This includes the management of weeds; hence the 
Proposal has been developed to ensure weed management 
is integrated and complementary.  

 

Appendix J of this 
RtS 
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for SSD-6766 and SSD-5066 to control these weeds.  

4.3.1 Secondary Weed Control 

Section 4.3.1 of the VMP notes that ongoing maintenance of 
weeds will be required (page 21). In terms of protecting and 
maintaining the riparian corridors, it is suggested the VMP is 
amended to state that ongoing maintenance of weeds is required 
for the operational life of the project. 

The RVMP would be applicable for the operational stage of 
the Proposal, as noted in the mitigation measure provided 
in Section 6.6 of the BAR, included in Appendix S of the 
EIS and updated in Appendix J of this RtS. It is subject to 
an adaptive management process and would be reviewed 
and updated as necessary. Mitigation Measure 8B commits 
to implementation of the RVMP; the timeframe for 
implementation of this has been updated to ‘Construction 
and Operation’. 

The Anzac Creek management site and the eastern bank of 
the Georges River management site are located within the 
proposed biobanking site and would be managed in 
perpetuity, as required under legislation.  

Sections 14 and 
22 and Appendix S 
of the EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS 

4.4 Revegetation 

Section 4.4 of the VMP refers to the propagation of plants 
collected from native seed prior to vegetation clearing. In addition 
it is suggested the revegetation methods in the VMP include: 

 Topsoil (and seedbank) shall be removed from native 
vegetation areas that are to be permanently cleared and it is to 
be relocated and used in the revegetation areas 

 Native plants are to be transplanted from the areas to be 
permanently cleared to revegetation areas. 

The use of topsoil removed from riparian areas carries a 
risk of further weed spread and infestation. The RVMP 
(Appendix J of this RtS) has been updated to include the 
potential reuse of topsoil, if certain conditions are met (e.g. 
low weed levels).  

Native plant translocation is considered unlikely to be 
successful. Translocation would require a high effort for 
minimal benefit. There is also a risk of weed spread by 
undertaking plant translocation. Therefore this measure is 
not recommended.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS 

Table 9 – Summary of Vegetation Management Measures  

It is recommended the following amendments are included in 
Table 9: 

The revegetation management measures currently include a 

The vegetation management measure, included in the BAR 
and RVMP, updated in Appendix J of this RtS, has been 
updated to state:  Riparian areas that are temporarily 
cleared for construction adjoining the Georges River would 
be revegetated as soon as practicable upon completion of 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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measure that “riparian areas cleared for construction adjoining 
Georges River would be revegetated as soon as practicable upon 
completion of the bridge works”. It is recommended the VMP 
amends this measure as follows: 

 Riparian areas that are temporarily cleared for construction 
adjoining Georges River would be revegetated as soon as 
practicable upon completion of the bridge and rail link works. 
Where construction works permanently remove riparian 
vegetation from along the river, the cleared area is to be offset 
by rehabilitating the western side of the river that is currently 
without native vegetation as shown in Figure 38 of Appendix S 
or revegetating the riparian corridor width within the Georges 
River Management site. 

bridge works. 

The inclusion of the completion of ‘Rail link works’ in this 
measure is not advised. The Rail link works could extend 
beyond the timeframe of the Georges River bridge works. 
Revegetation should commence immediately following the 
completion of the bridge to minimise risks of erosion of river 
banks and sediment reaching the Georges River.  

The land identified in the comment, on the western side of 
the Georges River is owned and managed by the 
Commonwealth. The riparian vegetation to be impacted by 
the SIMTA Project would be offset through the provision of 
an offset site on the eastern bank of the Georges River as 
outlined in the BOS, updated and included as Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

The revegetation management measures should also include: 

 Topsoil (and seedbank) is to be collected from native 
vegetation areas that are to be permanently cleared and used 
in the revegetation areas 

 Native plants in areas that are to be permanently cleared are 
to be transplanted to the revegetation areas 

 Riparian areas that are to be temporarily cleared along Anzac 
Creek are to be revegetated as soon as practicable. Where 
construction works permanently remove riparian vegetation 
along the creek, the area that is cleared is to be offset by 
rehabilitating 

o The existing crossing/rail line 
o The area along the southern side of Anzac Creek without 

native vegetation (see Figure 38 in Appendix S, page 196) 
o The access track on the southern side of the creek 

The use of topsoil removed from riparian areas carries a 
risk of further weed spread and infestation. The RVMP, 
updated and included in Appendix J of this RtS, has been 
updated to include the potential reuse of topsoil, if certain 
conditions are met (e.g. low weed levels).  

Native plant translocation is considered unlikely to be 
successful. Translocation would require a high effort for 
minimal benefit. There is also a risk of weed spread by 
undertaking plant translocation. Therefore this measure is 
not recommended.  

The existing rail spur, east of the proposed Rail link, is 
owned and managed by the Commonwealth. Any decision 
regarding the decommissioning of this rail line would be 
undertaken by the Commonwealth. 

The Anzac Creek riparian area is located within the 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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proposed Southern Boot Land offset site, as identified in the 
BOS, updated in Appendix J of this RtS. It would be subject 
to offset measures such as weed removal, tree planting and 
fallen log placement as part of the offset site management 
plan. Detailed information on the management actions 
relevant to this area will be provided with the application for 
a biobanking agreement. 

The monitoring and reporting includes a management measure to 
prepare a monitoring report during the construction and 
maintenance period. It is suggested the management measure 
includes that ongoing monitoring and maintenance is required for 
the operational life of the project. 

The RVMP would be implemented for the operational stage 
of the Proposal as noted in Mitigation Measure 8B, included 
in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this 
RtS. Mitigation Measure 8B, included in Section 22 of the 
EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS, has been updated 
to reflect that the RVMP would also be implemented during 
the operational phase of the Proposal.  

The Anzac Creek management site and the eastern bank of 
the Georges River management site are located within the 
proposed biobanking site and would be managed and 
monitored in perpetuity. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS 

Aquatic Ecology 

The Aquatic Habitat Assessment in the EIS (appendix S—3 
Biodiversity Offset Strategy – Part B) is not considered to be 
adequate to determine if the project is likely to have an adverse 
impact on the ecology of Anzac Creek and the Georges River. 

The survey monitoring design is poor. It is unclear how the project 
would detect any variation or change and measure/predict 
impacts if one occurred. The sampling was undertaken during 1 
day (12 May 2011). There is no data to compare it to. There is no 
replication. No additional macro invertebrate surveys have been 
undertaken since 2011. No sampling has been undertaken above 
and below the locations of potential impact and no reference 

The purpose of the Aquatic Ecology report was to identify 
the existing aquatic environments of the Georges River and 
Anzac Creek to enable determination of the presence of 
threatened species habitat. The survey methods and extent 
were considered adequate for this purpose. The aquatic 
ecology impact assessment has been undertaken in the 
BAR, included as Appendix S of the EIS and updated in 
Appendix J of this RtS, based on the findings of the Aquatic 
Ecology report. The survey results presented in the Aquatic 
Ecology report provide baseline levels for 
macroinvertebrate communities, water quality parameters 
and fish populations.  

Section 8 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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streams have been surveyed. Monitoring of macro invertebrate communities will be 
undertaken prior to, during, and following construction of 
the Proposal upstream and downstream of the Anzac Creek 
culvert and Georges River bridge works to assist identify 
any changes in macro invertebrate communities as result of 
the Proposal. This measure has been included in the BAR 
and as a mitigation measure in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 4.3 of the Aquatic Habitat Assessment indicates Anzac 
Creek at the location of the study site is considered to be 
intermittent waterway or wetland and would only flow following a 
substantial rain event (page 17). The EIS notes the overall 
Australian Rivers Assessment System (AUSRIVAS) rating for 
macro invertebrates in the creek indicates the macro invertebrate 
community was ‘significantly impaired’ (page 240) but AUSRIVAS 
is not designed to be used for intermittent streams and won’t 
accurately predict impacts. 

The AUSRIVAS results from Anzac Creek provide a 
benchmark upon which future sampling can be compared. 
Nevertheless, monitoring of macro invertebrate 
communities will be undertaken prior to construction by a 
suitably qualified aquatic ecologist to provide baseline data. 
Further monitoring would be undertaken during and 
following construction of the Proposal upstream and 
downstream of the Anzac Creek culvert and Georges River 
bridge works to assist identify any changes in macro 
invertebrate communities as result of the Proposal. This 
measure has been included in the BAR and Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The Aquatic Ecology report indicates that sampling of Anzac 
Creek was undertaken downstream of a currently unused rail 
culvert crossing (see section 3.5.2, page 15) which is located 
downstream of the proposed new rail crossing for this project. No 
comparative macro invertebrate sampling was undertaken 
upstream of the proposed new crossing. 

Monitoring of macroinvertebrate communities will be 
undertaken prior to, during and following construction of the 
Proposal upstream and downstream of the Anzac Creek 
culvert and Georges River bridge works to assist identify 
any changes in macroinvertebrate communities as result of 
the Proposal. This measure has been included in the 
mitigation measures outlined in the BAR and Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

The Georges River survey site extended from beneath the 
existing East Hills Railway Bridge for 100 m downstream which 
would appear to include the proposed new rail crossing site.  

Accepted. 

Monitoring of macroinvertebrate communities will be 
undertaken prior to, during and following construction of the 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions       
Page 98 Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

There is need for a better spatial design (additional locations such 
as reference, up and downstream of impact etc.) as well as more 
sampling occasions. It is suggested additional baseline aquatic 
monitoring is undertaken to obtain additional baseline data and 
that monitoring is undertaken during and following construction to 
identify any changes in aquatic communities as a result of the 
proposal. The results of the monitoring should be included as part 
of the required reporting framework of any consent. 

Proposal upstream and downstream of the Anzac Creek 
culvert and George River bridge works to assist identify any 
changes in macro invertebrate communities as result of the 
Proposal.  

Mitigation Measure 5B commits to monitoring of water 
quality within the Georges River upstream and downstream 
of the proposed bridge during concreting works. This has 
been updated to include baseline monitoring prior to 
commencement of concreting works. Baseline monitoring of 
water quality and macroinvertebrates would be undertaken 
prior to construction commencement of construction, in 
accordance with Mitigation Measures 5B and 8F, updated 
in Section 8 of this RtS. 

These measures have been included in the BAR, updated 
in Appendix J, and Section 8 of this RtS. 

Groundwater 

Section 11.3.1 of the EIS notes construction of the proposal would 
generally require the raising of the site and rail link and minimal 
excavation would be required. It considers it is unlikely that 
groundwater would be encountered during construction but may 
be encountered during piling associated with the bridge 
construction (page 246). If groundwater is encountered during 
construction the Office of Water should be contacted and it is 
recommended this is included as a Mitigation Measure and 
included in the dewatering procedure that is to be developed (see 
page 258). 

Depending on the volumes encountered and the duration of 
pumping, an authorisation may be required from the Office of 
Water in relation to dewatering activities. Consultation with the 
Office of Water is required to determine these requirements. The 

SIMTA will continue to liaise with NOW during development 
of the detailed design for the Proposal to determine the 
need for approvals and dewatering procedures for 
construction of the Georges River bridge.  

It is noted that under section 60D of the Water Management 
Act (NSW) 2000 a water licence and aquifer interference 
approval will be required to take water from a water source, 
by means other than by a water supply work. It is noted that 
a water licence is required whether water is taken for 
consumptive use or whether it is taken incidentally by the 
aquifer interference activity. These approvals would be 
obtained prior to commencement of construction works, 
should it be determined that works within the Georges River 
will lead to aquifer interference. 

Mitigation Measure 5B has been updated to include a 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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Office of Water can advise on the need for an authorisation once 
information is available on the expected groundwater inflows. 

commitment to developing a project specific procedure, or 
equivalent, for work on the Georges River bridge in 
consultation with NSW Office of Water. 

Mitigation measures 

It is recommended the following amendments are made to the 
Mitigation Measures in Table 22.1 of the EIS. 

5. Hydrology: 

Management Measures 5B (page 531) 

The first dot point under Management Measures 5B refers to the 
potential use of piling platforms to construct the Georges River 
bridge. It is suggested this measures outlines the method that is 
adopted to construct the bridge (including the use of a river barge 
or piling platforms) must minimise the potential 
impacts/disturbance to the bed and banks of the river. 

It is suggested the ninth dot point which relates to the dewatering 
procedure to manage groundwater ingress includes: If 
groundwater is encountered during construction the Office of 
Water should be contacted to determine if an authorisation is be 
required. 

Management Measure 5C (page 532) 

All temporary works flow diversion barriers and in-stream 
sediment control barriers will be removed as soon as practicable 
and in a manner that does not promote future channel erosion. 
The works areas will be stabilised using soft engineering 
techniques and any vegetation that is removed will be 
rehabilitated. The temporary works areas will be monitored and 
maintained until certified as stable and rehabilitated.  

Accepted.  

Mitigation Measure 5B has been updated to include a 
commitment to developing a project specific procedure, or 
equivalent, for work on the Georges River bridge in 
consultation with NSW Office of Water and to include a 
commitment that construction methodology selected will 
seek to minimise the potential impacts/disturbance to the 
bed and banks of the river. 

Mitigation Measure 5C has been updated to include a 
reference to the updated Riparian Vegetation Management 
Plan, which prescribes the revegetation of the Anzac Creek 
riparian area with native vegetation and monitoring of 
disturbed riparian areas. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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The construction site will be rehabilitated with native vegetation 
and will be left in a condition that promotes native revegetation 
(page 532). 

Management Measure 5E should also include: 

Light and moisture penetration under the bridge to encourage the 
growth of native riparian vegetation 

The elevation of the proposed Georges River bridge of 
approximately 10 m above normal dry weather water levels 
and relatively narrow width of 11.3 m, as described in 
Section 4.2.2 of the EIS, would allow for light penetration in 
the riparian areas below the bridge. Flows on the eastern 
bank are directed below the proposed Georges River bridge 
through the existing drainage system. Flows on the western 
bank would be directed to the underside of the proposed 
bridge adjacent to the Rail link embankment fill. The design 
allows for the natural drainage to flow downslope on both 
banks and reach the underside of the bridge which would 
enable plant growth.  

Sections 4.2 and 
11 and 
Appendices P and 
S of the EIS.  

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

Management Measure 5F  

A multi-cell culvert design with a combination of elevated ‘dry’ 
cells to encourage terrestrial movement, and recessed ‘wet’ cells 
to facilitate fish passage and provision to provide light penetration 

As described in Section 4.2.2 of the EIS, the culvert width is 
approximately 4.8 metres and therefore a relatively short 
distance for fauna to cross. Natural light would enter the 
culvert at either entrance. It is considered that this culvert 
design is not hostile such that fauna would be substantially 
deterred from crossing. The inclusion of light provision at 
the roof of the culvert would compromise the structural 
integrity of the culvert cells and is therefore considered 
unjustified.  

Sections 4.2 and 
11 of the EIS. 

Appendix J of this 
RtS. 

8. Biodiversity 

Management Measure 8B – as this measure requires riparian 
vegetation to be managed in accordance with the measures 
detailed in the VMP, the VMP needs to be amended in 
accordance with the above recommendations relating to the VMP 

Noted. Mitigation Measure 8B has been updated as follows: 

Riparian vegetation within the Rail link and adjoining areas 
of impact at Anzac Creek and the eastern bank of the 
Georges River would be protected, rehabilitated and 
managed in accordance with the measures detailed in the 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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and that management measure 8B is amended as follows: 

 Riparian vegetation within and adjoining areas of impact will 
be protected, rehabilitated and managed in accordance with 
the measures detailed in the Riparian Vegetation Management 
Plan. Disturbed Riparian areas temporarily disturbed along in 
the Georges River and Anzac Creek will be revegetated with 
locally occurring native species as soon as practicable upon 
completion of bridge works. Riparian vegetation that is 
permanently removed will be offset along the river and creek in 
areas identified in the VMP. 

Riparian Vegetation Management Plan. 

Temporarily disturbed riparian areas in the Georges River 
will be revegetated with locally occurring native species as 
soon as practicable upon completion of bridge works. 

The removal of riparian vegetation would be offset in 
accordance with the Biodiversity Offset Strategy in 
Appendix J of this RtS.  

The Aquatic Ecology report notes Anzac Creek may be an 
important source of macro invertebrate colonisers to the Georges 
River and notes that an ongoing monitoring of macro invertebrate 
communities downstream of the development may assist in 
identifying changes in aquatic communities and help to minimise 
any potential impacts that may occur (see section 4.2, page 17). It 
is recommended the following additional Biodiversity management 
measure is included for this project: 

 Ongoing monitoring of macro invertebrate communities will be 
undertaken prior to, during and following construction with 
additional locations such as reference and upstream and 
downstream of the proposed impact to assist identify any 
changes in aquatic communities 

Accepted. 

This measure has been included as Mitigation Measure 8F, 
included in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of this 
RtS. 
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4.5 NSW HEALTH 
Table 4-6 provides a response to the submission received from the NSW Health dated 8 July 2015.  

Table 4-6 NSW Health comments 
Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Air quality The air quality assessment (Environ, 2015) concluded that the 
regional impacts of the Stage 1 proposal were negligible. 
However, the Health Risk Assessment for emissions from the 
operation of the Stage 1 proposal has identified exposure to 
diesel particles and exposure to nitrogen dioxide as carrying the 
highest risk to local residents. 

The quantitative health risk assessment presented within the 
Screening Health Impact Assessment is comprehensive and of 
high quality and uses methods that NSW Health supports. It 
demonstrates for a range of pollutants the incremental health 
impacts generated by traffic / trucks and onsite from the SIMTA 
development Stage 1 are low. While the health risk is 
considered to be low, the implementation of Best Practice 
Measures as outlined in s.22 and Appendix M of the EIS will 
reduce potential risk to the local community. 

Noted. As discussed in Section 8 of the EIS, the air 
guideline values for assessing air quality impacts are: 

 NSW EPA, 2005 Approved Methods for the Modelling 
and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New South Wales; 
and  

 NEPC, 2003, National Environment Protection (Ambient 
Air Quality) Measure, as amended. 

Health risk associated with changes in air quality are 
discussed in Section 20.1 of the EIS and are assessed in 
terms of exposure-response functions. As the two studies 
were undertaken in accordance with their industry 
applicable guidelines, the studies have different 
assessment criteria; hence the reported conclusions of 
each study are not directly comparable.  

SIMTA acknowledges South Western Sydney Local Health 
District’s (SWSLHD) support of the methods and outcomes 
of the air quality health risk assessment. As noted in 
Section 22 of the EIS, Mitigation Measure 4.1A commits 
SIMTA to the implementation of control measures to further 
reduce air quality impacts associated with the proposal.  

Sections 8, 20.1 
and 22, Appendix M 
and O of the EIS. 

Noise 
assessment 

Train pass-by events are potentially sleep-disturbing. The 
guideline maximum allowed (LAmax) in the Rail Infrastructure 
Noise Guideline is high and we would expect awakenings to 
occur at a lower level. The findings of Screening Health Impact 
Assessment support this. We therefore would advocate as a 
condition of consent all feasible mitigation of the preferred 
southern rail link including lubrication and maintenance of rail 
and noise barriers to minimise affected receivers in the Casula 

The Health Risk Assessment presented in Section 10.1 and 
Appendix O of the EIS reviewed the impact of noise from 
the operations of the IMT and rail noise on sleep 
disturbance and cognitive development in children using 
the WHO community noise guidelines. The review found 
that there were small exceedances of sleep disturbance 
criteria resulting from the rail noise, under a ‘worst case’ 
scenario where no mitigation measures were applied. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix O of the 
EIS. 

Sections 7 and 8 
and Appendix N of 
this RtS. 
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and Glenfield areas. An Operational Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan may be an appropriate mechanism to 
monitor and achieve best health protective noise outcomes. 

Mitigation measure 3B commits SIMTA to the installation of 
friction modifiers on the Rail link and the effectiveness of 
their application confirmed with short-term noise 
monitoring. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3C, included in 
Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS, 
commits to the preparation of a Rail Noise Management 
Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) that would prescribe 
monitoring, maintenance and mitigation requirements in the 
event that rail noise criteria are exceeded. The RNMP 
would form a component of the Operational Environmental 
Management Plan for the proposal.  

The Health Risk Assessment presented in Appendix O of 
the EIS concludes that through the implementation of these 
measures, along with those identified in the Best Practice 
Review, mean that the health risk to the community as a 
result of the proposal would be low. An addendum health 
risk assessment has been prepared to consider the health 
impacts of the amended Rail link, and concluded that the 
health risk to the community remains the same as that 
presented in the EIS. Additional mitigation measures, such 
as noise walls, are not considered reasonable or feasible 
for the Proposal.  

Cumulative 
impacts 

[I]t is noted that the predicted air quality data were not available 
at the time of assessment for a proposed Glenfield Recycling 
Plant to be located at the Glenfield Waste Facility. … we have 
concerns about potential odours, which may add to the 
cumulative impact of fumes from diesel particles and Nitrogen 
dioxide from SIMT A and the Moorebank lntermodal Terminal. 

It is recommended that consideration be given to the cumulative 
effects of all of the land use proposals likely to give rise to 
odours/fumes which may impact on the local community at 
future phases of development. 

Measures as outlined in the Best Practice Reviews for air quality 

It is noted that the environmental impact statement and air 
quality impact assessment for the proposed Glenfield 
Recycling Plant is not yet available (15 July 2015); hence 
an assessment of the cumulative impacts of the proposal 
and the Glenfield Recycling Facility cannot be undertaken 
as part of this response to submissions. 

It is noted that the Concept Approval for the SIMTA project 
requires all subsequent development applications to 
include an assessment of cumulative air impacts at a local 
and regional level, which would include an assessment of 
information available for land use proposal in the vicinity of 

Concept Approval 

Sections 8 and 22 
and Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions       
Page 104 Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

and noise should be implemented as feasible for this Proposal 
to reduce any cumulative air quality and noise impacts at Stage 
1 of the SIMTA development. 

the SIMTA project.  

Assessment of air quality impacts for the Proposal took into 
consideration background air quality, which would include 
air quality impacts associated with operation of the 
Glenfield Waste Facility, see Appendix M and Section 8 of 
the EIS. SIMTA is committed to implementation of the 
measures outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.1A and 4.2A, 
included in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 
8 of this RtS, which have been identified as reasonable and 
feasible for the proposal to mitigate impacts associated with 
the Proposal and cumulative impacts.   
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4.6 LIVERPOOL CITY COUNCIL 
Table 4-7 provides a response to the submission received from the LCC dated 3 July 2015.  

Table 4-7 Liverpool City Council (LCC) comments 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Traffic and 
Transport 

The TIA models traffic growth out to 2016, at which point the 
SIMTA modelling indicates that background traffic would already 
cause poor intersection performance on Moorebank Avenue at 
Heathcote Road and Newbridge Road. As the poor intersection 
performance cannot be attributed to this proposal, the TIA 
suggests that the upgrade should be funded by RMS. No 
indication is provided that the works will be carried out in time to 
facilitate the operation the SIMTA Project. Furthermore, the TIA 
does not acknowledge that the SIMTA traffic will provide a 
significant contribution to heavy vehicle movements thus 
expediting the timeframe to reach reduced LOS. 

The Traffic and Transport Impact Assessment, included 
as Appendix L and summarised in Section 7 of the EIS, 
concluded that operational traffic impacts from the 
Proposal on the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road 
and Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road intersections 
would be minor. Additional assessment has been 
undertaken to demonstrate the impact with and without 
the Stage 1 Proposal, should these intersections not be 
upgraded by Roads and Maritime. These results are 
presented in Appendix F of this RtS. The assessment 
has demonstrated that the Proposal would not impact 
the level of service to these intersections.  

As per the Concept Plan Approval, SIMTA commits to 
negotiating with the relevant agencies/ authorities 
regarding the funding apportionment of potential 
upgrade works.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 4.4 and 
Appendix F of 
this RtS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval – 
Statement of 
Commitments 

The TIA does not clarify if the local negative growth or the precinct 
average positive growth rate was applied to the background traffic 
at the intersections assessed. 

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment 
presented Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS used an 
average positive traffic growth rate, which was applied to 
the intersection performance analysis. The assumptions 
are detailed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Appendix C of the 
Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix L of the EIS.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

The traffic impact assessment (TIA) does not provide detailed 
simulation inputs and outputs associated with modelling the 
intersections. In a typical TIA, this information would be provided in 
a detailed appendix. For instance, signalised intersections 
performance is dependent on the phasing and timing assumptions. 

Appendix C of the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix L of the EIS and 
summarised in Section 7 of the EIS, includes information 
on the Paramics modelling that was used for the 
assessment. Detailed simulation inputs and outputs are 

Sections 7.2 and 
7.3 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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The detailed inputs and outputs would allow these simulations to 
be confirmed and tested independently so that predictions of future 
performance can be verified. 

consistent with the Roads and Maritime Services Traffic 
Modelling Guidelines. The phasing and timing data for 
signalised intersections are sourced from RMS and used 
in the modelling where required. 

As noted in Chapter 7 and Appendix L of the EIS, the 
model used for the Concept Plan Assessment was 
updated to reflect the 2014 traffic counts. The modelling 
results and data included within the updated Transport 
and Accessibility Impact Assessment, along with the 
information presented in the Transport and Accessibility 
Impact Assessment (Available: 
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/public/e7e7b46eb83
865821f73b6b79b0d509b/16%20Appendix%20F2%20-
%20Transport%20and%20Accessibility%20Impact%20A
ssessment%20Appendices_Part1.pdf) should be 
adequate for any assessment requirements. 
Additionally, clarification on modelled data and results 
may be provided on a needs basis upon request to 
SIMTA. 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

The assumption that average intersection performance metrics are 
an adequate description of intersection performance cannot be 
verified. Detailed outputs including delays, queue lengths and 
degree of saturation are typically provided to assess whether the 
intersections are performing appropriately. Intersection timing and 
queue lengths must be considered so that they do not generate 
interactions between intersections. At present, SIMTA provides 
only average delay and Level of Service (LoS) ratings for the 
intersections. This could disguise acute problems related to 
particular traffic movements on the local network approach lanes 
for example. 

Appendix B of the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix L of the EIS and 
summarised in Section 7 of the EIS, includes detailed 
outputs of the assessment, in accordance with the 
Roads and Maritime Services Traffic Modelling 
Guidelines. Intersection modelling and analysis indicated 
that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity 
at the eight modelled intersections assessed in 
accordance with the SEARs. In addition, traffic modelling 
undertaken for the Concept Plan Approval also identified 
network capacity issues on State Roads, demonstrating 
that there are already issues within the local network.  

Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

The assumption that the public transport mode share requirement 
of 20% can be reached without provision of enhanced public 

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment 
included as Appendix L of the EIS and summarised in 

Section 5.2.2 
TIA, Appendix L 
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transport or private shuttlebus services is not considered correct. 
This assumption is made in the context of the existing mode share 
being estimated at 2%. 

Section 7 of the EIS, assumed that all employee trips 
(i.e. 100% of trips) would be by private vehicles, 
constituting 80 vehicle movements per day.  

In accordance with the Concept Plan Approval, SIMTA 
has committed to negotiating with the relevant 
agencies/authorities as required to facilitate the staged 
delivery of the public transport infrastructure including: 

 Review and rationalisation of the locations of Route 
901 bus stops in the vicinity of the site to match the 
proposed northern terminal entry location and 
enhance accessibility. 

 Consulting with relevant bus provider(s) regarding 
the potential to extend the Route 901 bus through 
the site via the light vehicle road and increasing peak 
period bus service frequencies to better match the 
needs of existing and future employees of the locality 
with frequency dependent on the development of the 
site. 

 Consulting with relevant bus providers regarding 
changes to existing bus stop location and the 
identification of new bus stop locations if required. 

of EIS 

Section 7.3.2 of 
the EIS 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

The assumption that 70% of vehicles visiting the site will be semi-
trailers and the remainder will be B-doubles has not been justified 
with reference to the composition of the Sydney truck fleet or any 
other empirical measurement. A higher proportion of smaller 
vehicles will generate more traffic and potentially greater noise, 
congestion and air pollution than suggested by the EIS. 

The split of semi-trailers and B-doubles adopted for the 
Proposal is consistent with the split presented in the 
Concept Plan Assessment, which has been accepted by 
TfNSW and Roads and Maritime in the Concept Plan 
Approval.  

Section 7.3.2 
and Appendix L 
of the EIS 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

Proposed upgrades have been restricted to those proposed by 
RMS itself. No consideration of constructability or safety of these 
upgrades has been undertaken. 

All works undertaken on Roads and Maritime owned 
infrastructure would be undertaken in accordance with 
the required Works Authorisation Deed(s) and Road 
Occupancy Licences (ROLs), or other agreement 
reached with Roads and Maritime services.  

Section 4.4 of 
this RtS. 
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Further assessment has been undertaken of the 
performance of Heathcote Road /Moorebank Avenue 
and Newbridge Road / Moorebank Avenue intersections 
performance without the upgrades identified by Roads 
and Maritime and it has been demonstrated that the 
Proposal would not lead to a loss of intersection 
performance. 

Additional PM Peak Traffic Modelling should be conducted to 
include the time between 14:00 and 16:00. Additional traffic 
modelling should be conducted for a range of vehicle type 
proportions such as a scenarios where 80%, 90% and 100% of 
freight is moved via semi-trailers. This will allow the full range of 
potential impacts from traffic to be assessed. 

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment 
presented in Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS 
considered the highest traffic volumes impact during the 
PM peak period, which was between 15:00 and 18:00. 
The highest PM peak in Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment provided a worst case traffic impact. The 
average traffic volumes during the time period between 
14:00 and 16:00 are about 13% lower than time period 
adopted in the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment. 

The split of vehicles adopted for the Traffic and 
Accessibility Impact Assessment was agreed with 
TfNSW and Roads and Maritime and approved in the 
Concept Plan Approval. There is no justification to test 
80%, 90% and 100% freight to be moved by semi-
trailers. 

Section 7.3.2 
and Appendix L 
of the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval  

The secondary traffic movements from the SIMTA site should be 
incorporated into the TIA modelling and assessed to establish the 
level of impact associated with the proposal not providing 
warehousing on site. 

This is not required as warehousing is not relevant to 
this stage. The Traffic and Accessibility Assessment, 
included as Appendix L of the EIS, has provided a 
suitable assessment.  

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment has 
considered vehicle movements associated with 
construction and operation of the Proposal. Section 1.3 
of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to 
transfer freight container movements from road to rail, 
thereby alleviating freight related road congestion 

Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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between Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along 
the M5 Motorway. As noted in Section 2.2 of the EIS, the 
Proposal would service the south-west freight catchment 
hence operation of the Proposal represents a change in 
transport mode between Port Botany and Moorebank for 
freight entering the catchment. Warehousing is not 
proposed as part of the Proposal.   

SIMTA’s modelling identified that 83% of all container trucks will 
travel via the M5, heading to the Hume Highway or further west. 
This suggests that SIMTA traffic will be a significant contributor to 
the weave issue, which has implications for the traffic congestion 
and accident risk. 

The weaving issues on the M5 Motorway between the 
Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue were reported 
in Transport and Accessibility Impact Assessment, 
prepared for the Concept Plan Approval.   

The Proposal would increase traffic volumes on the M5 
Motorway between the Hume Highway and Moorebank 
Avenue by less than 1 percent of current traffic volumes. 
As the predicted traffic increase from the Proposal is 
anticipated to be low, the Proposal would not adversely 
impact the potential weaving on the M5 Motorway. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 3.3.6 of 
Traffic & 
Accessibility 
Impact 
Assessment for 
the SIMTA 
Concept Plan 
Approval. 

SIMTA Stage 1 should not be determined until the results of 
independent RMS traffic modelling are released and considered in 
the overall assessment to ensure that potential risks are 
understood and managed appropriately. 

Roads and Maritime Services is currently undertaking a 
study titled Liverpool Moorebank Arterial Road 
Investigations (LMARI) mesoscopic model. The LMARI 
investigation area includes a much larger network, 
consisting of key corridors including the Hume Highway, 
M5 Motorway, M7 Motorway, Camden Valley Way, 
Newbridge Road, Heathcote Road, Moorebank Avenue 
and Hoxton Park Road. It is understood that the future 
years modelling outcome from the LMARI would not be 
available until mid-2016 at this point in time. The traffic 
modelling prepared for the Proposal is considered 
suitable to address the impact of the Proposal, without 
the need for incorporation of the LMARI mesoscopic 
model.  

N/A 
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The weaving issues on the M5 Motorway between Moorebank 
Avenue and the Hume Highway have not been addressed. This 
needs to be considered as it has the potential to require upgrades 
to the M5 to ensure the capacity of the M5 Motorway is satisfactory 
as well as the intersection with Moorebank Avenue. 

As noted above, the weaving issue was addressed in 
the Concept Plan Approval. As the predicted increase in 
traffic associated with the Proposal on the M5 Motorway 
is less than one percent the Proposal would not 
adversely impact the potential for weaving on the M5 
Motorway.  

Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 3.3.6 of 
Traffic & 
Accessibility 
Impact 
Assessment for 
the SIMTA 
Concept Plan 
Approval  

The TIA does not indicate if the current lane configuration [of 
Moorebank Avenue] is suitable for the traffic generated by the 
project or if the additional traffic will impact the capacity of 
Moorebank Avenue. 

Section 5.4 of the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) assessed the traffic 
capacity of Moorebank Avenue in its current 
configuration. Currently, Moorebank Avenue is 
configured in two lanes (one lane in each direction) and 
carries approximately 16,400 to 16,900 vehicles per day. 
The Proposal would increase traffic on Moorebank 
Avenue (south of Anzac Road) by approximately 750 
vehicles per day (approximately 4.5% increase 
compared to existing volumes). The analysis indicated 
that Proposal would not exceed the current capacity of 
the Moorebank Avenue. Therefore, the current lane 
configuration of Moorebank Avenue is suitable for 
carrying traffic generated by the Proposal. 

Figure 5-2 in the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) shows the lane 
configurations on Moorebank Avenue at the site 
entrances and exits. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

The TIA does not address existing cycling facilities regarding their 
relocation or maintenance during operation and construction of the 
proposal. 

Existing cycling facilities are considered in the 
Preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan 
(PCTMP) and Preliminary Operational Traffic 
Management Plan (POTMP) (contained within Appendix 

Appendix L of 
the EIS. 
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L of the EIS).  

The proposal has stated that the development of the SIMTA facility 
will have positive implications on the operation of surrounding 
businesses through increased employment and a reduction in the 
volumes of truck movements along the M5 Motorway. It is unclear 
how this will impact upon the function and viability of existing 
businesses, particularly by way of traffic impacts. 

The statement within the EIS document notes that: the 
SIMTA Project would generally have a positive impact 
on the surrounding area through increased employment 
and a reduction in the volumes of truck movements 
along the M5 Motorway. The statement referenced did 
not make specific reference to impacts on businesses. 
However, as noted in Section 7 of the EIS and the 
Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, the 
Proposal would not exceed the current capacity of the 
M5 Motorway/ Hume Highway, the M5 
Motorway/Heathcote Road and Cambridge Avenue, nor 
would it reduce the LoS of the Moorebank Avenue / 
Heathcote Road intersection. Impacts on the function 
and viability of local businesses by way of traffic impacts 
are not therefore predicted.  

Section 20.4 and 
Section 7 of the 
EIS. 

Proposed 
modification 

The EIS notes that a modification has been sought for the 
approved concept plan that would remove the requirement for an 
agreement to modify the 901 bus route to better serve the 
proposal. The modification is proposed as developer levies cannot 
be used to support bus services. Removing the public transport 
commitments from SIMTA Stage 1 could compromise public 
transport provision for the final IMT at the Moorebank Site. 
Furthermore, the proposed modifications to the statement of 
commitments extend far beyond the removal of a bus route VPA 
and include the removal of all commitments to road infrastructure 
provision under a VPA. This is an extraordinary modification which 
would effectively remove responsibility for infrastructure provision 
from the proponent. 

As outlined in Section 7 of the EIS, the Proposal would 
not trigger the need for bus route modifications or 
additional infrastructure associated with public bus 
services. The purpose of the modification sought is to 
alter the legal mechanism for investigating changes to 
the 901 bus service, in consultation with Transport for 
NSW and DP&E as a Voluntary Planning Approval is not 
the appropriate mechanism to secure changes to the 
bus route (10_0193 MOD1). The modification does not 
remove SIMTA’s commitment to negotiate with the 
relevant agencies/ authorities regarding the staged 
delivery of public transport infrastructure to support the 
SIMTA Project. 

It is noted local infrastructure contributions under 
Council’s Contribution Plan are not applicable to the 
SIMTA site.  

It is also noted Moorebank Avenue is owned and 

Section 7 of the 
EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

10_0193 MOD1 
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maintained by the Commonwealth.  

A major shortcoming of the Stage 1 SIMTA Project Application is 
the lack of information regarding local infrastructure contributions. 
The lack of contributions and commitment to infrastructure 
upgrades is further exacerbated by the proposed Section 75W 
modification to the Concept Approval to remove transport related 
VPA requirements. 

… 

SIMTA should enter into relevant discussions with Liverpool City 
Council regarding a works-in-kind or monetary contribution 
towards local infrastructure works or upgrades. This should be 
provided within a draft VPA or letter of intent that stipulates the 
public benefit offering the development would provide off site. 
Currently, SIMTA is not committing to any additional works or 
payments towards local infrastructure. 

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, 
included as Appendix L and summarised in Section 7 of 
the EIS, concluded that the impact of the Proposal does 
not warrant the need for road infrastructure upgrades, 
with the exception of intersection upgrades for the 
purposes of the site entry and exit points on Moorebank 
Avenue, which is owned by the Commonwealth. 
Therefore upgrades at this stage are not considered 
necessary.  

The Modification (refer to Section 3.3.2) does not 
preclude the preparation of a VPA (as one of many 
measures) to undertake upgrades to minimise traffic 
impacts. This would be determined subject to traffic 
reporting, in consultation with TfNSW, as part of future 
stages of development for the SIMTA Project.   

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 3 of 
Modification 
assessment 
report 

Rail The northern connection to the SSFL introduces a special turnout 
into a 1263 m radius curve. The practice of placing turnouts in 
curves is problematic, building in an ongoing need for requiring 
ongoing maintenance. 

In accordance with ARTC requirements, a special 
turnout is required for the northern connection of the Rail 
link as it is located on a curve. As discussed in the Rail 
Access Report, included as Appendix F of the EIS, it 
was agreed with ARTC to keep the northern connection 
on the curve due to constraints within the SSFL corridor 
and the Georges River.  

As noted in the Rail Access Report (Appendix F of the 
EIS) and Section 6.3.3 of the EIS, design of the northern 
connection was refined in consultation with ARTC. 
Maintenance of the track and formation of the Rail link 
would be undertaken by SIMTA and access to the Rail 
link for maintenance purposes has been provided.  

Section 6.3.3 
and Appendix F 
of the EIS.  

The 165 m radius curve and 1 in 7 turnout on the southern 
connection to the SSFL loop appears to be less than the ARTC 
normal minimum for yards/sidings connected to interstate lines. 

As noted in the Rail Access Report (Appendix F of the 
EIS), design of the southern connection was refined in 
consultation with ARTC. The connection point with the 

Section 6.3.3 of 
the EIS 
Appendix F of 
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The design is aiming for an operational speed of 35 kph on this 
connection but appears to be insufficient to achieve this when 
compared with ARTC standards. The ARTC standards, in this 
instance, should take precedence for this section of the rail link as 
it will be their infrastructure that connects to SIMTA rail yard. It is 
noted in the EIS that consultation with ARTC has occurred 
throughout the design of the rail link, however this is not clear in 
the provided documentation. 

SSFL for the southern connection was identified to limit 
operational impacts on the SSFL during construction 
and operation of the Proposal. The southern connection 
uses a standard right hand R190:7 tangential turnout 
capable of accommodating trains speeds of 35 km /h. It 
is noted that ARTC standards generally require a 200 m 
radius; however a 165 m radius curve is required in this 
location to minimise impacts within the Glenfield Waste 
Facility and to avoid the need for the Rail link to connect 
directly to the SSFL flyover. These constraints have 
been discussed with ARTC and details of consultation 
with ARTC throughout the design development are 
included in Section 4.2 of the Rail Access Report 
(Appendix F of the EIS) and Section 6.3.3 of the EIS.  

the EIS.  

The design of the SSFL loop seems to be primarily focused on the 
northern entry and for 650 m trains. This is in contrast to the ARTC 
comment that they desire future flexibility for 1800 m trains to 
access the site. Currently, an interstate train would extend partially 
onto the loop, with the crossovers needing to be further into the 
yard. Alternatively a parallel track to the loop could be provided to 
ensure standing trains would not remain on the loop. If interstate 
trains are to terminate at the site when coming from the south the 
southern entry to the yard provides a low speed constraint and will 
become a maintenance issue. Wheel squeal may also become a 
noise issue on such a tight curve. 

It is intended that all locomotives using the Rail link 
would be marshalled and stabled in yards on either the 
SIMTA or MIC site. Priority would be given to incoming 
trains to prevent parking on the SSFL. Maintenance 
access will be arranged with relevant land owners.  

It is noted that the Proposal is seeking approval for 
operation of 650 m locomotives on the Rail link. Design 
of the Rail link has been undertaken in consultation with 
ARTC (Appendix F o the EIS) and does not preclude its 
use by trains of up to 1800 m length. Operation of 
1800 m length trains on the Rail link would be subject to 
separate development approval. Consultation with 
ARTC will be on going throughout the progression of 
detailed design.  

The potential for wheel squeal has been assessed in the 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix N of 
the EIS), and is described in Section 9.3.3 of the EIS. 
Mitigation measures have been identified in Section 22 
of the EIS.  

Sections 9.3.3 
and 22, 
Appendices F 
and N of the EIS 
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The clear distance from SSFL loop (southern entry) to first 
crossover is approximately 400 m, which is insufficient to hold 
either a 650 m or 1800 m train clear of the SSFL loop. Similarly the 
distance to the second crossover from the SSFL loop is 
approximately 1095 m which is insufficient to hold an 1800 m train 
clear of the SSFL loop. 

As noted above, priority would be given to incoming 
trains to avoid parking on the SSFL.  

As stated in Section 2.2 of the Rail Access Report 
(Appendix F of the EIS) the Proposal is seeking approval 
to operate 650 m trains on the Rail link and operation of 
1800 m trains would be subject to a separate 
development approval.  

Consultation with ARTC will continue through the 
progression of detailed design for the Proposal and 
would also be undertaken for subsequent development 
applications relating to rail access from the ARTC rail 
network.  
 

Appendix F of 
the EIS. 

Crossing beneath Moorebank Avenue south of the northern 
abutment on the Up Side of the East Hills corridor provides an 
unnecessary constraint to both the IMT and the East Hills 
corridors. The rail line access is being limited to a single line and 
does not easily accommodate an additional track for increased 
through put to the terminal. In addition, should container trains 
approaching from the south of Sydney become double stacked in 
the future, this alignment with limited vertical clearance will add 
another unnecessary constraint that would need to be removed. 
The future quadruplication options for the East Hills line may be 
limited by this alignment, to the down side of the corridor. This may 
cause complications for track alignment, cross overs and a future 
Moorebank station location when the quad is developed. 

As noted above, the Rail link alignment has been 
amended and no longer encroaches on the East Hills 
Rail Corridor. A description of the proposed amendment 
and an assessment of the impacts of the amendment 
are included in this RtS.  

Double stacking of containers on freight trains within the 
ARTC metropolitan network is not considered feasible 
due to existing height restrictions within the existing rail 
network.  

Section 6 and 7 
of this RtS. 

The proposed rail alignment has limitations and is not anticipated 
to meet the objectives of other stakeholders such as the ARTC 
and MIC. The geometry of the line will not provide sufficient space 
for a 650m train between the southern SSFL loop and the first 
cross over. Further, 1800m trains would not fit between the 
Northern SSFL loop and the second cross over. This configuration 
will result in trains standing within the loop and potentially causing 

As noted above, the design of the Rail link has been 
developed in consultation with ARTC. As stated in 
Section 1.5 of the EIS, SIMTA and MIC have reached an 
agreement for development of the SIMTA and MIC sites 
as a whole of precinct approach, utilising the Rail link as 
described in this RtS. Design of the Rail link has been 
undertaken in consultation with MIC to meet the 

Sections 5.1, 
6.3.3 and 
Appendix F of 
the EIS. 
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operational problems for other traffic on the SSFL. objectives of that site as well as the SIMTA Project. 

As noted above, the Rail link has been designed to not 
preclude its use by 1800 m trains, however the Proposal 
is seeking approval for use of the Rail link by 650 m 
trains. Priority will be given to incoming trains to prevent 
parking of trains on the SSFL as a result of the Proposal.  
As stated in Section 2.2 of the Rail Access Report 
(Appendix F of the EIS) the Proposal is seeking approval 
to operate 650 m trains on the Rail link and operation of 
1800 m trains would be subject to a separate 
development approval. 

 

The application has relied on assumptions from the Concept Plan 
(2013) regarding the IMT trip generation. It was assumed that 
there will be five trips to Port Botany and five trips from Port 
Botany spread evenly throughout the day. However, in reality this 
spread will be contingent on a number of external factors which 
have not been considered. Additional empirical evidence regarding 
the capacity of the SSFL is required to confirm the operational 
environment of the IMT, with negotiation and support from ARTC. 

As noted in Sections 4.5.4 and 6.3.3 of the EIS and the 
Rail Access Report included within Appendix F of the 
EIS, ongoing consultation with ARTC has highlighted 
train path availability for the Proposal. SIMTA will 
continue to consult with ARTC with regards to train 
paths on the ARTC network. 

Section 4.5 and 
Appendix F of 
the EIS. 

There is no consideration given to the difficulty of tying into existing 
rail lines from a geotechnical, drainage and constructability 
perspective. 

The Rail Access Report included within Appendix F of 
the EIS, addresses the design of the Rail link. As was 
noted in the EIS, the Rail link was amended to move the 
connection point for the northern connection northwards, 
in order to avoid a requirement to extend the Glenfield 
Passing Loop. The tie-in for the southern connection 
was amended to minimise works to existing RailCorp 
and ARTC assets. Additionally, the Appendix F of the 
EIS notes: The design of the Rail Link support through 
the GWS including detailed earthworks stability 
modelling and structural design will require further 
targeted geotechnical investigation. The results of this 

Sections 12 and 
22 and Appendix 
P of the EIS.  
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investigation will allow the designers to undertake 
detailed geotechnical modelling of existing and proposed 
conditions to define the most efficient engineering 
solution. 

Mitigation measure 6A commits to further geotechnical 
investigations during detailed design.  

The proposed rail link’s special turnout into a radius curve for the 
northern connection of the rail line to the SSFL would cause 
ongoing maintenance issues. Appropriate justification and 
mitigation measures need to be identified. 

A special turnout is required at the northern connection 
in accordance with ARTC requirements, as the 
connection is located on a curve of the SSFL. The 
connection point with the SSFL for the northern 
connection was identified to limit operational impacts on 
the SSFL during construction and operation of the 
Proposal. 

As noted in Section 3.3 of the Rail Access Report 
(Appendix F of the EIS), design of the Rail link includes 
provision of an access track along the Rail link to 
provide SIMTA Rail link operators with access to 
maintain the track and formation and to provide ARTC 
access to maintain signalling, which will be under the 
direct operation of ARTC.  

Appendix F of 
the EIS.  

The following rail link loop design issues need additional 
justification or re-design: 

 The clear distance from the southern SSFL loop to the first 
cross over is insufficient to hold a 650m long train. 

 The clear distance from the northern SSFL loop to the second 
cross over is insufficient to hold a 1800m train 

 The crossovers will need to be further into the yard or the 
introduction of a parallel line will be needed to address this 
existing shortcoming 

Priority would be given to incoming trains to prevent 
parking of trains on the SSFL and all trains would be 
marshalled and stabled within the yards on the SIMTA 
site.  

The Rail link has been designed to not preclude its use 
by 1800 m trains. As stated in Section 2.2 of the Rail 
Access Report (Appendix F of the EIS) the Proposal is 
seeking approval to operate 650 m trains on the Rail link 
and operation of 1800 m trains would be subject to a 
separate development approval. Consultation with 
ARTC will continue throughout detailed design for the 
Proposal and subsequent development approval 

Appendix F of 
the EIS.  
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applications for use of the Rail link.  

The rail link alignment is not considered to be future proof due to 
the following: 

 The alignment of the rail link underneath the Moorebank 
Avenue Bridge will have future limitations as any double 
stacked freight trains will not be able to access the site. 

 The rail link alignment underneath Moorebank Avenue also 
restricts the link to only a single line, which further restricts 
future expansion opportunities for the development. 

 The proximity of the rail alignment to the EHPL will result in the 
future quadruplication of the EHPL to occur to the south. This 
may cause complications for track alignment and a future 
Moorebank Station. 

 

In response to submissions received during public 
exhibition, the alignment of the Rail link has been 
amended. Sections 6 and 7 of this RtS presents the 
revised Rail link alignment and further environmental 
assessment of the alignment. These amendments mean 
that the Rail link no longer encroaches on the East Hills 
Passenger Line, allowing for its future quadruplication.  

Sections 6 and 7 
of this RtS.  

Also, a number non-compliances with ARTC standards have been 
identified. It is unclear whether ARTC has been consulted about 
these non-compliances. 

Section 4.1 of the Rail Access Report (Appendix F of the 
EIS) outlines the consultation undertaken with ARTC to 
date and design modifications undertaken to meet ARTC 
requirements.   

Appendix F of 
the EIS. 

Air quality The worst case assumptions in the Traffic Assessment falls short 
of identifying a rigorous worst case scenario. Therefore the 
assumptions for traffic volumes and movements which feed into 
the modelling undertaken as part of the AQIA will need further 
review and updating to ensure that significant impacts are not 
created. 

The assumptions adopted within the Traffic and 
Accessibility Impact Assessment, included in Appendix L 
and summarised in Section 7 of the EIS, were the same 
assumptions adopted for the Concept Plan Approval. 
For light vehicles, the EIS assumed all employees would 
use private motor vehicles to access the site during 
operation; which represents a worst case scenario.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

There is no off-site air quality monitoring proposed in the AQIA or 
within the Air Quality Management Plan. Due to the large scale 
clearing and bulk earthworks required during construction it is 
recommended that offsite monitoring of particulate matter be 
undertaken to ensure that potential dust impacts are identified and 
managed if required. The location of such monitoring should 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included in 
Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 of the EIS, for 
the Proposal predicted low risk of impact from both 
construction and operations and therefore revised 
monitoring recommendations were made for daily visual 
checks (construction dust, smoky vehicles, excessive 

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS report 
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consider prevailing wind direction and sensitive receivers to ensure 
that potential impacts to the surrounding community are 
minimized. 

The AQIA contradicts the Statement of Commitments noting that 
no monitoring will be undertaken, whereas the Statement of 
Commitments clearly states that an air monitoring campaign will be 
undertaken during the initial phases of both construction and 
operation of the SIMTA site for:  

 Nuisance Dust 

 Air Emissions – PM10 and Nitrogen dioxide. 

idling). SIMTA is committed to undertaking air quality 
monitoring during the construction and operation of the 
Proposal, in accordance with the Concept Plan 
Approval.  

For clarity, Mitigation Measure 2C has been included, 
and commits to air quality monitoring during the initial 
stages of construction and operation. The key pollutants 
were listed as nuisance dust (construction) and 
particulate matter and NOx (during operations).  

In accordance with the updated mitigation measures, 
SIMTA will commit to campaign air quality monthly 
monitoring during the initial stages construction and 
operations. Further details for monitoring, including 
equipment, frequency, duration and monitoring locations 
will be documented in the CEMP and OEMP.  

Concept Plan 
Approval 

The Air Quality Management Plan for any future development 
stages will need to ensure best practice Emission controls are 
implemented where deemed feasible. All Air Quality Management 
Plans should also include: 

 Detailed response plans should be prepared to provide an 
outline of response in the event of poor air quality conditions. 

 Further detail on site responsibilities for reporting 
achievements or failings against key performance indicator(s) 
is required to address this requirement. 

 Further detail on the compliance reporting requirements is 
required, including examples of any document templates, 
checklists etc. that will be used. 

The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), included as 
Appendix M of the EIS, developed for the Proposal is a 
live document and will be continuously reviewed and 
updated on a regular basis. In particular, the AQMP (and 
Best Practice Review (BPR)) will need to be updated for 
future development applications of the SIMTA Project, 
incorporating advances in best practices including 
improving technologies and emissions performance.  

Response plans would be developed for Stage 1 site 
operations (for example to respond to excessive 
queuing, smoky vehicles). However, SIMTA are unable 
to develop response plans in the event of poor air quality 
conditions that are caused by events external to SIMTA 
operations.  It is noted that poor air quality conditions in 
the Liverpool area, as defined by peak concentrations or 
exceedances of the relevant air quality goals, are most 

Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval. 
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often associated with regional air quality issues (such as 
bushfires, ozone formation) or other local air quality 
issues, such as those associated with domestic wood 
heaters during winter.   

Event based scenarios of what to do in event of truck emission 
observations, dust escape or other potential air pollution event 
should form part of the CEMP and OEMP. 

Management measures, including event based 
management scenarios are outlined in the AQMP, 
included as Appendix M to the EIS, for example:  

 During construction, event based management 
scenarios include ceasing activities such as soil 
stripping during high winds or increasing watering if 
dust is seen leaving the work site. 

 During operations, event based management 
scenarios include rejecting trucks with smoky 
exhausts or standing down equipment for 
maintenance. 

Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

As an existing locomotive fleet will be deployed as part of SIMTA 
Stage 1, the upgrades to incorporate auxiliary power and electrical 
shore power connections should be considered as part of future 
maintenance programs. 

This would be considered as necessary as part of future 
stages of development approval and in consultation with 
utility providers.  

N/A 

Rather than the proponent considering the need for a vehicle 
efficiency and emissions reduction program, this should be a 
continuous improvement requirement to operate SIMTA. 

Ongoing review and consideration of ‘long duration’ idle reduction 
methods, strategies and technologies should be considered 
throughout the life of the SIMTA IMT. The outcomes of any 
identified international demonstration projects may provide 
important performance benchmarking for SIMTA operations to 
ensure that best practice and continuous improvement 
philosophies are adopted. 

SIMTA is committed to continuous improvement, for 
example diesel powered container handling equipment 
would be replaced in future stages with electric gantry 
cranes.  

The Best Practice Measures proposed for the Proposal 
in the BPR (Appendix M of the EIS) will be progressively 
implemented throughout the additional stages of the 
SIMTA Project, resulting in continual emissions 
improvement.  

As noted above, the BPR is a live document that will be 
reviewed and updated during subsequent development 
applications. Advances in technology and emissions 

Sections 10.1 
and 22 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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performance will be incorporated into future updates to 
the BPR.  

Best Practice 
Review 

The SIMTA Stage 1 proposal does review international best 
practice and standards, with little commitments made and only 
limited justification provided as to why best practice cannot be 
achieved. A number of the justifications for inaction are counter to 
operations across a range of international IMTs which operate in 
far more constrained conditions and at higher container 
throughput. 

The proposal should not proceed without a full and reasonable 
assessment of best practice measures and their potential for 
implementation. A rigorous, transparent approach would be for an 
independent body to evaluate the costs and benefits of these 
measures to provide more objective analysis. 

SIMTA has undertaken a rigours BPR based on 
international and local examples for the Proposal.  The 
comment is incorrect to suggest little commitments were 
made. Examples of SIMTA best practice as follows: 

 New reach stackers to achieve best practice 
emissions performance to meet US EPA Tier 3 / 
Euro Stage IIIA standards. As noted by the EPA, this 
is consistent with the NSW Government Resource 
Efficiency Policy and also goes beyond existing 
regulatory requirement for non-road diesel engines.  

 Electrically powered locomotive shifter to reduce the 
need for locomotive idling.  

 Diesel powered container handling equipment would 
be replaced in future stages with electric gantry 
cranes.  

 Gate appointment system, truck marshalling lanes 
and rejection of trucks that arrive early to minimise 
wait times and queuing 

 Development of an anti-idle policy for trucks, 
locomotives and container handling equipment.  

Sections 10.1 
and 22 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Noise Existing noise environment data and noise monitoring data are not 
included, therefore it is not possible to verify if previous comments 
regarding the removal of weather affected data have been 
addressed. 

Noise survey data was presented, consistent with the 
Industrial Noise Policy, in the Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment for the SIMTA Concept Plan Assessment, 
which was accepted by the EPA and subsequently 
approved. This data is available with the Concept Plan 
Assessment, which is available on the Department of 
Planning and Environment’s website. Background noise 
levels adopted for the SIMTA Project are presented 
within Appendix N and Section 9.2 of the EIS. 

Section 9.2 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 121 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

The construction noise assessment does not include modelling 
inputs and assumptions and does not indicate where the sources 
have been located on the site, or source to receiver distance 
assumptions. 

The construction areas are shown in Figure 1-2 in the 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Appendix N of 
the EIS. For the purposes of modelling, the construction 
noise sources identified in Appendix N and Section 9.3 
of the EIS, are spread over the site, representing the 
most likely scenario. For the construction of the rail link, 
a number of logical sections where modelled to capture 
the worst case noise levels at receivers close to the Rail 
link. These sections included the SSFL connection, 
Georges River crossing, Georges River to Moorebank 
Avenue, and Moorebank Avenue to the SIMTA site.  

Section 9.3 
Appendix N of 
the EIS. 

Input data, including sound power levels of plant, rail noise etc. 
and climatic conditions, should be clearly documented for clarity in 
the acoustic assessment so that input data, assumptions and 
noise mitigation treatments can be properly verified. Additional 
tables and references in the report are required to allow 
comprehensive assessment. 

This data is provided within Appendix N and 
summarised in Section N of the EIS, as follows:  

 Climatic conditions are presented in Section 3.1.1 

 Rail noise input data in presented in Section 3.1.2 

 Operational source levels are presented in Section 
3.2.1 

 Construction source levels are presented in Section 
3.6.3. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS 

Furthermore, it appears that no further noise monitoring was 
carried out at the SME site as recommended in Cardno’s previous 
review. 

It is understood that the current Commonwealth land proposed for 
the MIC site is used as an educational facility with residential 
accommodation by the SME. The Stage 1 assessment has not 
identified or assessed impacts on these receivers. The SME site is 
in use and may still be in use when the SIMTA site is being 
constructed or is operational. The site is required to be assessed 
for construction and operational noise and vibration impacts to 
noise sensitive receivers. This was previously identified in the 
2013 review but has not been subsequently addressed. 

The SME relocated from the MIC site in 2014; hence 
further consideration of impacts on the MIC site as an 
educational facility or residential area was not warranted 
as the MIC site would not be used for these purposes 
during construction or operation of the Proposal.  See: 
http://www.defence.gov.au/id/moorebank/ProjectScope.
asp 

N/A 
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… 

Additional construction and operational noise and vibration 
assessment is required for the SME site. It is anticipated that some 
liaison with the Department of Defence for the SME site may be 
required to determine location of residential accommodation on the 
SME site to enable acoustic assessment for these noise sensitive 
receivers. 

It is noted that lubrication on the tracks has been identified as a 
mitigation measure for wheel squeal. Similar applications of this 
has been used by Sydney Trains, but it is unclear whether this has 
been effectively introduced. Further, the impact of wheel squeal 
may be further reduced by profile grinding of the rails to help keep 
the flange away from the rail to minimise stick slip effects. Real 
world examples should be cited with monitoring data provided to 
determine the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Rail grinding and the application of friction modifiers are 
standard practice for mitigating rail squeal and are 
employed by TfNSW across the NSW rail network. In a 
paper presented by TfNSW at INTER.NOISE 2014, 
lubrication/friction modification and grinding were 
identified as the most effective countermeasures that 
could be applied to rail track for mitigating curve squeal. 

Mitigation measures for the Proposal have been updated 
to include a commitment to rail grinding in accordance 
with TfNSW’s specifications, in Section 8 of this RtS. 
This approach has been proposed for the Proposal and 
has been accepted by NSW EPA. 

Hanson et al. 
Curve Squeal: 
Causes, 
Treatments and 
Results. 
INTER.NOISE 
2014; 
Melbourne, 
Australia. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

It is unclear if the Railcorp noise data used for the rail noise 
assessment is of rail cars loading and unloading on site, diesel 
locomotives idling or takes into account shunting of rail cars and 
other transient events such as containers etc. being dropped onto 
hardstand areas. The assessment also does not identify at what 
location within the proposed rail balloon loop the assessment was 
taken. 

Source sound power levels (and conditions, i.e. rail cars shunting 
etc.) have not been documented other than a single reference in 
the sleep disturbance section of the report (Refer Section 6.2). In 
this section, a LAmax sound power level of 118dB(A) is referenced 
for these activities. 

The TfNSW (previously RailCorp) rail noise data was 
used for the rail noise assessment only. In accordance 
with the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guideline (RING), the 
rail noise assessment investigates potential impacts due 
to trains operating beyond the SIMTA site boundary. 
Noise emissions from trains within the SIMTA site 
boundary are included in the operational noise 
assessment and assessed in accordance with the INP. 
The rail noise assessment includes noise from both 
locomotives and wagons.  

The Nordic prediction algorithm, which is accepted by 
NSW EPA, was used for the rail noise assessment for 

Appendix N of 
the EIS. 
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For assessment of LAeq noise levels from rail activities, the 
assessment should clearly state the sound power levels used so 
that the assessment inputs and outcomes can be verified. 

the movement of trains between the SSFL and the 
SIMTA site. The Nordic algorithm is based on reference 
noise levels rather than sound power levels. The 
reference noise levels used in the assessment were 
sourced from the TfNSW databases. 

The predicted rail noise levels exceed the criteria at receiver 
NCA3. There are assertions that these receivers will be impacted 
by high levels of rail noise anyway, but existing levels from the 
SSFL are not provided for a comparison. Actual existing rail noise 
levels are required to validate this assumption. 

Publicly available data on existing rail noise levels at the 
most sensitive receivers in NCA3 is unavailable. Due to 
the number of rail movements along SSFL and Main 
Southern Lines being significantly higher than those 
proposed for the Proposal, an engineering judgement 
was made that the existing rail noise levels in this area 
would be higher than the levels predicted from the 
Proposal. This will be confirmed though measurements 
prior to Stage 1 Operations and included in the Rail 
Noise Management Plan (RNMP). For clarity, mitigation 
measure 3C has been updated to include a commitment 
for rail noise monitoring to be undertaken prior to 
commencement of operations as part of development of 
the RNMP. 

Section 9 of this 
RtS 

It is unclear if the cumulative assessment has been reviewed and 
documented under temperature inversion conditions, as the report 
has identified that temperature inversions will occur at the site. 

… 

Adjustments (additional column(s)) are recommended in the 
cumulative noise assessment section (Table 7-1) to distinguish 
operational noise emissions from the SIMTA site and a separate 
column for combined noise impacts. As stated previously, the 
assessment should indicate if the documented noise impact is 
inclusive of temperature inversions, alternatively, provide two 
separate tables, i.e. one under neutral conditions and the second 
under temperature inversion conditions to clearly identify potential 

The scenario used for the cumulative assessment 
involves operations from the Proposal and Early Works 
of the MIC Proposal. The MIC Proposal indicates that 
early works construction activities will occur during 
daytime only. Accordingly, the cumulative assessment in 
the Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix 
N) for the Proposal is for the daytime period only, when 
temperature inversions are not likely to occur. 

Section 19 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS 
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noise impacts under worst case conditions. 

Cumulative noise impacts require reassessment for all receivers 
once consolidated input data is available. This should include 
impacts including the peak output on both sites and associated site 
generated road traffic. 

The Concept Plan Assessment contained an 
assessment of cumulative impacts associated with 
operation of the SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal at 
a combined TEU throughput of 1 million TEU and 
associated warehousing, shared between the two sites. 
Assessment for the cumulative impacts of the Proposal 
and the MIC Proposal considered the Early Works of the 
MIC Proposal and annual road freight throughput of 
250,000 TEU at the Stage 1 site, including traffic 
impacts for this scenario. 

Section 19 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS. 

There was also no assessment of the impact of the noise from the 
Stage 1 proposal on regional noise impacts. 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, included 
as Appendix N and summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
addressed the SEARs and all aspects were conducted 
in general accordance with relevant NSW Government 
guidelines and policies. It is not standard practice to 
assess noise impacts on a regional scale. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS 

Hazard and Risk It is recommended that the transit and handling of dangerous 
goods and/or potentially hazardous materials be considered and 
assessed to ensure that the appropriate level of risk is assigned 
and appropriate mitigation measures are outlined, with these 
contributing to the procedures for freight acceptance to minimise 
risks along transit corridors. These procedures require 
development in consultation with third party authorities involved in 
the goods supply chain (i.e. customs and road/rail transport 
companies) to ensure that risks and hazards associated with 
unknown or uncontrolled dangerous or hazardous materials are 
managed appropriately. 

A preliminary hazard assessment is not required for the 
Proposal as the facility would not receive or store 
dangerous goods (classes 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 and/or 8) in 
quantities greater than the screening thresholds 
identified in SEPP 33 requirements. Refer to Section 
18.3 of the EIS. 

The transport of any dangerous goods to be accepted by 
the Proposal by road and rail would comply with the 
Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) Act 2008 
and the Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) 
Regulation 2014. Refer to mitigation measure 12E in 
Section 22. 

 

Section 18 and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS 
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A PHA is not required based on the preliminary risk screening. 
However, given the potential for receival of hazardous goods it is 
highly recommended that the following risk management 
measures are in place prior to construction and/or operations 
commencing: 

 Fire safety study 

 Emergency plan (including all construction areas, site 
operations including rail and road transport corridors) 

 Hazard and operability study (HAZOP) 

 Updated hazard analysis should be undertaken throughout the 
design phases of the project 

 Construction safety study 

 Safety management plan. 

Mitigation measures 0A, 0B, 7B, 7D, 12A to 12I, 14A 
and 14B in Section 22 of the EIS would be implemented 
to manage hazards and risks associated with dangerous 
goods during the construction and operational stages.  

Mitigation measure 12C commits SIMTA to undertaking 
a HAZOP, which would be undertaken to identify and 
evaluate problems that may represent risks to personnel 
or equipment. In accordance with mitigation measure 
12G, the OEMP for the Proposal would include an 
Operational Hazard and Risk Management Plan, which 
would be periodically reviewed and updated.  

As committed in mitigation measure 0A, the CEMP for 
construction of the Proposal would include a Health and 
Safety Plan.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS 

It is highly recommended that residual risks are recorded in a 
project risk register to keep an account of all construction and 
operational phase risks and their mitigation measures for all 
Stages of the Proposal. The ‘hierarchy of controls’ for risks during 
design, construction and operations should be applied to 
‘Eliminate’ risks as a top priority as outlined in this NSW 
WorkCover guideline 

Noted and agreed. The Operational Hazard and Risk 
Management Plan would include a risk register. 
Mitigation measures provided within the EIS have been 
updated within Section 8 of this RtS to include this 
requirement.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Risks of including the MIC and SIMTA Projects as an integrated 
facility should be reviewed and better understood. If a single 
operator was to take control of the site the inter-dependency of the 
construction and operational risks need to be reviewed on an 
ongoing basis as the detailed designs for subsequent stages are 
developed. 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the 
SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal to be developed as 
the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of 
assessment of the development applications for the 
Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC 
Proposal, the two applications are separate 
developments and must be considered as such.  

Section 18 of the EIS includes a Preliminary Risk 
Screening which has been prepared in accordance with 

Section 1, 
Section 18 and 
Section 19 of the 
EIS. 

www.micl.com.a
u 

Accessed: 24 
August 2015 
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State Environmental Planning Policy No. 33- Hazard and 
risk (SEPP 33) to assess and mitigate hazard and risks 
associated with the construction and operation of the 
Proposal. In addition to this, Section 19.3.6 of the EIS 
provides an assessment of the potential cumulative 
hazard and risk impacts resulting from undertaking of 
the Early Works for the MIC Proposal and operation of 
the Stage 1 Proposal. This cumulative assessment 
builds upon the overall cumulative assessment 
previously provided in the Concept Plan Approval for the 
SIMTA Project.  

The assessment undertaken (with the EIS and the 
Concept Plan Approval) is considered suitable to 
address the potential cumulative impacts of the SIMTA 
Project, including the Proposal in consideration of the 
MIC Proposal. It is envisaged that future approvals 
would provide additional hazard and risk assessments 
as relevant.  

A project wide risk register shall be maintained to record and 
capture all risks, hazards and required mitigation measures 
identified by all studies completed to date. This will need to be a 
‘live’ document that is updated as more design details are 
developed and as the full picture of the overall development comes 
to light. The latest version of the risk register should accompany 
any subsequent development applications for future stages. 

Noted and agreed. The Operational Hazard and Risk 
Management Plan would include a risk register. 
Mitigation measures provided within the EIS have been 
updated within Section 8 of this RtS to include this 
requirement. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Detailed Hazard and Operability Studies (HAZOPs) shall be 
undertaken by a suitably experienced and multi-disciplinary team 
during the detailed design phases of the terminal infrastructure to 
ensure that logistical processes, hazardous material storage areas 
are reviewed against appropriate design standards and to evaluate 
problems that may present risks to personnel, equipment and the 
community. 

As noted in Section 18.4.2 and in mitigation measure 
12C in Section 22, hazards associated with the Proposal 
operation would be identified through a HAZOP, which 
would be undertaken as part of the detailed design. 

Section 18 and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS.  
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Safety in Design (SID) reviews should be undertaken by suitably 
experienced and qualified design team members during the 
detailed design phases of the terminal infrastructure to ensure that 
constructability, operability hazards and lifecycle risks are 
reviewed against appropriate design standards and to evaluate 
problems that may present risks to personnel, equipment and the 
community. 

The Work Health and Safety Act 2011 prescribes the 
requirements for consideration of Safety in Design. All 
works associated with the Proposal will be undertaken in 
accordance with the Work Health and Safety Act 2011, 
as required by law. Mitigation measure 12A commits to 
preparation of a Health and Safety Plan in accordance 
with the legislative requirements. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Human health The health assessment considers noise and air quality impacts 
primarily, with no consideration given to mental health impacts 
associated with increased stress resulting from higher levels of 
congestion or decreased visual amenity. A broader assessment is 
required that considers the full range of potential health impacts. 

The focus of the Health Impact Assessment was on the 
health risks that may be associated with environmental 
hazards.  For the Proposal the main issues of concern 
were air quality and noise.  These were identified 
through the consultation during the Concept Plan 
assessment and in consultation with the Department of 
Health (see Section 6.3 of the EIS). The impacts on 
visual amenity and traffic congestion are being 
minimised through the design and development of the 
Proposal.  Additionally, the impact of changes to visual 
amenity and traffic congestion as a result of the 
Proposal on mental health are difficult to quantify as 
these issues are very individual responses to change.   

Section 6.3 and 
Appendix O of 
the EIS 

It is noted that these values only marginally exceed 1.0 which 
indicates that rail noise from the Stage 1 Proposal may result in an 
increase in the risk of the health outcomes in the local community 
with cumulative impacts associated with future stages and the MIC 
Proposal. 

As described in Section 20.1 and Appendix O of the EIS, 
the ratio of the predicted level to the guidelines is termed 
the hazard quotient (HQ), with a hazard quotient of less 
than one considered to be an acceptable level of risk. A 
hazard quotient that exceeds one doesn’t necessarily 
mean that health effects will be observed in the 
community.  It means that there is an increased risk of 
effects occurring.  The Noise and Vibration Assessment, 
included as Appendix N of the EIS, provides detail on 
best practice measures that would be implemented to 
reduce adverse environmental impacts from the 
operations at the Proposal. 

Section 20.1 and 
Appendices O 
and Appendix N 
of the EIS 
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Construction noise risk was not assessed against the WHO 
guideline to the same level of quantitative rigor as the operational 
noise risk. 

Section 20.1.3 of the EIS and Table 35 of the Health 
Impact Assessment contains the hazard for annoyance 
and cognitive function.  All hazard quotients were equal 
to or less than 1. Sleep disturbance wasn’t assessed as 
construction activities will predominantly occur during 
the day, not at night, and would be temporary in nature. 

Section 20.1.3 
and Appendix O 
of the EIS 

Due to the linkages between assumptions and predicted impact 
data across the various traffic, noise and air quality assessments 
and the findings of the HIA and HRA, any revisions to the outputs 
of the specialist assessments will need to be reviewed against the 
findings and conclusions of the HIA and HRA prior to 
determination. 

Noted. This would be addressed as necessary and 
suitable throughout the approval process of the DA.  

N/A 

Geotechnical The bulk earth works strategy requires more in depth 
consideration. It appears that the bulk earthworks strategy 
considers that all material won on site is suitable for re-use. 
Significant budget under-estimates will likely result should material 
not be suitable for reuse either due to contamination or 
geotechnical properties. 

… 

The bulk earthworks strategy does not consider the required 
volume of imported fill needed for the rail embankment. The cost of 
importing this large amount of fill will be substantial which needs to 
be confirmed prior to the finalisation of the bulk earthworks 
strategy. 

Prior to the progression of the bulk earthworks strategy, it may be 
prudent to produce an earthworks management plan or earthworks 
guidelines that considers both geotechnical and contamination 
aspects of site won material with respect to the suitability for 
specific applications. 

As noted in Section 12.3.1 of the EIS, the aim of the bulk 
earthworks strategy was to maximise the amount of 
material excavated from the site that is reused onsite, 
thereby minimising the amount of material brought to 
site. The volumes presented in the EIS excluded the use 
of topsoil material as engineered fill. It is noted in the 
Geotechnical Interpretative Report it is anticipated that 
the existing fill of the Stage 1 site could be reused, with 
some sorting to remove unsuitable material, and 
moisture conditioning so that the material is placed at or 
near to the optimum moisture content. This would be the 
preferred approach to managing soils on site and aligns 
to the quantities presented in the bulk earthworks 
strategy.  

Mitigation measure 6B, within Section 22 of the EIS, 
commits to the reuse of soils on site where possible; or 
for offsite disposal at an appropriately licensed facility 
where this is not possible. Mitigation measure 6C, within 
Section 22 of the EIS, commits to the progression of the 
bulk earthworks strategy which will outline the volumes 

Section 12 and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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of imported and exported material, any buffer areas, 
temporary soil stockpiling areas and fencing of 
excavations as part of detailed design and construction 
of the Proposal. 

Mitigation measure 7C, within Section 22 of the EIS, 
commits to the preparation of a Contamination 
Management Plan which would detail procedures for the 
management and tracking of contaminated materials 

The construction of the entry tracks to the IMT cross the Glenfield 
Waste Facility and associated leachate basins. These areas will 
require geotechnical/stability assessment as parts of this area 
have anecdotally been causing settlement issues in the vicinity of 
the junction of the East Hills and Main South lines. 

… 

Further analysis and modelling of the impacts and expected 
settlements of the proposed embankment considering various 
options and their expected costs should be conducted prior to 
determination of the project. As identified in the GIR, a detailed 
stability assessment considering the proposed cut and fill and 
interaction with existing fill and natural soils/slopes would need to 
be conducted prior to finalising the design. 

Noted.  

Mitigation measure 6A, within Section 22 of the EIS, 
commits to further geotechnical investigations within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility in the vicinity of the Rail link to 
further determine the type and characteristics of soils. 
These assessments would also take into consideration 
the potential for soil settlement and the need for any soil 
settlement treatment as part of construction.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Acid sulfate soil assessment should be conducted in accordance 
with the NSW Acid Sulfate Soil Manual. The investigation shall 
comprise intrusive sampling and testing to provide confirmation 
that alluvial soils within the development are not actual or potential 
acid sulfate soils, or otherwise. The investigation should 
encompass alluvial soils within the development area or along the 
alignment of the rail spur that may be disturbed by site works 
including but not limited to dewatering, earthworks or footing/pile 
construction. The investigation should include (as a minimum) 
detailed laboratory analyses. 

As noted in the EIS, there is an extremely low to low 
probability of the presence of acid sulfate soil materials 
at, or in the vicinity of the Proposal site, including the 
Rail link, which is consistent with the geological and 
topographic setting of the Proposal site. No indications 
of acid sulfate soils or potential acid sulfate soils were 
encountered during soil sampling undertaken for the 
Proposal.  

It is noted, in response to the submission received from 
the OEH, that there is the potential for the bottom 
sediment of the Georges River to contain acid sulphate 

Section 12 and 
Appendix R of 
the EIS 

Section 8 of this 
RtS Report 
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material, hence mitigation measure 5A has been 
updated to include a requirement for assessment of 
potential acid sulphate soils within the Georges River as 
part of development of the Soil and Water Management 
Plan.   

A Salinity Assessment should be conducted and where 
appropriate, a saline soils management plan should be included in 
the CEMP. 

Mapping of salinity potential (DIPNR, 2002) indicates 
that the soils of the Proposal site have a moderate 
salinity potential. As noted in Sections 11.2.4, 12.3.2 and 
22 (mitigation measure 0A) of the EIS, a Soil and Water 
Management Plan will be prepared for the Proposal, in 
accordance with Managing urban stormwater: soils and 
construction Volume 1 (Landcom, 2004) (Blue Book). In 
accordance with the Blue Book, salinity risk must be 
considered during the preparation of the Soil and Water 
Management Plan; hence the mitigation measures 
proposed are considered appropriate.  

Sections 11.2.4, 
12.3.2 and 22 of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Additional assessment of the erosion potential of the soils 
particularly around existing water courses and of material 
proposed to be used in landscaping or in exposed embankment 
material whether short term (i.e. over the construction period) or 
long term. 

Impacts on the Georges River and Anzac Creek from 
exposed material and construction activities would be 
managed via the erosion and sediment controls 
documented in Section 6.5.2 of Appendix P of the EIS.  

An overarching Soil and Water Management Plan and 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would be developed 
for the Proposal in accordance with the principles and 
requirements of Managing Urban Stormwater – Soils & 
Construction Volume 1. Refer to mitigation measure 5A 
in Section 22. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Contamination Provide evidence of consultation with EPA regarding the Glenfield 
Waste Facility contamination and geotechnical/stability issues 
related to the rail link.  

EPA was consulted during the preparation of the EIS 
(refer to Section 6). A meeting was also held with the 
EPA on 24/7/2015 to further discuss the alignment of the 
Rail link through the Glenfield Waste Facility. The 
outcomes of this meeting are summarised in Section 2.2 

Section 6 of the 
EIS 

Section 2.2 of 
this report. 
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of this RtS.  

The RailCorp land has not been subject to detailed investigation 
due to accessibility issues. There is strong potential for unidentified 
contamination based on anecdotal evidence of illegal waste 
dumping and burning of railway sleepers in this area. The 
assumption of any contamination present within this area being 
readily manageable is insufficient without intrusive investigation 
works being undertaken. 

… 

Remedial Action Plan does not apply to the RailCorp land where 
anecdotal evidence of potential unidentified contamination exists. 

The data gap associated with this RailCorp land is 
acknowledged in Section 5.1.3 of the Remedial Action 
Plan (RAP) and Section 13.2 of the EIS, which indicates 
that contaminants typically associated with rail sites are 
readily able to be managed through standard industry 
practices including off-site disposal or on-site 
containment/management. This section of the RAP also 
indicates that further data gap investigations may be 
conducted. 

JBS&G liaised with RailCorp in an attempt to obtain 
access for planned investigation of this area, however 
access was not possible up to the time of the RAP being 
prepared. The amended Rail link would reduce the area 
of impact on this land and has been addressed in 
Appendix I of this RtS.  

The RAP incorporates information regarding data gaps 
and investigation thereof, and mitigation measures 
including contingencies and unexpected finds, and 
preparation of more specific remedial plans if require 
pending data gap investigations. 

Section 13 and 
Appendix R of 
the EIS. 

Appendix I of this 
RtS.  

More information regarding the anticipated effectiveness of the 
actions which will be taken if remediation of LNAPL contaminated 
groundwater is found to be ineffective should also be provided. 

It is anticipated that the remedial actions planned for 
addressing hydrocarbon impacts at the fuel facility in the 
former DNSDC area, including isolated/limited light, non-
aqueous phase liquid (LNAPL), as noted in Section 9.5 
of the RAP, will effectively remove the source of 
groundwater impacts and address residual impacts.  

The contingency measures included in Table 10.3 of the 
RAP include typical measures for addressing any 
residual potentially unacceptable groundwater impacts. 
These include a human health and ecological risk 
assessment, active remediation such as multi-phase 

Appendix R of 
the EIS. 
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extraction (MPE) or passive monitored natural 
attenuation (MNA) and ongoing management. These 
measures are well-documented as being effective 
actions to address any unacceptable residual 
groundwater contamination risks. 

Ecological risk is assumed to be low based upon the assumption 
that hardstand areas will cover the majority of the facility. 
Confirmation is required upon release of the final design plans, 
and if not, further evaluation of the ecological risks posed by 
identified contaminants, in particular lead, needs to be undertaken. 

Section 5.1.1.4 of the RAP provides discussion on the 
extent of metal impacts exceeding ecological criteria. It 
is noted that National Environment Protection Measure 
(NEPM) (2013) ecological investigation levels (EILs) do 
not apply at greater than 2 m depth, with the single lead 
exceedance reported at 3 m depth. Other more surficial 
EIL exceedances for copper and zinc are likely to be 
located beneath hardstand areas.  

Should detailed design and further investigations 
indicate soils posing potential ecological risks may 
require management, this will be dealt with through the 
RAP and/or Contamination Management Plan, 
depending on whether remediation and/or on-site 
management is required. 

Appendix R of 
the EIS 

Consideration is required should soils not meet the adopted on site 
re-use criteria. If this were to occur significant financial costs 
associated with disposing of materials off site and importing clean 
fill, as well as time burdens associated with changes to design may 
occur. This worst case scenario costing should be considered as 
part of the project to determine if this site is feasible for the 
proposed use of the site and its associated project budget. 

While the cost of remediation or management of 
contamination is considered in developing a preferred 
remediation/management approach, ultimately the 
choice of management actions is based on a range of 
factors including feasibility, positive environmental 
outcomes, end land use, cost, regulatory acceptance, 
etc. The management strategies developed in the RAP, 
based on extensive investigation of areas of the Project 
site, are designed to maximise on-site reuse without 
ongoing management (where possible) or subject to 
ongoing management if required. The extent of 
remediation identified thus far is relatively limited, and of 
a nature that can be readily managed through on-site 
remediation and/or re-use, or with minimal off-site 

N/A 
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disposal. Associated contamination management costs 
have been considered throughout the development of 
the design and investigation of the Proposal. 

An unexpected finds protocol should be put in place to address 
works encountering UXO or EOW, with appropriate management 
strategies and waste removal protocol’s put in place. 

The RAP (Section 10.6) includes an Unexpected Finds 
Protocol which covers any unexpected potential human 
health or environmental hazards. This protocol will also 
be included in a CMP being developed for 
implementation during development. 

It is noted in the RAP (Section 4.12) that specialist 
advice from a Defence-endorsed UXO contractor 
indicates there is a very low potential for remnant UXO 
or EOW containing high explosive/energetic material. 

A contingency plan for unexpected contaminated 
materials would be developed as part of the CEMP. 
Refer to Mitigation Measure 7C in Section 22 of the EIS 
and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix R of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Contamination of groundwater on the site is assumed to be 
manageable despite the absence of any strategies and methods 
for doing so. 

The extent of groundwater contamination requiring 
management is limited to petroleum hydrocarbons as 
LNAPL in two monitoring wells in the former DNSDC fuel 
facility (RAP Section 5.1.2). Strategies to address this 
impact have been incorporated into planned remedial 
actions for addressing hydrocarbon impacts in area the 
fuel facility, as noted in Section 9.5 of the RAP. These 
include removal of underground petroleum storage 
system (UPSS) infrastructure and all liquid content if 
present, removal of LNAPL to the extent practical using 
MPE, and excavation and on-site remediation or 
disposal of surrounding impacted soils. It is anticipated 
this will effectively remove the source of groundwater 
impacts and address residual soil and/or groundwater 
impacts.  

The contingency measures included in Table 10.3 of the 

Section 13, 
Section 4.4.4 
and Appendix R 
of the EIS. 
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RAP include typical measures for addressing any 
residual potentially unacceptable groundwater impacts. 
These include a human health and ecological risk 
assessment, active remediation such as multi-phase 
extraction (MPE) or passive monitored natural 
attenuation (MNA) and ongoing management. These 
measures are well-documented as being effective 
actions to address any unacceptable residual soil and/or 
groundwater contamination risks. 

Any investigations will need to be based on the detailed design of 
the proposed development to identify the extent of contamination, 
and what, if any, remediation activities are needed. The 
remediation of areas of the site would be best matched to the 
development of the site and considered as part of the future 
design. Based on these investigations, details should be provided 
regarding any need for remediation, monitoring and other 
management measures as well as risk to offsite sensitive receivers 
from impacted sediments, surface water and groundwater. 

All investigations to date as part of the EIS have been 
based on current designs for the Proposal. Any future 
data gaps requiring further investigations to address 
identified data gaps or unexpected finds as they may 
arise, will also be tailored to the development of the 
design when such investigations occur. Similarly, the 
remediation actions developed in the existing RAP are 
tailored to the development based on the understanding 
of the extent of contamination and designs available at 
the time, consistent with the Purpose and Objectives 
statements in the RAP. The RAP and Section 13.4 of the 
EIS provide details of the preferred remedial approach 
for documented contamination identified within the 
footprint of the Proposal and monitoring that would be 
undertaken to confirm the effectiveness of the remedial 
approach.  

Details from any further data gaps or unexpected find 
investigations will be assessed in order to develop 
appropriate management actions where required. 

Appendix R of 
the EIS. 

Hydrology The post construction PMF modelling demonstrates increased 
flood affectation of Moorebank Avenue and the SME site. 
Increases of up to 150mm on Moorebank Avenue are identified. 
This is considered a significant increase on a public road, and is 
inconsistent with the reported conclusion that the proposal results 

A drawing showing probable maximum flood (PMF) 
‘flood depths versus time’ for existing and developed 
conditions over Moorebank Avenue (at the Anzac Creek 
culvert) is provided in Attachment E to the RtS. Since 
the velocities are very slow, trafficability is primarily 

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

Appendix P of 
the EIS 
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in “negligible flood impacts within the Anzac Creek catchment 
area”. It is also not clear how far south the PMF impacts extend. It 
should be confirmed whether impacts extend to affect the existing 
rail line to the south. 

dependent on depth. The depth plot indicates that at a 
(‘safe’ vehicle) water depth of 0.2m, the road inundation 
time for developed conditions would increase from 
approximately 192 minutes (under existing conditions) to 
197 minutes for the developed scenario of 25% 
blockage of existing railway culvert and 50% blockage of 
the proposed culvert over Anzac Creek. 

With potential flood level increases at this Moorebank 
Avenue location of less than 10 mm in all events up to 
and including the 100 year, and road inundation time 
increases of only some 5 minutes in a 10,000 to 100,000 
year event (NSW Government, Floodplain Development 
Manual: the management of flood liable land, April 2005, 
Appendix A), Hyder reaffirms its assessment that the 
flood impacts within the Anzac Creek catchment would 
be negligible, as a result of the Proposal. 

It is unnecessary to extend the Anzac Creek flood 
analysis and mapping south to confirm whether PMF 
impacts extend to affect the East Hills Rail Corridor 
(EHRC) to the south. The EHRC is essentially located 
on the upper ridgeline of the Anzac Creek catchment 
which grades northward from minimum ground levels of 
approximately RL17.5mAHD, and will be protected by 
the proposed Rail link, located parallel to the EHRC on 
its northern (downstream) side as indicated on Dwg 
EISC1112 (Appendix E to this RtS). While it remains 
uncertain as to Anzac Creek management for the MIC 
Proposal, should flood protection of the proposed Rail 
link become necessary in this upper catchment area of 
Anzac Creek, then localised filling would be considered 
for the northern side of the proposed Rail link, in addition 
to that which is indicated on the southern side for local 
runoff management. 
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The EIS notes that the Anzac Creek flood model was ‘adjusted’ to 
provide results. More detailed is required as to how the model was 
adjusted, and how results compare to those derived by Council. 

The drawings included appendices to the Stormwater 
and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment, 
included as Appendix P of the EIS, show the modelled 
sub-catchment area adjustments, which are also 
described in Appendix P and Section 11 of the EIS. 

Flooding impacts were assessed and approved as part 
of the Concept Plan Approval. These models were 
adopted for assessment of the Proposal. As referenced 
in the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental 
Assessment, further details of the model, including a 
comparison to Council results, are provided in the, 
‘SIMTA Sydney Intermodal Terminal Alliance: Flood 
Study and Stormwater Management Part 3A Concept 
Plan Application (12/08/2011)’ (Concept Plan report) 
prepared by Hyder and available on the Department of 
Planning and Environment’s website. As stated, ‘the 
Concept Plan report should be read in conjunction with 
this current report’ (i.e. Appendix P to the Concept Plan 
EIS: 
http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/index.pl?action
=view_job&job_id=4400). Section 6.2.2 of Appendix P to 
the Concept Plan assessment notes that ‘The 100 year 
(TUFLOW) results were compared with that of Council’s 
and flood level variations found to generally vary by less 
than 0.025 metres.’ 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Appendix P to 
the Concept Plan 
assessment 

The EIS notes that a number of blockage scenarios were 
incorporated within the Anzac Creek flood model, and that 25% 
was adopted for the EIS assessment. Clarity is required as to why 
this value was deemed appropriate from the range of scenarios 
available. 

The ‘Anzac Creek Floodplain Risk Management Study 
and Plan’ (30 May 2008) prepared by BMT WBM for 
Liverpool City Council provides insight into the issue of 
blockage of waterway structures (particularly Section 
8.3.3), noting that: 

 The range of waterway structure blockages 
considered across the catchment has included 25%, 

Appendix E to 
this RtS 

Anzac Creek 
Floodplain Risk 
Management 
Study and Plan’ 
(BMT WBM, May 
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50% and 100%. 

 A 100% blockage scenario would be an extreme 
condition assumption. 

 Quick responsive catchments with high velocities 
contribute to blockages. 

With respect to the areas south of the Stage 1 site, 
culvert blockages have been based on considerations 
which include waterway and floodplain characteristics, 
catchment development land use, the project design and 
operation, and potential flood impacts. 

In the EIS assessment to the south of the Stage 1 site, 
the proposed culvert over Anzac Creek (6, 2.1m x 1.8m 
culverts, with 2 additional cells for fauna passage) is to 
be located in-between two existing culverts. 

The existing upstream culvert (0.6m x 0.45m) under 
Moorebank Avenue served a well maintained golf course 
(generally flat graded), and has a local water storage 
and line of trees adjacent to the culvert entry. A 0% 
blockage of this upstream culvert is considered 
appropriate, noting that while high blockage is possible, 
the EIS focus is on whether the proposed downstream 
rail culvert would introduce adverse flood impacts and 
this blockage assumption allows for largely unattenuated 
flows continuing to the downstream culvert(s). 

The existing downstream culvert (3, 1.45m diameter) 
under the existing rail spur, within the Boot Land is 
located approximately 300m downstream of Moorebank 
Avenue. The connecting open channel is vegetated with 
grasses (no trees). The overbank areas are flat grading, 
swampy, and well treed. A 25% blockage of this 
(downstream) culvert is considered appropriate for the 
purpose of assessing whether the proposed ‘in-between’ 
culvert over Anzac Creek would introduce adverse flood 

2008) 
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impacts. 

Introducing, a 100% blockage scenario to the existing 
rail spur culvert would be an extreme condition 
assumption, particularly because of the floodplain 
grading and resultant low velocities. Under existing 
conditions, a 50% blockage may be more realistic than a 
25% blockage. However, for developed conditions 
potential for blockage of the existing rail spur culvert 
would be reduced by the proposed Rail link 
embankment and culvert over Anzac Creek potentially 
capturing blockage material (as indicated in Appendix E 
to this RtS). 

With respect to the 50% blockage applied to the 
proposed Anzac Creek culvert, this is considered to be 
an upper limit blockage scenario, to demonstrate 
potential upper limit flood impacts (upstream) and 
maximum upstream flood levels. Appendix E of this RtS 
indicates that this blockage scenario would result in 
0.12m impact in the PMF at Moorebank Avenue (rather 
than the rounded 0.15m increase referred to in the EIS). 

Notwithstanding the above, a sensitivity assessment 
with 0% blockage on the proposed Anzac Creek culvert 
with 100% blockage on the existing rail culvert is 
included in Appendix E to this RtS, affirming that under 
such an extreme (and unlikely) blockage scenario, the 
PMF impact at Moorebank Avenue to be 0.09m (with an 
very minor 0.02m absolute water level increase, 
compared to 25% blockage of the existing rail culvert 
and 50% blockage of the proposed rail culvert). 

The proposed rail link bridge piers do not align with the existing 
bridge piers on the East Hills Line railway bridge, impeding 
navigation of the river, which is used for recreational purposes. 
Further, results for the Georges River bridge options indicate 

It is noted that the results for the 5 span and 6 span 
Georges River bridge design are not identical. The HEC-
RAS model results, included in Appendix C to Appendix 
P and summarised in Section 11 of the EIS, for the 6 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 
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identical result for options 2 and 3 (6 spans and 5 spans, 
respectively). Clarity is required as to how these options produce 
identical results, and why 6 spans was chosen given 5 spans 
produced the same result. 

span and 5 span options indicates changes in energy 
grade and slope, channel velocities, flow areas top width 
and Froude number.  

The water surface levels are provided to the nearest 
0.01m, since these do not vary between the models, it 
indicates that waterway area change resulting from the 
additional pier set results in water surface changes of no 
greater than +/-0.005m.  

It was chosen to represent a 6 span bridge for 
assessment within the EIS as it represents a higher 
environmental impact than the 5 span bridge. A decision 
on the number of spans of the bridge would be made 
during detailed design; however, it would not exceed 6 
spans.  

Detailed modelling of the bridge’s impacts on turbulence and 
erosion does not appear to have occurred. 

A detailed assessment of three potential configurations 
for the proposed Georges River bridge, providing 
detailed flow, water level, velocity and Froude number 
information are included in the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Impact Assessment, included in 
Appendix P of the EIS. In particular, for the proposed 
bridge configuration of 6 spans (Option 2), the modelling 
indicates that average channel velocities vary by only 
0.01m/s (compared to existing conditions) in the vicinity 
of the bridge for 100 year flows. Furthermore, Section 
4.1.5 of Appendix P of the EIS provides a summary of 
the flood mitigation measures incorporated into the 
design to achieve this minimal impact. The commentary, 
recommending local 2D modelling of the piers at future 
detailed design stages is to confirm local flow paths and 
refine streamlining of the bridge piers if necessary. 

 

Appendix P of 
the EIS. 
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Modelling results and maps for the 100 year ARI and PMF events 
within the Georges River have not been provided in a form 
consistent with those provided for Anzac Creek. At a minimum, 
maps should be generated to present flood extents and elevations 
for the 100 year ARI and PMF events. 

The Georges River HEC-RAS model input details and 
results provide all necessary flood information including 
– flows, flood extents, velocities, water surface levels at 
all modelled river station locations, and water surface 
profiles for the length of the Georges River model. 

With respect to flood extents, Appendix C to Appendix P 
of the EIS, provides the 100 year waterway extents at 
each River Station location. Under existing conditions, 
typical flow widths are approximately 150m. The 
proposed conditions model indicates that the flow widths 
would typically vary from 0.0m to 0.1m, with a maximum 
flow width increase of 0.4m (from 225.2m to 225.6m) 
located approximately 200m upstream of Cambridge 
Avenue (at River Station 36). 

(Note: Appendix E to this RtS includes a correction to 
the HEC-RAS ‘Profile Output – Standard Table 1’ for 
100 year Existing Conditions provided in Appendix C of 
Appendix P of the EIS. {The tables presented in Section 
11 of the EIS }) 

There is no requirement nor necessity to present 
Georges River (HEC-RAS) model results in the same 
‘map’ format as Anzac Creek (TUFLOW) model results. 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

Bridge / culvert structures required along the Georges River 
floodplain (for events >100 year ARI) have not been modelled. The 
proposed railway embankment will be an obstruction to flow for 
such events, and result in impacts to flooding. These impacts need 
to be quantified and presented for transparency. Flood mitigation 
required (in the form of bridges / culverts) needs to be designed 
and modelled at this stage to ensure that impacts can be feasibly 
managed. It is unclear why this assessment has been overlooked, 
while other bridge structures have been modelled, optimised, and 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, includes assessment of 
potential flood impacts for the proposed structure 
through the Glenfield Waste Facility, up to a 100 year 
ARI event. Since the structure is proposed to be located 
above the 100 year floodplain, there is no flood impact 
up to the 100 year event. 

The current Liverpool City Council flood model does not 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 
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flood impacts quantified and presented. appear to adequately represent overbank flow regimes 
in the vicinity of the Glenfield Waste Facility for events 
greater than the 100 year event. This may be because 
the excavation within the Glenfield Waste Facility is not 
representative of a sustainable site condition, with 
potential filling of the excavation being a condition of the 
development approval for the Glenfield Waste Facility.  

Overall levels at the Glenfield Waste Facility currently 
extend (in unexcavated areas) to above 21.0mAHD, with 
the PMF flood level in this vicinity approximately 
13.8mAHD (see Appendix C to Appendix P of the EIS).  

Should (re)filling of the Glenfield Waste Facility 
excavation be above 13.8m AHD then the proposed Rail 
link would have negligible flood impact. However, since 
the Glenfield Waste Facility site levels are currently set 
at a minimum of approximately 12.0mAHD (to prevent 
100 year flows entering the excavation) potential flood 
impacts as a result of the proposed Rail link could be 
mitigated (if necessary) by providing some waterway 
structure(s). 

These issues are proposed to be assessed in future 
design stages (with and/or without waterway structures), 
and are not considered to present a significant risk to the 
Proposal as impacts can be managed through design. 

A comparison of Council’s PMF (MIKE-11) flood model 
levels to levels predicted in the modelling undertaken 
within the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental 
Assessment is provided in Appendix P of the EIS. 

An assessment of the impacts to flood velocities and durations as 
a result of the proposal is not provided. This information is vital in 
understanding downstream impacts and is a requirements of the 
SEARs. 

Information included in Appendix E of this RtS provides 
channel velocities at each River Station location 
assessed for the EIS. Under existing conditions typical 
100 year velocities are approximately 3.0m/s. The 
proposed conditions model indicates that the velocities 

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

Upper Georges 
River Flood 
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would increase by no greater than 0.03m/s. 

With respect to durations, the ‘Upper Georges River 
Flood Study’ prepared by Department of Land & Water 
Conservation in conjunction with Liverpool city Council 
(December 2000) advises that 36 hour design storms 
produce the highest peak flows at Liverpool, and that the 
resulting 100 year river flows begin to rise 8 hours into 
the storm, peak at 1877m3/s a further 14 hours later, and 
after another 16 hours subside to 152m3/s. 

Study, DLWC & 
LCC, 2000 

A management plan for testing and maintaining the system in 
acceptable condition should be provided. The impacts of 
vegetation on the OSD volumes also need to be considered to 
ensure risks associated with ineffective basin volumes are 
considered. 

Management actions for maintaining the OSD and 
WSUD structures would be included as part of the 
Operational Environmental Management Plan for the 
site and are committed to in Mitigation Measures 5H, in 
Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this 
RtS. In developing this plan, consideration would be 
given to maintaining volumes within the OSD system.  

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

A more detailed design of the proposed railway bridge including 
the location and orientation of bridge piers and the height of the 
bridge deck, should be provided before determination. The impacts 
of the bridge on flooding and navigation of the river should be 
assessed and considered further. 

Design of the Georges River bridge would be considered 
further during detailed design. As noted above, a 6 span 
bridge was adopted as it represented a ‘worst case’ 
scenario, for assessment within the EIS.  

Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

Long term river bank stability should be addressed in more detail 
to allow assessment prior to determination as erosion is a key risk 
to water quality that needs to be considered. 

Measures to manage the potential for erosion of the 
Georges River bank have been identified in the Riparian 
Vegetation Management Plan, included as Appendix S 
of the EIS. Mitigation measure 5B commits to the 
provision of scour protection along banks and 
abutments, which would be installed as early as 
practicable during construction of the bridge.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Culvert blockage in flood modelling should be modelled 
consistently with an understanding that the proposal must be 

Different blockage factors were applied to various 
stormwater management structures to reflect realistic 

As above  
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assessed against a worst case scenario. Specifically, the Anzac 
Creek flood modelling should use a 50% blockage factor 
consistently across all existing and proposed culverts regardless of 
previous modelling. 

scenarios, as quick responsive catchments with high 
velocities contribute to blockages, while other 
catchments would not experience such a high level of 
blockage. 

With respect to the areas south of the Stage 1 site, 
culvert blockages have been based on considerations 
which include waterway and floodplain characteristics, 
catchment development land use, the project design and 
operation, and potential flood impacts.   

Water balance should be provided in greater detail including: 
changes in runoff to the particular catchments of the precinct and 
groundwater. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, includes the site water balance 
for the Proposal. While the site water balance may 
appear brief, it provides a comprehensive assessment of 
the inflows and outflows of water for the Proposal. The 
Stage 1 site is large, but relatively homogenous, and 
hence it is able to be represented using a relatively 
simple water balance model. 

Section 11.3.2 
and Appendix P 
of the EIS.  

Cumulative stormwater and flooding impacts of SIMTA and the 
MIC Proposals should be discussed as part of a precinct wide 
water balance assessment to ensure that shared infrastructure can 
cope. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, includes consideration of future 
stages of the SIMTA Project , which are assessed as the 
‘All Stages’ scenario. 

With respect to the MIC site, the SIMTA Project 
assessment and design is based upon the MIC Proposal 
providing flooding and stormwater mitigation within its 
own site, in accordance with the SEARs prescribed 
(SSD_5066). In particular, this includes the MIC site 
providing mitigation on Anzac Creek upstream (west) of 
Moorebank Avenue. 

Water quality impacts associated with development of 
the Proposal presented in Section 11.3 and Appendix P 

Section 19 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  
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of the EIS, and it is demonstrated that the Proposal 
would result in a significant reduction in pollutant 
generation (i.e. an improvement in water quality), 
relative to existing conditions. Given there is an 
improvement in water quality from the SIMTA site it 
follows that any cumulative impacts associated with the 
MIC Proposal would be required to be managed as part 
of that development. 

The water balance for the Proposal is presented in 
Section 11 and Appendix P of the EIS, and concludes 
that impacts on stormwater quantity are negligible in the 
context of the Georges River Catchment as a whole. 
The cumulative development of the Proposal and MIC 
Proposal would still only represent a very small fraction 
of the overall Georges River catchment so the same 
conclusion (i.e. that impacts are negligible) can be 
drawn. The EIS for the MIC Proposal commits to 
detaining flow and controlling discharge rates to the 
Georges River at pre-development discharge rates and 
has assessed that the construction of SIMTA Project 
would not impact on regional flooding levels. Any design 
for the MIC Proposal would be required to provide flood 
attenuation that would ensure no net increase in flood 
flows on the SIMTA site. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified in the EIS and the MIC 
EIS would minimise cumulative impacts on flooding and 
stormwater infrastructure.  

Future development applications for both sites will be 
required to assess potential impacts on hydrology. 

Operational phase plans are not mentioned. Construction phase 
plans are not provided, but there is stated a commitment to provide 
them before construction begins. 

An outline of the operations phase plans and strategies to be 

An OEMP would be prepared for the Proposal prior to 
commencement of operations, in accordance with 
Mitigation Measure 0B included in Section 22 of the EIS 
and updated in Section 8 of this RtS. As noted in the 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
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implemented should be included in the EIS prior to determination. EIS, a number of preliminary operational management 
plans have been prepared and are included in the EIS. 

RtS. 

Construction phase plans are not provided, but there is stated a 
commitment to provide them before construction begins. 

An outline of the construction phase plans and strategies to be 
implemented should be included in the EIS prior determination. 

Preliminary erosion and sediment control plans (ESCPs) 
have been developed for the Proposal and are included 
in the Drawings associated with the Stormwater and 
Flooding Assessment Report (Appendix P). These plans 
will be progressed by the Construction Contractor, in 
accordance with mitigation measures 0A and 5A 

Section 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS 

Modelling results and maps for the proposed Open Waterways 
have not been provided in a form consistent with those provided 
for Anzac Creek. At a minimum, maps should be generated to 
present flood extents and elevations for the 100 year ARI and PMF 
events. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the performance of 
the proposed stormwater management system. Model 
details for the local stormwater open waterways have 
been assessed with relevant DRAINS and HEC-RAS 
models and standard model inputs and results provided, 
as discussed below. 

The HEC-RAS model input details and results for the 
proposed waterways are summarised in Appendix E to 
Appendix P of the EIS. The input details provide all 
necessary 100 year stormwater information including – 
flows, flood extents, velocities, water surface levels at all 
modelled river station locations, and water surface 
profiles for the length of the Georges River model. The 
purpose of this modelling was to confirm that the local 
catchment runoff adjacent to the Proposal could be 
captured and conveyed without adversely affecting the 
southern neighbouring property. To this end, the model 
indicates that this swale would adequately convey the 
local (100 year) flows (of up to 0.34m3/s) with maximum 
water levels of 15.10 mAHD to 15.21 mAHD. 

The proposed Southern Waterway is within the broader 
Anzac Creek PMF floodplain, with PMF results provided 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 
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in Appendix E to Appendix P of the EIS. 

The proposed Eastern and Northern Waterways are also 
within the broader Anzac Creek PMF floodplain, with 
PMF results provided in Appendix B to Appendix P of 
the EIS. The results indicate flood levels of 
approximately 0.2m to 0.4m depth along the channel 
alignment on its eastern overbank areas. Along its 
western overbank areas, there is proposed site filling to 
above RL16.0mAHD, well above the PMF flood levels. 

There is no requirement, nor necessity, to present the 
local stormwater system results in the same ‘map’ format 
as Anzac Creek (TUFLOW) model results. 

For the Eastern and Southern waterways, a number of HEC-RAS 
sections show little (or no) freeboard within the channels, with 
flows overtopping in places. Consider widening channels to ensure 
adequate conveyance and freeboard. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the proposed 
stormwater management system for the Proposal and 
demonstrated that there is adequate freeboard in the 
Eastern and Southern waterways.  
Details of freeboard in these waterways are shown in 
HEC-RAS model and Dwg EISC1041, included in 
Appendix P of the EIS and Appendix E of this RtS.  

It is noted that the HEC-RAS model ‘River Station 3.84’ 
represents the downstream water level boundary 
condition (beyond the northern site works.) 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

Appendix E of 
this RtS 

It is noted for the Southern waterway that the grade is too flat to 
drain effectively, and that soak away / subsoil drainage may be 
required. It is suggested that bioretention be considered in this 
area, should that assist with a subsequent reduction in bioretention 
required in the OSD waterway. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, assessed the stormwater 
management for the Proposal. A subsoil system is 
indicated for this channel on Dwg EISC1041, included in 
Appendix P of the EIS and Appendix E of this RtS. 
Various configurations may be considered at detailed 
design, however it is unlikely that bioretention would be 
efficient on this swale as it primarily captures and 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 
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conveys external catchment flows. 

There are no commitments to ongoing monitoring and 
management of the stormwater infrastructure.  

Management of stormwater infrastructure would be 
undertaken in accordance with the processes that would 
be included in the OEMP for the Proposal. Mitigation 
measures 5H commits to maintenance of the bio-
retention structures will be in accordance with the 
maintenance requirements set out in Gold Coast City 
Council’s Water Sensitive Urban Design Guidelines, 
2007, and included in the OEMP. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

It is not clear how the OSD waterway and rain garden will function 
hydraulically. 

Key details relating to high-flow and low-flow weirs and other outlet 
structure information is not provided. 

Spillway details are not provided. The eastern and southern 
waterways show little or no freeboard in places, with some 
instances of overtopping. 

Channels should be widened to better accommodate expected 
flows. This should be considered in conjunction with the sensitivity 
analysis. 

Rainwater tanks have not been proposed, despite obvious benefits 
as discussed elsewhere. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the performance of 
stormwater management for the Proposal, included 
OSD. The DRAINS assessment of OSD volume and 
discharge assumes that the OSD (with invert 
13.50mAHD) is full of water up to 14.5 mAHD at the 
onset of the design storms, i.e. discharge is limited to 
the formal OSD outlet control structure. 

OSD outlet configuration details are provided in 
Attachment G to Appendix P of the EIS. 

The minimum extended detention depth for water quality 
performance is 0.3m, regulated by the OSD outlet 
structure, filter medium and associated subsoil drainage. 

Consideration of inclusion of rain water tanks would be 
undertaken as part of detailed design of the Proposal, in 
accordance with the Concept Plan Approval.  

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

For the OSD waterway, a number of structures and obstructions 
are indicated in HEC-RAS sections presented. It is not clear what 
these structures and obstructions are representing. Flow area is 
shown on both sides of the obstructions. It’s not clear how this is 
occurring (e.g. surcharge). The HEC-RAS sections also don’t 
seem to show a wall on the western channel bank, therefore it’s 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the performance of 
stormwater management for the Proposal, included 
OSD. The OSD waterway (HEC-RAS) modelling (with 
information provided in Section 5.1.2 and Appendix E of 

Appendix P of 
the EIS 

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 
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not clear how much (if any) freeboard is achieved. It is noted that 
Council requires a minimum 300 mm freeboard to the 100 year 
ARI level in OSD structures. 

Appendix P of the EIS) is related to the future ‘All 
Stages’ on SIMTA so as to inform on the ‘Cumulative 
impacts’ issues. The ‘All Stages’ OSD 100 year water 
level varies from approximately 15.4mAHD to 
15.7mAHD. 

[The ‘Stage 1’ OSD provided in Section 5.1.1 and 
Appendix D of Appendix P of the EIS. This ‘Stage 1’ 
OSD, being of shorter length and lower flows (compared 
to the modelled ‘All Stages’ OSD) is adequately 
represented by the DRAINS model basin representation. 
The ‘Stage 1’ OSD 100 year water level is 15.3mAHD.] 

With respect to the ‘All Stages’ OSD waterway (HEC-
RAS) modelling, the obstructions are representing 
potential convey obstructions in the high level (eastern) 
landscaping areas of the OSD. 

The currently assessed OSD configuration includes a 
minimum freeboard of 300mm to the 100 year water 
level. 

Natural regrowth will not proceed rapidly enough to minimise 
erosion. Without revegetation and active management, the 
channels could be overtaken by weeds and fast growing species 
which do not represent the original ecology of the channel. 

… 

Bank stability has not been adequately addressed. The SIMTA 
analysis of bank stability only includes the construction phase. It 
suggests that clean fill will be used to augment and form banks 
without discussing what sources and types of fill are appropriate 
for use. It is stated that re-vegetation will not be conducted and 
that this will be left to natural regrowth. This is wholly inadequate. 

As stated in Mitigation Measures 8B, of Section 22 of the 
EIS and Section 8 of this RtS, revegetation of the banks 
of the Georges River would be undertaken in 
accordance with the Riparian Vegetation Management 
Plan, included in Appendix S of the EIS, which identifies 
that revegetation or application of jute mesh or an 
alternative, may be required for bank stabilisation while 
vegetation establishes. As stated in the Riparian 
Vegetation Management Plan, revegetation of this area 
would predominantly be with shrubs, small tree and 
groundcover species. Weed management measures 
identified in the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan 
would also be implemented.  

 

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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The impact of climate change has not been assessed in relation to 
the available capacity of the drainage channels which in some 
cases already appear to be overtopping. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the performance of 
stormwater management for the Proposal, and included 
an assessment of a ‘Climate Change Scenario’. Under 
the Climate Change Scenario, rainfall intensities were 
increased by 20 percent to account for predicted 
changes in weather events as a result of climate 
change. The assessment concluded that adequate 
freeboard is provided on the proposed waterways, which 
would cater for climate change. 

Appendix P of 
the EIS 

Flood maps should be added / amended to illustrate the following: 

 Post construction Anzac Creek flood conditions, as is provided 
for the existing scenario (i.e. depths, extents and elevations). 

 Show areas of “was dry now wet” in the flood impact maps 
provided. 

 Duration of flood affectation. 

Additional mapping is included in Appendix E of this RtS.  

A map showing changes to flooding at Anzac Creek is 
included in Section 11.3 of the EIS and the Stormwater 
and Flooding Impact Assessment, included as Appendix 
P to the EIS. Mapping showing existing, post 
construction and changes in flood levels as a result of 
the SIMTA Project were included in the Concept Plan 
Assessment, and are available here: 
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/public/6c440e71625
c63fab29b96b2aa7bfaf4/Appendix%20C_%20Flooding
%20Maps%20and%20Data_HI%20RES.pdf  

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

Section 11.3 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS 

It is understood that DRAINS hydrology was input into the 
hydraulic model (TUFLOW) for discharge from the SIMTA area, 
while RAFTS hydrology was input into the hydraulic model for the 
remaining catchments. It is suggested that this modelling 
configuration be reviewed in detail (with more detail / outputs 
provided in the EIS for reference) to ensure that all catchments 
have been appropriately accounted for. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, modelled the existing and 
proposed hydrology of the Proposal The DRAINS, 
RAFTS and TUFLOW modelling has been consistent 
and comprehensive and detailed inputs and outputs 
have been provided within Appendix P of the EIS.  

The DRAINS, RAFTS and TUFLOW models can be 
made available on formal request (requiring a signed 
confidentiality agreement, between the reviewer(s) and 

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS 
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Council for the RAFTS and TUFLOW models, where 
released by SIMTA). 

Cumulative stormwater and flooding impacts of SIMTA and the 
MIC Proposals should be discussed as part of a precinct wide 
water balance assessment to ensure that shared infrastructure can 
cope. 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment, included as Appendix P and summarised 
in Section 11 of the EIS, and demonstrated that the 
stormwater management systems proposed for the 
Proposal would mitigate changes to stormwater quantity 
and quality as a result of the Proposal. Both the 
Proposal and the MIC Proposal have proposed 
mitigation measures to minimise off-site changes to 
hydrology. Future development applications for the 
SIMTA Project will include an assessment of potential 
cumulative impacts on hydrology, based on the 
information available at the time of the application.  

Sections 11.3 
and 19 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS. 

www.micl.com.a
u 

Accessed: 24 
August 2015 

Greenhouse Gas 
and Climate 
Change 

It is essential that these measures are adopted if the GHG and CC 
impacts are to be managed to at least meet the levels identified 
within the EIS. Furthermore, the measures themselves contain 
further caveats and are generic, which even if they were 
committed to does not allow the benefit to be quantified. 

The Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Impact 
Assessment, included in Appendix X and summarised in 
Section 20.5 of the EIS, considered the greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions from the Proposal and potential 
impacts of climate change. SIMTA will undertake 
mitigation measures identified in Section 22 of the EIS, 
and included in Section 8 of this RtS. As noted in 
Section 20.5.3 of the EIS the mitigation measures 
identified as treatment for climate change risks would 
result in lowered residual risk ratings; such that no high 
risks remain. These measures are therefore considered 
to be appropriate for managing climate change risks to 
the Proposal.  

When considering the expected annual operational GHG 
emissions to be produced under a worst case scenario 
as well as those that would be saved from the transport 
modal shift, the expected greenhouse gas emissions 
from the Proposal are considered to be minor. Mitigation 

Section 20.5 and 
22 of the EIS 

Appendix X of 
the EIS  
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measures, listed in Section 22 of the EIS would further 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and are considered 
appropriate for managing the risks associated with 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions. 

As a minimum clearly defined strategies should be committed to 
with the project be assessed against the Infrastructure 
Sustainability rating scheme for infrastructure (Infrastructure 
Sustainability Council of Australia), with the intent of achieving a 
‘Leading’ rating. 

The Infrastructure Sustainability rating scheme is a 
purely voluntary performance rating scheme.  

Section 20.7 of the EIS outlines the Proposal’s 
consistency with the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development in accordance with the 
legislative requirements of Schedule 2 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 
2000.  

Section 20.7 of 
the EIS 

A Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Assessment has been 
undertaken, however, this does not include a Management Plan. 

A Management Plan has not been prepared as discussed at 
Section 4.10. 

The Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Impact 
Assessment, included in Appendix X and summarised in 
Section 20.5 of the EIS, commits to preparation of a 
Greenhouse Gas Management Plan for construction of 
the Proposal. Section 1-8 of Appendix X provides the 
context and GHG assessment for the GHG Management 
Plan for the Proposal. A summary of the management 
strategy for GHGs and climate change risks is provided 
in Appendix A of Appendix X of the EIS. 

The mitigation measures, management strategies and 
abatement opportunities presented in the EIS will be 
reviewed and updated as appropriate for incorporation 
into a GHG Management Plan that will form part of the 
CEMP and OEMP, as required. 

Section 20.5 and 
22 and Appendix 
X of the EIS 

The assumptions used in the GHG assessment of future 
construction and operational phases should be validated during 
the detailed assessment of each phase to ensure the subsequent 
detailed design and planning requirements are aligned within initial 

As stated in Section 5.3 of the Greenhouse Gas and 
Climate Change Impact Assessment, included in 
Appendix X and summarised in Section 20.5 of the EIS, 
, both Qube Holdings Ltd and Aurizon Holdings Ltd 
report GHG emissions under National Greenhouse and 

Section 20.5 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 
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emission estimates. Energy reporting (NGER) Act 2007.  

Obligations under the NGER Act are based on which 
members have operational control over facilities, that 
meet a facility threshold or that contribute to meeting a 
corporate-level threshold. The potential liabilities under 
the NGER Act will be identified by SIMTA to determine 
any requirement’s for monitoring and reporting, as 
required under the legislation. If required under the 
NGER Act, monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions 
will be carried out for the operation of the Proposal on an 
annual operational basis for incorporation into NGER 
reporting for the operationally controlling corporation. 

The Clean Energy Regulator can require any reporting 
company to undergo an Assurance or Verification audit 
in accordance with the National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting (Audit) Determination 2009.  

A review of GHG emissions from operating IMTs globally using 
best practice methods should be undertaken and the resulting 
emissions compared to establish a benchmark of international best 
practice. This information should then be utilised to develop site 
specific targets which will be committed to and implemented 
through an auditing process to track and improve on site emission 
reduction systems. 

Section 10 of the Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
Impact Assessment, included in Appendix X and 
summarised in Section 20.5 of the EIS, summarises a 
Marginal Abatement Cost (MAC) analysis undertaken for 
the Proposal. The MAC considered a range of options to 
reduce GHG emissions, including solar panels.  

Section 22 of the EIS summarises the improved 
feasibility of abatement opportunities once the facility 
transitions from the use of container handling equipment 
such as reach stackers and large forklifts to the 
operation of gantry cranes, when the marginal cost to 
abate will be lower.  

Where appropriate mitigation measures, management 
strategies and abatement opportunities presented in 
Appendix X of the EIS will be reviewed and considered 
for incorporation into the CEMP and OEMP, as required. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 
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The GHG assessment calculations identified that the Stage 1 
Project would generate approximately 16,597 tCO2-e during 
construction, plus 196,201 tCO2-e embodied in construction 
materials, with 53,668 tCO2-e per annum generated once 
operational. This volume of emissions whilst insignificant in 
comparison to National and State emissions is still a substantial 
additional volume of emissions occurring as a result of the 
development. 

The EIS looks to reduce the significance of the emissions 
generated through a comparison against National and State 
emissions. A more appropriate emissions comparison would result 
from a review of the emissions generated by SIMTA versus other 
similar developments both within Australia and internationally to 
gain an insight into whether the proposal is best practice as 
required by the SEARs. 

As noted in Section 20.5.3 and the Greenhouse Gas and 
Climate Change Impact Assessment included as 
Appendix X of the EIS, the Proposal would generate 
4,262 tCO2-e during construction plus 44,668 tCO2-e 
embodied in construction materials. Once operational, 
the Proposal would generate, under a worst case 
scenario, 9,221 tCO2-e/year.  

Furthermore, the Proposal would have a net reduction in 
transportation emissions generated by transportation of 
freight when compared to a ‘Business as Usual’ (BAU) 
through the use of rail to transport freight, which is more 
efficient than by road. The net reduction in GHG 
emissions from the change in freight distribution would 
be a saving of 3,907 tCO2-e/year. 

The National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting 2007 
(NGER) Act identifies thresholds for large energy users 
and greenhouse gas emitters. The threshold for an 
individual facility is 25,000 tCO2-e/year. The Proposal 
would generate significantly fewer emissions than that 
for a facility required to report under the NGER Act. 

When considering the expected annual operational 
tonnages to be produced under a worst case scenario 
as well as those that would be saved from the transport 
modal shift from road rail, the expected greenhouse gas 
emissions from the proposal are considered to be minor. 
Mitigation measures, listed in Section 22 of the EIS 
would further reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

Section 20.3.3, 
Section 22 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 

Renewable energy systems such as photovoltaic (PV) cells should 
be installed, which would substantially reduce the Scope 2 
emissions associated with the operational phases of the project. 
Following the commitment of the installation of these renewable 

Section 10 The Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
Impact Assessment, included in Appendix X and 
summarised in Section 20.5 of the EIS, summarises a 
MAC analysis undertaken for the Proposal. The MAC 

Section 22 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 
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energy sources GHG calculations should be undertaken 
incorporating the use of these devises. These calculation should 
be used to develop emission targets which can be utilised in 
auditing, reporting and developing site improvements to further 
reduce emissions. 

considered a range of options to reduce GHG 
emissions, including solar panels.  

Section 22 of the EIS summarises the improved 
feasibility of abatement opportunities once the facility 
transitions from the use of container handling equipment 
such as reach stackers and large forklifts to the 
operation of gantry cranes, when the marginal cost to 
abate will be lower.  

Where appropriate mitigation measures, management 
strategies and abatement opportunities presented in 
Appendix X of the EIS will be reviewed and considered 
for incorporation into the CEMP and OEMP, as required. 

A commitment to sustainable procurement should be made, with 
environmental and social aspects included into a procurement 
process and associated commitments that are publicly stated. This 
is particularly important if SIMTA and MIC are to be operated as 
one entity, to allow the community to understand how public funds 
are being spent and to illustrate that public/private partnerships are 
leading the way in the reduction of GHG emissions. 

The Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Impact 
Assessment, included in Appendix X and summarised in 
Section 20.5 of the EIS, and Section 22 of the EIS, 
commits to preparation of a Greenhouse Gas 
Management Plan for the Proposal and included in the 
CEMP and OEMP, as required. The CEMP and OMEP 
will include measures such as: 

 Where possible, locally sourced materials will be 
used to reduce GHG emissions associated with 
transport 

 The procurement of energy efficient equipment will 
be investigated for the Proposal 

Section 22 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 

A commitment to the implementation of mitigation and 
management measures to treat all extreme and high CC risks 
should be made so that none remain. 

The Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change Impact 
Assessment, included in Appendix X and summarised in 
Section 20.5 of the EIS, found that the engineering 
design and procedural responses for treatment of 
climate change risks would eliminate all extreme or high 
risks. Section 20.5.4 and Appendix X of the EIS outline 
the adaptation response for treatment of the Proposal’s 
climate change risks.  

Section 20.5 and 
Appendix X 
Assessment of 
the EIS 
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A commitment should be made to model energy use during the 
concept design stage and subsequent identification of reduction 
targets for emissions associated with Scope 1, Scope 2 and land 
clearing from the reference footprint of 25 percent. A publicly 
available monitoring regime should be put in place to ensure 
targets are achieved. 

Monitoring and modelling should be subject to internal auditing. 

The Concept Plan Approval for the SIMTA Project was 
granted in September 2014. The Concept Plan 
application included an assessment of greenhouse gas 
emissions for the SIMTA Project.  

Section 5.3 of the Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
Impact Assessment, included in Appendix X and 
summarised in Section 20.5 of the EIS, identifies that 
both Qube Holdings Ltd and Aurizon Holdings Ltd report 
GHG emissions und her National Greenhouse and 
Energy reporting (NGER) Act 2007.  

As noted above, obligations under the NGER Act are 
based on which members have operational control over 
facilities, that meet a facility threshold or that contribute 
to meeting a corporate-level threshold. The potential 
liabilities under the NGER Act will be identified by SIMTA 
to determine any requirement’s for monitoring and 
reporting as required by legislation. If required under 
legislation, monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions 
will be carried out for the operation of the Proposal on an 
annual operational basis for incorporation into NGER 
reporting for the operationally controlling corporation, in 
accordance with legislated requirements. 

The Clean Energy Regulator can require any reporting 
company to undergo an Assurance or Verification audit 
in accordance with the National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting (Audit) Determination 2009. 

Section 10 of the Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
Assessment, included as Appendix X of the EIS, 
provides a summary of the potential for the project to 
abate GHG emissions against reduction targets that 
align with targets committed to by the Australia 
Government.   

Section 20.5.1 
and Appendix X 
of the EIS. 
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The EIS fails to consider GHG emissions in the cumulative context 
of neighbouring proposed developments, particularly with respect 
to the MIC development and the Glenfield Waste Services 
Materials Recycling Facility. The issue of cumulative impacts in 
regards to GHG emissions should be assessed in detail in order 
for the project to be adequately assessed as not resulting in 
significant impacts resulting in adverse effects on the environment 
and impact on future generations. 

As stated in the Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 
Impact Assessment, included in Appendix X and 
summarised in Section 20.5 of the EIS, GHGs are 
atmospherically mobile and do not remain stationary or 
localised to the point source. Consequently proximity to 
adjacent GHG point sources does not result in an 
increased density of greenhouse gases within a 
particular area. Rather, the cumulative impact of GHG 
emissions released relates to their ultimate contributions 
to climate change. Section 20.5 and Appendix X of the 
EIS provide a climate change assessment for the 
Proposal.  

Section 20.5 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS 

ESD ESD commitments outlined in the EIS are extremely limited with 
only a cursory review provided. The scale or/and intensity of the 
use as proposed would not be able to be offset through 
management and mitigation measures. It is recommended DP&E 
approval conditions should be based around: 

 Defining a key set of sustainability criteria with the commitment 
of ensuring that these criteria are utilised through the project 
life cycle 

 Undertake an ISCA Assessment and commit to obtaining ISCA 
‘Leading’ rating for design, construction and operation 

 Adopting an attitude towards sustainability that is maintained 
throughout the project by defining key management objectives 
in line with The National Strategy for Ecological Sustainable 
Development 

 Identify a tracking, auditing, assessment and project review 
process that is continually undertaken through the project 
lifecycle 

 Adoption of the initiatives identified in the best practice review 
(Section 4.18.2 of the submission) 

Section 20.7 of the EIS outlines the Proposal’s 
consistency with the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development in accordance with the 
legislative requirements of Schedule 2 of the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 
2000. 

The SIMTA Project and Stage 1 Proposal has been 
designed with consideration of, and has found to be 
consistent with the sustainability criteria and principles 
of: 

 Precautionary principles 

 Inter-generational equality 

 Conservation of biological and ecological integrity 

 Improved valuation, pricing and incentive 
mechanisms. 

The Proposal would implement a number of key 
environmental controls and initiatives as stated in the 
Statement of Commitments provided in the Concept 
Plan Approval. As per the mitigation measures for the 
Proposal the design development and construction 

Sections 20.7 
and 22 and 
Appendix X of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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phase of the Proposal will achieve these principles.  

The measures included in the Concept Plan Approval 
and Section 22 of the EIS / Section 8 of this RtS are 
considered suitable to ensure that ESD principles are 
integrated into the Proposal. 

It is noted that the IS rating scheme is a purely voluntary 
performance rating scheme.  

As per the Concept Plan Approval and the mitigation 
measures for the Proposal, ESD initiatives will be 
implemented across the construction, operation and 
decommission stages of the SIMTA Project. 

Biodiversity The Biodiversity Assessment report lacks recognition of the need 
for connectivity between the Boot Land and the neighbouring 
habitat corridors. The project does not consider the ecological 
environment through which the rail link passes and the need for 
retaining these habitats within the Sydney Basin. 

The Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) was 
prepared in accordance with the Framework for 
Biodiversity Assessment (FBA) (OEH, 2014). Within the 
FBA, connectivity is prescribed a value, based on 
several factors, including linkage width and condition. As 
stated in Section 3.4 of the BAR, included as Appendix 
S of the EIS, and updated in Appendix J of this RtS, a 
connectivity value score of 9 was assigned to the 
Proposal.  

Section 4.8.3 of the BAR discusses habitat connectivity 
on the ecological study area and identifies that the 
habitat within the study area is currently isolated from 
adjacent areas due to the presence of significant 
barriers to fauna movement, including chain-mesh 
fencing, Moorebank Avenue and the East Hills Railway 
Corridor (EHRC).  

Section 14.2.9 of the EIS contains further discussion on 
the habitat connectivity of the Proposal and recognises 
the larger expanses of habitat surrounding the ecological 
study area and within the Holsworthy Military Area, 
which may be utilised by mobile fauna species as well 

Appendix S of 
the EIS 

Appendix J of 
this RtS 
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as the SIMTA site.  

Fish passages as described in the EIS will not meet the relevant 
NSW guidelines. 

As noted in Section 6.3.2 of the EIS, the Georges River 
bridge and Anzac Creek crossings were designed in 
consultation with Department of Primary Industries 
(Fisheries) (DPI (Fisheries)) and provide for fish 
passage. Mitigation measures 5B and 5C commit to 
consideration of fish passage requirements during 
detailed design and construction, included in Section 22 
of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS.  

Sections 6.3.2 
and Section 22 
of the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

The Biodiversity Offset Strategy does not detail how the credits 
generated have been calculated or the assumptions on which the 
quantities are based. Due to this lack of information the number of 
credits generated cannot be assessed. To allow adequate 
assessment of the offsetting proposal presented, a detailed BOS 
should be provided including details on the assumptions and 
methods used to derive the resulting credits. 

The Biodiversity Offset Strategy (BOS) was prepared in 
accordance with the FBA and the Commonwealth 
Biodiversity Offsets Policy. As stated in section 5.3 of 
the BOS, the credits have been calculated using the 
Biobanking Credit Calculator. The methodology used 
and vegetation and habitat descriptions of the offset 
sites are presented in the BAR. This is stated in the 
BAR, BOS and the EIS. 

It is noted that the calculations have been revised in 
response to comments received from Office of 
Environment and Heritage (OEH), and the updated BAR 
and BOS are included with this RtS (Appendix J).  

Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

The Offset Strategy proposes to use Commonwealth Land to offset 
the proposed development. There is no discussion provided 
indicating that agreement has been reached with the 
Commonwealth. Furthermore, the Offset Strategy does not discuss 
whether the use of the Commonwealth Land will result in 
discounting of the credits associated with the land as no detail on 
how the credit are calculated is provided. 

The Commonwealth Government and SIMTA have 
reached an agreement for SIMTA to develop the MIC 
Proposal in conjunction with the SIMTA Project, and 
includes substantial biodiversity offsets as part of the 
Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). As noted above and stated in the 
BAR, BOS and the EIS, the method used to calculate 
the credits follows the FBA and using the Biobanking 
Credit Calculator.  

Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS.  

www.micl.com.a
u 

Accessed: 24 
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August 2015 

The VMP lacks specific detail of the recommendations proposed. 
In addition to not being written in accordance with the Guidelines 
for Vegetation Management Plans on Waterfront Land (OEH, 
2010). A contractor could not prepare a cost estimate for the 
proposed works unless there are works details and quantities 
provided in the Plan. 

The Riparian Vegetation Management Plan, included as 
Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this 
RtS, was prepared in accordance with the SEARs and 
the Guidelines for Vegetation Management Plans on 
Waterfront Land (NSW Office of Water (NOW), 2012). 
As stated in the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan, 
the plan would be reviewed and updated prior to 
construction of the Proposal to consider any changes in 
design and include further detail as detailed design 
permits. Cost estimates would be undertaken by the 
Construction Contractor once detailed design has been 
confirmed and the BOS finalised.  

The Riparian Vegetation Management Plan has been 
updated in response to comments received and is 
included as Appendix J of this RtS.  

Appendix S of 
the EIS 

Appendix J to 
this RtS 

The VMP has no detailed plans or diagrams, with figures showing 
the VMP site boundaries only, which do not include details, such 
as existing riparian vegetation types, condition, proposed areas of 
disturbance and proposed rehabilitation measures. 

… 

Justification needs to be made as to why the riparian setback for 
Anzac Creek [& Georges River] has not been met. The exact 
setback that has been determined for the proposal needs to be 
shown in a cross section of the creek showing top of bank, and 
CRZ distances and VB distances for both banks of the creek.  

Soil stability and revegetation of [the western bank of the Georges 
River] needs to be considered to ensure no sediment is discharged 
into Georges River. 

Plans within the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan 
have been prepared to meet NSW’s Office of Water’s 
requirements, which are: a scaled plan which shows the 
proposed crossing options, existing riparian vegetation, 
the riparian corridor width and the riparian corridors that 
will be affected by the crossings. These figures have 
been updated to show the width of the riparian corridors. 

The riparian setback for Anzac Creek, as specified by 
NOW, is 30 metres, while for Georges River the riparian 
setback is likely to be a minimum of 50 metres. These 
widths are now shown on the plans within the updated 
Riparian Vegetation Management Plan, included as 
Appendix J of this RtS.  

Erosion potential and the need for measures to stabilise 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J to 
this RtS. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS 
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banks is discussed in Section 4.5 of the Riparian 
Vegetation Management Plan. Measures to mitigate this 
risk are included within Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS.  

The Biodiversity Assessment and relating EIS chapter considers 
the development as avoidable without detailed discussion in 
accordance with the Part 3A guidelines. Whilst this development is 
being assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A Act is should still be 
consistent with the commitments of the concept approval. The 
proposal is using the last resort approach of offsetting. 

… 

Whilst there is some discussion of avoiding areas of high ecology 
significance, the project specifically runs a railway line through the 
middle of an area containing two protected plant species. The 
potential for avoidance of these areas is not discussed, nor is there 
discussion regarding avoidance of hollow bearing trees 

As required by the SEARs, the BAR was prepared in 
accordance with the FBA; hence the Part 3A guidelines 
are not applicable to the assessment. As required under 
the FBA, a discussion of measures undertaken to avoid 
and mitigate impacts is included in Section 6 of the BAR.  

The Rail link has been amended in response to 
comments received during the submissions period and 
the BAR and the BOS have been updated to reflect this 
change. Alteration of the Rail link will reduce impacts on 
threatened flora species. These impacts are discussed 
further in Section 7.1.6 of this report and the amended 
BAR, included as Appendix J of this RtS. 

Appendix J to 
this RtS 

The Assessment should define how the proposed impacts on 
riparian and aquatic habitats have been considered in accordance 
with the Fisheries Management Act 1994 and Water Management 
Act 2000 and how mitigation measures have been employed in 
accordance with the guidelines associated with these Acts. 

The Fisheries Management Act 1994 provisions relevant 
to the Proposal are discussed in Section 2.4 and Section 
6.3.3 of Appendix S of the EIS and updated in Appendix 
J of this RtS. 

The Water Management Act 2000 provisions relevant to 
the Proposal are discussed in the Riparian Vegetation 
Management Plan outlined in Appendix S of the EIS and 
updated in Appendix J of this RtS. 

Section 2 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS 

Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

The BOS should include a commitment to try and address this 
deficit with like for like species to ensure the project will not 
contribute to the community and species being placed at risk of 
extinction. 

The BOS has been prepared in accordance with the 
FBA, which sets out the offset rules for biodiversity 
values. 

It is specified in section 5.3.4 of the BOS that variation of 
the offset rules does not apply to threatened entities 
listed under the EPBC Act; as such, the Persoonia 

Appendix J of 
this RtS 
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nutans and Hard-leaved Scribbly Gum - Parramatta Red 
Gum heathy woodland of the Cumberland Plain, Sydney 
Basin will be offset using like for like credits or 
supplementary measures, if credits cannot be obtained. 

OEH have advised that Eastern Bentwing-bat should be 
considered as an ecosystem credit species, not a 
species credit species, and therefore there will be no 
longer be a credit deficit for this species. This has been 
updated in the BAR and BOS, included as Appendix J to 
this RtS.  

Greater detail should be provided on the proposed mitigation 
measures such as weed control and propagation and transplanting 
of the threatened flora species so that the proposed methodologies 
can be assessed prior to determination 

The Riparian Vegetation Management Plan provides 
detail on weed management measures that would be 
implemented within the riparian areas. Weed 
management in other areas would be undertaken in 
accordance with the requirements of the Noxious Weeds 
Act 1993. The Threatened Flora Species Management 
Plan outlines the management actions proposed for 
Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora and Persoonia 
nutans, including transplanting and seed collection. 
Seed collection would also be undertaken as part of the 
Riparian Vegetation Management Plan. Specific 
methodologies would be developed by an ecologist and 
further detailed in the Flora and Fauna Management 
Plan that is required under mitigation measure 8A 
contained within Section 22 of the EIS and updated in 
Section 8 of this RtS.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of 
this RtS  

Mitigation measures provided in the Threatened Species 
Management Plan and Vegetation Management Plan need to be 
reviewed due to not only a lack of detail, but an apparent lack of 
understanding of the justification for those mitigation measures. 
The proposed mitigation measures should be well founded and 

Table 9 of the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan 
clearly identifies the intended outcome of the mitigation 
measures proposed. Mitigation measures outlined in the 
Threatened Species Management Plan have been 
developed in accordance with the recovery plan for the 

Section 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS 

Appendix J of 
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rely on best practice standards. species and are linked to performance objectives.  

Both the Threatened Species Management Plan and the 
Riparian Vegetation Management Plan are live 
documents that will be reviewed and updated as the 
detailed design and construction programme are 
developed. The level of detail provided in the plans is 
appropriate for this stage of the Proposal. The 
documents have been updated to reflect the changes to 
the Rail link and are included in Appendix J of this RtS.  

this RtS. 

The design of the rail alignment should be modified to ensure a 
greater preservation of habitat 

The Rail link has been amended in response to 
comments received during public exhibition of the EIS 
for the Proposal. An assessment of impacts associated 
with the revised Rail link is provided in Section 7 of this 
RtS and the updated BAR, BOS, Threatened Species 
Management Plan and Riparian Vegetation 
Management Plan have been updated to reflect the 
change. The updated reports are included as Appendix J 
of this RtS. The amended Rail link alignment reduced 
impacts on threatened species and their habitat.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix J to 
this RtS  

A comprehensive photographic record of the site should be 
prepared (or be recommended to be part of the proposed 
Vegetation Management Plan works) to assist with the reporting 
and monitoring requirements of the Vegetation Management Plan. 
A cost estimate needs to be prepared for the Vegetation 
Management Plan. 

Site photographs are included in the BAR. Additionally, a 
set of photographic monitoring points is a standard 
requirement of the Biobanking Management Actions 
Template, which must be included when applying for a 
Biobanking Statement. This would be undertaken during 
the preparation of the Biodiversity Offset Management 
Plan, as referenced in section 5.3.5 of the BOS. 

As stated in the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan, 
the plan would be reviewed and updated prior to 
construction of the Proposal to consider any changes in 
design and include further detail as detailed design 
permits. Cost estimates would be undertaken by the 

Appendix J to 
this RtS 
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construction contractor once detailed design has been 
confirmed and the BOS has been finalised. 

 

A specific assessment addressing the commitment to thoroughly 
assess any development within the Anzac Creek CSWL 
community, including potential impacts on groundwater quality and 
quantity should be undertaken. 

Impacts to Parramatta Red Gum woodland on moist 
alluvium of the Cumberland Plain, Sydney Basin 
Bioregion and impacts to groundwater have been 
considered in Section 6.2.1 of the BAR. 

Appendix J to 
this RtS 

The Biodiversity Offsetting documents should identify what the risk 
to the project and alternative approach would be if an offset 
package is not secured. 

Section 4.2 of the BOS, updated and included within 
Appendix J of this RtS describes the mechanisms 
available for securing offsets under the FBA. Section 5.1 
of the BOS identifies several offset measures that may 
be used to meet the credit requirements. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

The section of the rail link situated along the western bank of the 
Georges River (from the northern loop track to the Georges River 
Bridge crossing) is situated within the specified riparian setback 
zone requiring assessment of soil and water management, soil 
stabilization and re-vegetation works post construction of the rail 
link. 

Impacts associated with soil and water management are 
discussed in Section 11.2 of the EIS and preliminary 
erosion and sediment control plans have been provided 
within Appendix P of the EIS.  

Section 11 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS 

Heritage (Non-
Indigenous) 

Despite this high level of significance being recognized in the 
Artefact Impact Assessment, no attempts have been made to 
adaptively reuse these structures based on structural and 
compliance issues. No consideration has been given to integrating 
these buildings into the proposed works with removal proposed. 
Consideration should be given to the integration of these buildings 
into the proposal to allow the heritage significance to remain to a 
limited degree. 

The Concept Plan assessment considered possible 
mitigation of impacts on WWII structures and suggested 
measures included conservation in situ of some, or all, 
of the WWII structures, adaptive reuse of some or all of 
the WWII structures, or demolition of the structures with 
prior comprehensive archival recording.  

Adaptive reuse of these structures was considered as 
part of the Heritage (Non-Indigenous) Assessment, 
summarised in Section 16 and included as Appendix U 
of the EIS. As stated within Appendix U, architects have 
assessed the WWII buildings as follows: 

“The building's height of 4.4m (with the exception of 
Building 6 which has a height of 4.5m) and structural 

Section 16 and 
Appendix U of 
the EIS 
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column spacing of 5.1m does not make the building 
suitable for modern warehouse operations such as 
receiving and despatch operations, material handling 
equipment operations and sortation systems. An 
accepted industry standard minimum of 5m clear height 
to roller shutter doors is required for a flush dock to 
enable a heavy vehicle to utilise the dock area. A wider 
column spacing would be required to accommodate 
modern racking systems, sortation systems and material 
handling equipment, such as a forklift. The building 
layout and site configuration is constrained and would 
not be suitable for manoeuvring of heavy vehicles 
associated with modern warehouse applications. The 
structures are susceptible to termite attack and the 
columns are at a higher risk of damage from machinery:” 

It is concluded that reusing the existing structures would 
be impractical from the perspective of adhering to 
modern engineering and safety standards, and also in 
regard to meeting the requirements of the new 
development.  

The proposed rail link passes immediately to the west of the 
Glenfield Farm State Heritage Register listed item. The Impact 
Assessment identifies visual and noise impacts, however these are 
then discounted based on existing impacts occurring in the 
corridor. This approach does not consider the cumulative impact of 
these works and should be revised. Furthermore, movements on 
the spur line are likely to be slower than on the SSFL or East Hills 
Lines with locomotives potentially stopped on the spur line while 
other locomotives are moving into and out of the site, creating a far 
greater visual impact than the current fleeting views offered by 
freight carriages on the SSFL. 

The Heritage (Non-Indigenous) Assessment, 
summarised in Section 16 and included as Appendix U 
of the EIS found that significant vistas from the house 
and barn of Glenfield Farm over the proposed Rail ink 
have already been considerably compromised by 
existing development and operations.  

The Heritage (Non-Indigenous) Assessment, 
summarised in Section 16 and included as Appendix U 
of the EIS, takes into consideration the cumulative 
impact of the Proposal. The assessment concluded that 
while there is likely to be a minor increase in visual 
impacts as a result of construction and use of the Rail 
link the existing vegetation within the Glenfield Farm 

Appendix U of 
the EIS 
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curtilage will continue to act as a screen limiting views 
towards the site (Figures 52-54 of Appendix U). The EIS 
and Non-Indigenous Heritage Impact Assessment 
(Artefact 2012) include photos from Glenfield Farm 
towards the SSFL. Vegetation screens the majority of 
the view towards the site from the house (both ground 
floor and second storey). There is less vegetation 
screening the view from the barn, but the increase in the 
extent of visual impacts is still assessed to be minor. It is 
also noted that at present, the most publically accessible 
views of the item are from Leacocks Lane, to the north-
west of the house. The public will continue to be able to 
view and appreciate the significance of the site from this 
location. 

An overall heritage strategy (incorporating photographic archival 
recording, conservation, adaptive reuse and interpretation) is 
required to ensure the conservation of the site heritage 
significance. The current piecemeal assessment results in poor 
heritage outcomes. 

The compilation of mitigation measures provided in 
Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in Section 8 of this 
RtS, includes mitigation measure 10A which proposes a 
full photographic record of the SIMTA site in its entirety 
to be undertaken prior to construction of the Proposal. 
Furthermore, mitigation measure 10B proposes the 
preparation of a heritage interpretation strategy to 
include interpretative mediums (plaques, displays and/or 
online resources) for the Stage 1 site. These mitigation 
measures are considered suitable to record and interpret 
the heritage significance of the SIMTA site for the future. 
Further approvals would also provide further heritage 
assessment as per the Concept Plan Approval. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Concept Plan 
Approval 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Photographic Archival Recording should be prepared to cover the 
entire site prior to the commencement of any works.  

The compilation of mitigation measures provided in 
Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this 
RtS, includes a mitigation measure 10A which proposes 
a full photographic record of the SIMTA site to be 
undertaken prior to construction of the Proposal. 

 

Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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Additional investigations of the impact on the state heritage listed 
Glenfield Farm should be provided. 

The assessment for this heritage item is documented in 
Sections 6.2 and 8.5 of Appendix U of the EIS. The 
assessment findings indicate that there would be no 
impact on the Glenfield Farm from the Proposal. These 
findings are summarised in Section 16 of the EIS.  

 

Section 16 and 
Appendix U of 
the EIS 

Heritage 
(Indigenous) 

The proposed rail alignment runs along the edge of the Glenfield 
Waste Facility, parallel to the remnant riparian vegetation zone of 
the Georges River. The project does not discuss the level of 
impact associated with this neighbouring riparian zone, which has 
not been assessed for archaeological significance in either the 
Concept EA or the Stage 1 EIS. The Concept EA does note that 
the area, referred to as Area 1, was identified by Aboriginal 
participants as an area of cultural interest and as such is listed as 
an Area of Cultural Value. The SEARs specifically require that 
impacts to Aboriginal heritage sites identified within or near the 
project should be assessed. This has not occurred and the SEARs 
have not been met. 

… 

Mitigation measures should define Areas within 50 metres of the 
eastern and western banks of the Georges River. There areas 
should not be impacted without further assessment.  

This issue is addressed in Section 8.3 of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Assessment, included as Appendix T 
and summarised in Section 15 of the EIS. Specifically, it 
identifies that the site identified as Area 1 is outside of 
the current development footprint and study area 
boundary. While there may be an argument for indirect 
visual impacts, this was not raised as a concern by the 
Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) during discussion 
of the Proposal. Further, the area in question is already 
part of a large sand extraction (and now landfill) 
operation, so currently has considerably negative visual 
impact.   

It is also highlighted that extensive test excavations were 
undertaken by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants 
(2014) as part of the MIC Proposal. These included 
manual and mechanical excavations along the floodplain 
landforms west of Georges River, and immediately north 
of Area 1. These excavations identified a number of 
discrete cultural deposits across the landform, but 
considered them all of low significance, and 
recommended no further archaeological mitigation. 
Therefore while Area 1 has not been investigated in 
detail as part of the SIMTA Project (being outside of the 
development), it is considered unlikely to provide 
significantly different results to those found <800m to the 
north by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants (2014), and 
therefore site specific recommendations are considered 

Appendix T and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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unnecessary. At this stage avoidance of the site through 
appropriate temporary fencing along the study area 
boundary is sufficient protection for Area 1. Should the 
boundary change, or development encroach within the 
boundary of Area 1, additional assessment would indeed 
be required. A commitment to this is included in 
mitigation measure 9C within Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Investigations of Area 1 should be undertaken to determine the 
extent of significance of this area and if this significance will be 
directly impacted by the proposal. 

Area 1 is outside of the Stage 1 Proposal study area and 
footprint of the Proposal. Therefore there would be no 
direct impact to the site through the construction of the 
Proposal, which is entirely within the existing Glenfield 
Waste Facility. Any archaeological investigation would 
have been unnecessarily invasive and destructive to the 
archaeological resource (if present). Further, an 
assessment of the rail corridor immediately west of Area 
1 was undertaken by AHMS and the RAPs as part of the 
Concept Plan Approval, and identified no areas of 
archaeological or cultural concern. While Area 1 may 
have once extended into the Proposal site, the Glenfield 
Waste facility, if present during operations may have 
possibly impacted upon any cultural deposits. Area 1 is 
therefore well constrained by the environmental (i.e. 
Georges River) and activities of Glenfield Waste Facility.   

Appendix T of 
the EIS 

Further investigations should be undertaken at PAD1 to determine 
the southern extent of the site and to determine the level of impact 
that will occur at the site as a result of the proposed neighbouring 
rail alignment. 

PAD 1 is located outside of the approved Rail Corridor 
identified within the Concept Plan Approval. Further, 
PAD 1 is located outside of the Proposal site. The Rail 
link would not impact on PAD 1.  

PAD 2 is located within the Rail Corridor to the south of 
PAD 1. A key part of the Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Assessment, Appendix T of the EIS, involved 
undertaking sub-surface investigations to determine the 
nature and extent of any possible Aboriginal heritage 

Sections 15, 22 
and Appendix T 
of the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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resources, assess the potential impacts on areas of 
archaeological sensitivity and update previous reporting. 
As a result of these investigation PAD 2 was 
reconsidered and limited to an area encompassing the 
elevated areas immediately above the Georges River. 
This area was relabelled as MA14 to reflect its new 
identification as an artefact scatter and deposits rather 
than a PAD (refer to Section 15 of the EIS). As identified 
in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in Section 8 of this 
RtS, this area (MA14) would be subject to open area 
salvage excavations to be undertaken prior to 
construction of the Proposal.  

Therefore, the EIS adequately assesses, and mitigates 
potential impacts of the Proposal relating to Indigenous 
heritage.     

Comprehensive consultation with OEH on heritage matters is 
required prior to assessment and determination. 

OEH was consulted on a number of occasions 
throughout the preparation of the EIS, refer to Section 6 
of the EIS. Consultation with OEH would continue during 
and prior to commencement of construction of the 
Proposal.  

Section 6 of the 
EIS.  

The EIS should commit to ensuring that contractors are trained to 
understand the relevant heritage considerations, legislation and 
recommendations to ensure that impacts are minimised and 
responded to during construction and operation. 

As identified in the Preliminary Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (PCEMP), included as 
Appendix I of the EIS, all personnel, including sub-
contractors would attend a site induction that would 
include an environmental component, which would 
identify the environmental constraints, including heritage 
considerations. Mitigation Measure 9C, included in 
Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this 
RtS, also requires all relevant personnel and contractors 
involved in the construction of the Proposal will be 
advised of the relevant heritage considerations, 
legislative requirements and recommendations in the 
draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 

Section 22 and 
Appendix I of the 
EIS. 
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2015).   

Redesign of the proposed alignment should be considered to 
ensure impacts to site MA14 are minimised, if not avoided. If 
further design improvements cannot be achieved it should be 
discussed and explain why. 

MA14 is located within the footprint of the proposed 
Georges River bridge. This is considered the most 
suitable location for the bridge from a design perspective 
and minimising environmental impacts (i.e. flooding, 
visual, noise and air). While MA14 has the potential to 
be a site of State significance, it has currently only been 
assigned a local value, and therefore the rationale for 
conservation is far less. In addition, works undertaken as 
part of the adjacent Moorebank Intermodal Terminal has 
found that the sand deposits characteristic of MA14 are 
present across much of the ridgeline over-looking 
Georges River. Therefore, while the Aboriginal Heritage 
Impact Assessment, included as Appendix T of the EIS, 
identified the site based, in part, on its rarity, there is 
some evidence suggesting it is far more widespread in 
this area. For these reasons, detailed archaeological 
salvage – conservation ex situ – is considered a valid 
and preferred approach.  

It is also highlighted that the Rail link only impacts part of 
MA14, and as such some conservation in situ of the 
deposits is likely to remain following the development.  

Therefore, the EIS adequately assesses, and mitigates 
potential impacts of the Proposal relating to Indigenous 
heritage.  

Section 22 and 
Appendix T of 
the EIS.  

An unexpected find protocol in accordance with the Due Diligence 
guidelines should be included in the Impact Assessment and EIS 
with a commitment to include the protocol in the CEMP. 

Section 22 of the EIS includes a commitment, within 
mitigation Measure 9C, included in Section 22 of the EIS 
and updated in Section 8 of this RtS, for Aboriginal 
heritage management to be included within the CEMP 
for the Proposal. In particular this CEMP would include 
management of unexpected finds in accordance with the 
due diligence code and Section 86 of the National Parks 

Section 22 and 
Appendix T of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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and Wildlife Act 1974.  

Details should be provided prior to determination as to why 
Transect 1 was not considered in this proposal as per the 
recommendations in the Concept Approval. 

The AHMS (2012) preliminary assessment as part of the 
Concept Approval recommended that isolated Aboriginal 
objects identified in transect 1 (south of the SIMTA site) 
be collected prior to development. The absence in the 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment, included as 
Appendix T and summarised in Section 15 of the EIS, is 
the result of three main reasons: 1) all of the Aboriginal 
objects are outside the Proposal, and therefore would be 
un-impacted by the Proposal; 2) cursory examination of 
their locations as part of the 2015 field program failed to 
identify them, and given their locations on exposed and 
erodible areas are considered lost; and 3) a shift in focus 
to the more significant deposits adjacent Georges River.  

It is considered, however, that management of these 
Aboriginal objects would be incorporated into the CEMP 
being developed for the Proposal, and would include 
their collection should they have the potential of any 
disturbance during construction.  

An assessment of impacts on Aboriginal heritage as a 
result of the revised Rail link is provided in Section 7.1.7 
and Appendix K of this RtS.  

Appendix T of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix K of 
the RtS. 

Visual and Urban 
Design 

The visual impact assessment should be updated with stacked 
containers of varying colours (current photomontages show no 
colour variation). Updated assessment may result in either locating 
the containers away from the Moorebank Avenue frontage, 
reducing container stacking heights (no higher than the dense 
screen planning along Moorebank Avenue), or the introduction of 
additional landscape buffer planting. 

Updated photomontages with stacked containers of 
varying colours is not required. The colour of the 
containers will not change the visual assessment 
outcome as the containers would not be visible from any 
residential receivers. The proposed landscape plan 
would manage identified visual impacts.  

Section 17 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS 

The visual / urban design assessment should consider the future 
MIC site development’s building envelopes and provide a more 
thorough and detailed cumulative impact assessment. 

Containers on the Stage 1 site would be would be 
stacked up to five high, equalling a total height of 
approximately 13 m. the administration building would 

MIC EIS 
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Photomontages illustrating impacts in Casula viewpoints to the 
west of the site should be provided. 

The SIMTA gantrys are 11 m higher than any structure on the MIC 
site, creating a high likelihood of visual impact from the SIMTA 
proposal, which would also be of significance to sensitive receivers 
to the west of the site beyond the MCI land. 

be 5.5 m in height and light poles up to 21 m in height. 
These envelopes are comparable with that of the MIC 
Proposal.  

Gantry cranes for the Proposal are proposed to be 32 m 
in height, while gantry cranes proposed for the MIC 
Proposal are 27.7 m in height; a difference of 4.3 m.  

Proposed landscape plan planting of mature tree species along 
Moorebank Avenue will take some 20-30 years to reach full 
maturity. Full scale of the development will be visible along 
Moorebank Avenue in the short and mid-term representing a 
moderate to high visual impact. A revised photomontage showing 
the landscape buffer following planting should be provided. Short 
and mid-term strategies along Moorebank Avenue regarding 
appropriate screen planting should be further developed. 

Views from public spaces in Casula may have additional view 
impacts compared to those identified in Reid Campbell’s 
assessment. 

Trees taking 20 years to mature along Moorebank 
Avenue is not considered an issue since industrial land 
uses along this road are not considered sensitive view 
receptors. 

In regards to views from public spaces in Casula, the 
majority of viewpoints from Casula will be obscured by 
the SSFL and MIC Proposal, the distance between the 
receiver and the Proposal and the proposed landscape 
vegetation of the MIC Proposal and the Proposal. The 
proposed landscape plan for the Proposal would 
comprise trees and shrubs of various sizes to provide a 
staggered, more natural, approach to the landscape 
structure. 

Views from Casula public park viewpoints would be 
screened by mature vegetation in the foreground, the 
existing industrial and infrastructure development and 
existing buildings and vegetation in the background. No 
additional visual impacts have been identified for these 
public spaces. 

Section 17 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS 

Impacts on views from the likely future mixed use development on 
the 25 hectare industrial site to the north of the SIMTA/MIC sites, 
adjacent to the M5 Motorway should be considered in the visual 
impact assessment. 

The mixed use development proposal is in early stages 
of development and is unlikely to have useful design 
information for the visual assessment. Viewpoints 8, 9, 
10, 21 and 22 in Appendix V give an indication of the 
views likely to be experienced by any future 
development to the north of the SIMTA/MIC sites. The 
relocated DNSDC site is situated between the potential 

Appendix V of 
the EIS 
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future mixed use development and the SIMTA site and 
would obscure views to the SIMTA site.  

The visual impact assessment should include an additional 
viewpoint to assess the impact of the proposed rail link on the 
Georges River users and recreational activities  

Viewpoint 12 in Appendix V of the EIS is considered 
representative to the visual impacts likely to be 
experienced by the Georges River recreational users. 
The proposed rail bridge over the Georges River would 
integrate into the surrounding area and have a similar 
character to the existing EHRL bridge.  

An updated photomontage has been included in 
Appendix J of this RtS to reflect the revised rail link 
alignment.  

Appendix V of 
the EIS 

Section 7.1.9 
and Appendix M 
to this RtS 

Visual impacts on the State Heritage listed Glenfield Farm should 
be assessed. Also, visual impacts of the idling trains on the rail link 
should be considered. 

This assessment was undertaken as part of the Non-
Indigenous Heritage Assessment, included as Appendix 
U and summarised in Section 16 of the EIS, and is 
documented in Section 8.5 of Appendix U. The Glenfield 
Farm historic structures are located around 220 m from 
the southern branch of the proposed Rail link. Although 
there is some screening vegetation located within the 
Glenfield Farm property, some view lines exist from the 
house and barn over the proposed Rail ink. These vistas 
are considered to be significant.  

Section 8.5 of Appendix U of the EIS notes these 
significant vistas have already been considerably 
compromised by the Glenfield Waste Disposal facility, 
the construction of the Southern railway line and, 
particularly, the erection of a concrete flyover to support 
the SSFL over the Southern railway line. As the views 
from the property have already been compromised by 
railway development, it is considered unlikely that the 
additional Rail link proposed as part of Proposal would 
further impact on the heritage significance of the item. 

Appendix U of 
the EIS 

The statement of commitments should limit the height of The Proposal will be constructed and operated in Section 4 of the 
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containers to a maximum of 5 (i.e 13 m) as stated in the Stage 1 
application. 

accordance with the Proposal description included in the 
EIS. This is consistent with the Concept Plan Approval, 
granted in September 2014.  

EIS 

Visual impacts associated with light spill are likely to occur. A 
commitment to the procurement of high energy efficiency, 
directional lighting materials should be provided by the applicant 
via a sustainable procurement strategy. 

 

A Statement of Commitment within the Concept Plan 
Approval of the SIMTA Project already requires: The 
Proponent will use lighting which is in accordance with 
Australian Standard AS4282-1997 “Control of Obtrusive 
Effect of Outdoor Lighting’. The height of the permanent 
light poles will be a maximum of 40 metres and reduced 
in height, where possible, to minimise potential light spill 
while maintaining appropriate safety standards. 

The effects of light spill are discussed in Section 17.3.2 
of the EIS, which assessed the lighting arrangement for 
the Proposal. The assessment demonstrated that the 
proposed arrangement would be consistent with 
AS4282-1997 and no further mitigation measures were 
deemed necessary, in addition to the commitments 
included under the Concept Plan Approval.  

Section 17 of the 
EIS 

Concept 
Approval – 
Revised 
Statement of 
Commitments  

The applicant should provide additional information on the rail 
corridor alignment tree planting and/or retention. 

All vegetation within the 20 m corridor would be 
removed. Generally the Rail link is screened from views, 
with the exception of the Moorebank Avenue overpass 
which would only be visually prominent to passing 
motorists. Remaining vegetation would screen the Rail 
link. 

A photomontage has been included to show the 
amended Rail link. 

Section 17 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS 

Property and 
Infrastructure 

Local Infrastructure Contributions 

There is lack of information regarding local infrastructure 
contributions. The EIS was required to provide an assessment of 
infrastructure impacts and consideration of any relevant Council 
Contributions Plan. The infrastructure assessment did not address 
impacts to local infrastructure, including roads and drainage 

Local infrastructure contributions under Council’s 
Contribution Plan are not applicable to the SIMTA 
Project In regards to impacts on Moorebank Avenue, it is 
noted this road is owned and maintained by the 
Commonwealth.  

The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment, 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval.  
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infrastructure and community and recreation facilities. 

Additional traffic and transport assessments should be undertaken 
to fully quantify the impact of the development on infrastructure. It 
is unclear how the SIMTA proposal will manage impacts on 
Moorebank Avenue, whether through a pavement upgrade 
following construction or through the payment of contributions to 
Council. 

It is recommended the applicant enter into relevant discussions 
with Liverpool Council regarding a works-in-kind or monetary 
contribution towards local infrastructure works.  

summarised in Section 7 and included as Appendix L of 
the EIS, quantified the impacts on road infrastructure as 
a result of the Proposal. As discussed above, the 
analysis found only a minor impact to Moorebank 
Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and M5 
Motorway attributable to the Proposal and modelling of 
the intersections identified that the Proposal would not 
exceed current capacity on the M5 Motorway / 
Moorebank Avenue, M5 Motorway/ Hume Highway, M5 
Motorway/Heathcote Road and Cambridge Avenue. The 
analysis confirmed that capacity improvements are 
required at the Moorebank Avenue/Newbridge Road 
signalised intersection due to an existing operational 
network capacity problem, without consideration of the 
Proposal, with the Proposal having an insignificant 
impact on the performance of these intersections.  

SIMTA and MIC will discuss and agree a coordinated 
approach to maintenance of Moorebank Avenue, which 
is owned by the Commonwealth.  

SIMTA and MIC will continue to consult with Liverpool 
City Council as development of the SIMTA Project 
progresses.  

Further traffic impact assessments will be undertaken for 
future stages of development of the SIMTA Project, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Concept Plan 
Approval.  

Inadequate information has been provided regarding the 
construction of the rail link and the volume of imported fill needed 
for the rail embankment. Construction of the rail link is likely to 
disturb an area greater than proposed cleared corridor, which will 
require additional information regarding re-vegetation, soil and 
water management and soil stabilisation to the provided. 

Section 4.5 of the EIS provides a conservative estimate 
of the fill volumes required for the site. Mitigation 
Measure 6C, included in Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to progression 
of the Bulk Earthworks Strategy by the construction 
contractor.  

The EIS has assessed the impacts of the rail link within 

Section 4 and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Sections 7 and 8 
of this RtS.  
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a 20 m wide corridor. Construction and operational 
footprint would be within this 20 m corridor. Updated 
estimates for fill and cut volumes have been included in 
Section 7 of this RtS to reflect the amended Rail link.   

Land acquisition 

Provide evidence of consultation with land owners regarding 
purchase and/or ongoing lease of impacted lands.  

Provide updated property acquisition costs. 

Section 6.3.5 and Section 20.4 of the EIS provide details 
of consultation undertaken with landowners.  

Details on land purchase and/or lease transaction 
agreements are confidential. 

Section 6 and 
Section 20 of the 
EIS 

Provide evidence of consultation with Roads and Maritime and the 
Glenfield Waste Facility operator regarding rail link alignment 
impact upon the future use of the Glenfield Waste Facility site for 
public purposes. 

Public access to the Glenfield Waste Facility site would 
be maintained and Glenfield Waste Services have given 
approval for the Proposal. Consultation with RMS on this 
matter is not considered necessary.  

Section 6.3.3 and 6.3.5 of the EIS document 
consultation with RMS and Glenfield Waste Services 
respectively. Section 2 of this RtS provides details of 
consultation that has occurred during public exhibition of 
the EIS.  

Section 6 of the 
EIS. 

Section 2 if this 
RtS.  

Additional cumulative impact assessment should be undertaken to 
determine whether any major utility service upgrades will need to 
occur in the fully developed MIC and SIMTA scenarios. 

Assessment of impacts associated with utilities service 
upgrades and relocation are documented in Section 
20.4.3 of the EIS. This Section concludes that required 
upgrades can be accommodated to service the 
Proposal.  

MIC has undertaken a similar assessment within the 
MIC EIS. The SIMTA Project and MIC Proposal are 
considered to be separate for the purposes of utility 
upgrades and approvals.  

Section 20 of the 
EIS 

The proponent should identify measures to mitigate impacts on 
recreational uses from the construction of the Georges River rail 
bridge. 

Section 20.4.3 of the EIS acknowledges temporary 
restrictions to vessels using this part of the Georges 
River during river based construction activities 
associated with the Georges River bridge. These 
impacts are considered temporary and for a relatively 

Section 20 and 
Section 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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short duration.  

The Community Information and Awareness Strategy 
(Mitigation Measure 17A in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS) will maintain 
communication with the community and all relevant 
stakeholders throughout the construction of the 
Proposal. 

It is noted that the riparian corridor on either side of the 
Georges River is not publically accessible. Therefore 
there is no foreshore recreational activities on this 
section of the riparian corridor. 

Bushfire The bushfire protection assessment should include the following 
recommendations: 

 Discuss the requirements of bushfire management across the 
entire SIMTA site to ensure access and utility services are not 
compromised in future stages of the proposal. 

 Define a key set of criteria for the proposed Bushfire 
Management Plan for both the construction and operational 
phases of the proposal. 

These requirements are covered by the Bushfire 
Management Strategy for construction and operation of 
the Proposal. Refer to mitigation measures 14A and 14D 
in Section 22 of the EIS also to Section 20.3 and 
Appendix W of the EIS. Mitigation Measure 14D is 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 20, 
Section 22 and 
Appendix W of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Waste The waste assessment does not address the project waste life 
cycle and does not comprehensively address disposal of 
potentially contaminated and hazardous materials. It is 
recommended the proponent: 

 Assess the project’s operational life including consideration of 
embodied energy and an end of life strategy in the form of a 
deconstruction plan that identifies potential future site uses and 
uses for components on and off site. 

Section 20.2 of the EIS identifies waste likely to be 
generated by the Proposal, including quantities and 
proposed classification and disposal approaches.  The 
waste assessment also identifies environmental 
management measures to be implemented during the 
construction and operational stages of the Proposal. 
These measures consider the waste hierarchy 
principles. 

The Proposal’s operational life cycle assessment is not 
considered necessary for the approval of the Proposal.  

Section 20 of the 
EIS 

 Develop a WMS incorporating an integrated waste 
management system to ensure the project complies with the 

Section 22 of the EIS identifies appropriate mitigation 
measures in relation to the implementation of the waste 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 
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waste hierarchy of avoidance, recovery, reuse and recycle 
prior to disposal. 

 Identify a waste tracking, auditing, assessment and project 
review process that is continually undertaken through the 
project lifecycle. 

hierarchy principles. These measures are to be included 
in the facility’s operational environmental management 
plan. 

These mitigation measures have been updated in 
response to submissions received during the public 
exhibition of the EIS and are updated in Section 8 of this 
RtS.   

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

 Commitments should be made to develop on site treatment 
facilities for sewage treatment and grey water recycling. 

Sewage and grey water produced by the Proposal would 
not require pre-treatment. This will be re-confirmed at 
the detailed design stage. If required, trade waste would 
be discharged to the sewer through a trade waste 
agreement with Sydney Water.  

Section 20 of the 
EIS 

 Prepare an asbestos removal control plan inclusive of 
quantities, with a clear final waste destination. 

Appropriate measures for the safe removal and disposal 
of asbestos would be prepared and implemented as part 
of the Contamination Management Plan, which would be 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the 
Work Health and Safety Act 2011. Refer to Mitigation 
Measure 7C in Section 22 of the EIS. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

 Prepare an unexpected finds protocol to address works 
encountering UXO or EOW. 

A contingency plan for unexpected contaminated 
materials encountered during construction would be 
developed as part of the CEMP. Refer to Mitigation 
Measure 7C in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in 
Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 22 of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Cumulative 
impacts 

The cumulative assessment contained within the EIS provides 
limited, generally unquantifiable assessment based primarily on 
secondary information. It does not follow best practice cumulative 
assessment which requires best practice in the individual 
assessment of environmental aspects and a risk analysis 
considering potential impacts associated with surrounding existing 
and proposed uses. 

 

The cumulative impact assessment documented in 
Section 19 of the EIS addresses the SEARs and is 
therefore considered adequate. The assessment has 
taken into consideration proposed developments within 
the vicinity of the Proposal for which information is 
publicly available. Impacts associated with individual 
environmental aspects, including traffic, noise, air quality 
etc. have been assessed.  

Section 19 of the 
EIS. 
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It is unclear whether the SIMTA and MIC IMTs will be integrated or 
standalone projects. Should one integrated project be proposed, a 
master planned development is required to provide certainty to the 
community and Council regarding the type and location of likely 
environmental impacts. A comprehensive cumulative assessment 
is then required that considers impacts attributable to the site and 
those associated with the interactions between site and 
surrounding land uses both locally and regionally. 

A masterplan is not considered necessary as these 
proposals are separate (refer to Section 1.5 of the EIS). 
A comprehensive cumulative assessment for the 
operation of both the SIMTA Project and the MIC 
Proposal has been provided in the Concept Plan 
Approval. A cumulative impact assessment specific to 
this Proposal has been provided is Section 19 of the 
EIS. The assessment identified cumulative impacts 
related to the Proposal and the MIC Proposal.  

No further cumulative impact assessment is considered 
necessary at this stage.  

Section 1 and 
Section 19 of the 
EIS. 

An assessment is required to identify those sites and associated 
uses with the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts. A risk 
assessment should then identify items of low, medium and high 
risk of cumulative impact in the both the local and regional context. 
Items of medium and high risk would require further assessment 
and subject to the findings, mitigation to address potential impacts 
should be identified and committed to. 

An Environmental Risk Assessment has been provided 
within Section 21 of the EIS. In addition to this, a 
cumulative assessment has been undertaken within 
Section 19 of the EIS.  

No further cumulative impact assessment is considered 
necessary or suitable at this stage. 

Section 19 and 
Section 21 of the 
EIS. 

Consultation The level of consultation undertaken with some stakeholders is 
limited. There does not appear to have been a consistent 
approach or timing for contact with stakeholders and consequently 
their responses have not been included in this proposal despite 
them being specifically named in the SEARs and Concept 
approval conditions. 

Corporate and Public Authority Consultation should be conducted 
consistently and comprehensively with all relevant stakeholders 
given sufficient time to respond to notices regarding the project. 

Section 6 of the EIS noted that all stakeholders listed in 
the SEARs have been consulted.  

All stakeholders were given a suitable timeframe to 
provide feedback on the Proposal prior to exhibition of 
the EIS. Feedback received has been documented in 
the EIS. 

 

Section 6 of the 
EIS. 

The consultation process between SIMTA and TfNSW, ARTC and 
MIC is not well described by the EIS. Consequently there is still 
significant uncertainty regarding details of the rail link and plans for 
integration and cooperation with the MIC. If these negotiations or 
other consultation cannot be made public because they contain 

Section 6 of the EIS identifies consultation undertaken 
with these stakeholders and the feedback received. It is 
stated in Section 6 that SIMTA is currently in exclusive 
discussions with MIC for a whole of precinct solution and 
that all queries regarding this process need to be 

Section 6 of the 
EIS. 
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commercially sensitive information then this should be clearly 
identified. 

directed to the MIC. 

Consultation with these stakeholders is ongoing and 
would continue during the detailed design and 
construction stages of the Proposal. 

There is concerned that SIMTA is representing consultation 
undertaken for earlier phases of the Concept Approval as part of 
the consultation for Stage 1. SIMTA’s consultation activities appear 
to have become less effective over time as the number of 
responses appears to have decreased. Additional community 
consultation should be conducted regarding the SIMTA Stage 1 
project this should include: 

 Newsletters sent to residents and businesses in the local area 
with advice regarding the specifics of the proposal and options 
for them to attend further consultation activities. 

 Advertisements in local media such as newspapers, radio and 
television. 

 Re-opening and advertising of the Community Information 
Centre in Liverpool. 

 More interactive methods of consultation such as focus groups, 
community meetings and online forums. 

As discussed in Section 6.4 of the EIS, and Section 2 of 
this RtS, community consultation is ongoing and SIMTA 
would continue to consult with the community as part of 
the on-going statutory approval process for the Proposal 
and future stages of approval. 

Community consultation undertaken for the Concept 
Plan Approval was provided within the EIS to provide an 
overview of the key issues previously raised. Separate 
community consultation for the Proposal was undertaken 
as described in Section 6 of the EIS. The community 
consultation undertaken for the EIS addresses the 
SEARs and is considered appropriate. 

This RtS report provides further details on the comments 
received by the community and also addresses these. 
Refer to Section 2 of this RtS. This report also provides 
a detailed analysis of the community concerns in Section 
3.3.  

Section 6 of the 
EIS.  

Concept Plan 
Approval. 

Section 2 and 3 
of this RtS. 

Consultation should be conducted again if the project is 
significantly amended during the approvals process. 

As discussed in Section 6 of this RtS, minor 
amendments have been undertaken to the Proposal to 
directly respond to comments raised as part of the EIS 
exhibition and reduce the impact of the Proposal on the 
surrounding locality. Amendments made to the Proposal 
are not significant hence a further exhibition period is not 
considered necessary.  

Section 6 of this 
RtS 

Consistency and 
Continuity 

There is lack of consistency and continuity between each specialist 
discipline. This lack of cohesiveness throughout the EIS raises 
questions regarding the level of consideration that has informed 
the design and whether the SIMTA facility is likely to be 

The EIS documents a robust assessment of the impacts 
generated by the Proposal and it addresses the SEARs. 
If approved, the Proposal would further consider and 
comply with the EIS Mitigation Measures, as updated in 

Section 4 of the 
EIS 
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constructed.  

It is questionable whether SIMTA has fully considered this 
proposal in depth, and whether the proposal will, be constructed 

this RtS, and any conditions of approval. 

Construction of the Proposal is expected to commence 
in 2016. 

Assumptions Throughout the EIS the extent of information provided to support 
assumptions made is limited, which means that the assumptions 
and associated assessment cannot be verified. Potential gaps 
include the lack of detailed inputs and results for traffic and flood 
modelling, with consequences for the rest of the EIS as these 
aspects affect subsequent assessments. Additionally, the 
assumptions associated with contamination, heritage, biodiversity 
and cumulative impact resulted in very limited assessment with the 
potential for significant consequences for the local environment 
and the viability of the project itself. 

The traffic and flood modelling and the contamination, 
heritage, biodiversity and cumulative impact 
assessments documented in the EIS address the 
SEARs and are considered sound and adequate.  

The level of detail provided for the EIS assumptions in 
the various appendices are adequate and comparable to 
the level of detail provided in other Part 4.1 EISs.  

Section 19 of the 
EIS 

Many of the assumptions used to inform the traffic, transport and 
accessibility assessment are not identified in the EIS and 
appended documents. Therefore, the assessment findings cannot 
be verified, casting doubt on the reliability of the assessment. 

The traffic inputs and assumptions adopted in the Traffic 
and Accessibility Assessment, included in Appendix L 
and summarised in Section 7 of the EIS are outlined in 
Section 5.2 of Appendix L. These inputs and 
assumptions have been agreed in consultation with 
TfNSW and RMS and approved in the Concept Plan 
Approval. The traffic assumptions and level of detail 
provided in the EIS is considered reasonable and 
comparable to the assumptions and level of detail 
provided for any other EIS. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval. 

The geotechnical and contamination assessments rely on 
assumptions that the project will be fill neutral, with any 
contamination encountered being manageable on site. 

In regards to engineering fill requirements, although the 
required fill material for the Proposal would be sourced 
on-site, the assumed construction traffic volumes used 
in the EIS make a conservative allowance of 6,360 truck 
trips for the importation of fill material into the site. Refer 
to Table 4.1 and Section 4.1 of the Construction Traffic 
Impact Assessment in Appendix L. 

In regards to contamination on RailCorp land, the EIS 
acknowledges there may be potential unidentified 

Section 4, 
Section 13 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix I of this 
RtS.  
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contamination risks within these lands and commits to 
further intrusive investigations to determine the 
appropriate management and /or remedial actions to be 
adopted on these lands prior to commencement of 
construction (refer to Section 13.2 of the EIS). A 
statement of commitment has been added to further 
clarify this matter. The amended Rail link will largely 
avoid this land; as per the discussion in Section 7 of this 
RtS.  

In regards to strategies to manage contamination of 
groundwater, the EIS proposes the preparation of a 
Contamination Management Plan during construction to 
minimise and manage surface and groundwater 
infiltration into excavations, particularly in the Glenfield 
Waste Facility. Also, on completion of the USTs and 
associated infrastructure removal, an assessment of the 
residual groundwater quality at the refuelling area on the 
western boundary of the Stage 1 site, will be undertaken 
to establish groundwater conditions and determine the 
need for additional site management works. Once 
constructed, the Proposal would not interfere with 
groundwater; therefore, no impacts on groundwater are 
predicted as a result of operation of the Proposal (refer 
to Section 13.4 of the EIS). 

In regards to existing heavy metal soil contamination at 
the SIMTA site, the ESA found that the exceedance of 
heavy metal ecological criteria is not considered to pose 
an unacceptable risk to the environment given that the 
concentrations found are considered to be 
representative of background concentrations in 
groundwater in urban areas of Sydney. Remediation of 
this material is therefore not proposed. During operation, 
the site will be covered in hardstand which would avoid 
any disturbance to contaminated soils (refer to Section 
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13.3.1 of the EIS). 

Economic 
viability 

The EIS does not demonstrate that the IMT provides the highest 
and best use of the land. 

The Quantity Surveyor’s (QS) Report does not provide sufficient 
detail regarding the costs of the development. Cost breakdowns 
for the IMT and the rail link are both limited to one page, with 
numerous oversights in costings.  

It is suggested that the CIV of the project may be too lean, with a 
more robust and detailed assessment required. This is vitally 
important to rectify as it raises a number of questions regarding the 
feasibility of the development and will have implications for local 
infrastructure contributions. 

The CIV report (Appendix B) has been prepared by a 
qualified quantity surveyor and addressed the SEARs 
and relevant guidelines. The contents and level of detail 
provided in CIV report is comparable to the level of detail 
provided in other EISs.  

The CIV report concludes that the CVI for the Proposal 
is fair and reasonable for the scope of work proposed.  

Appendix B of 
the EIS 

Alternatives EIS does not provide adequate consideration of alternative IMT 
sites, nor does it consider any alternative land uses that may be 
more suited to the site. There are a number of viable alternatives 
to the SIMTA proposal for the site, including alternate IMT facilities 
and additional land uses on site. For the same amount of 
investment, future TEU capacity can be met through upgrading of 
existing IMT facilities or could generate greater employment and 
public benefit outcomes through alternative land uses on site. 

Alternative intermodal sites in Sydney that are either more 
economically feasible with lower environmental impact, or sites 
that are currently operating that have the potential for increased 
capacity: 

 Badgerys Creek/Western Sydney Airport 

 Enfield 

 Chullora 

A number of smaller IMT facilities currently in operation are located 
through Sydney, including Villawood, Yennora, Cooks River, 
Minto, Leumeah and Ingleburn. 

 Sydney Ports has forecast that Port Botany is to reach 
its planning capacity of 3.2 million TEU by 2017, and to 
have this approved capacity raised it would require 
additional intermodal terminal capacity to service port 
freight. In the absence of any additional investment and 
development of additional intermodal terminal capacity 
facilities in Sydney, the Proposal would timely assist in 
adding to the existing intermodal terminal capacity and 
contribute in meeting future freight demands.  

Section 3 of the 
EIS 

The SIMTA site is well-suited to a range of additional land uses The proposed land use subject of the EIS is consistent Section 3 of the 
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which would provide employment opportunities that would be 
comparatively higher than the SIMTA proposal. Proposed 
alternative land uses include: 

 Liverpool City Council’s Moorebank Riverside Vision 

 Hi Tech Innovation Centre 

 Educational Hub 

 Mixed uses 

with the approved Concept Plan and is needed to meet 
the existing freight demand within the catchment. The 
proposed land use would contribute in achieving the set 
target for a transport modal shift to and would facilitate 
for the on-going viable and economically suitable 
development of the SIMTA site. Importantly, the 
proposed land use is explicitly identified as an 
infrastructure requirement in the A Plan for Growing 
Sydney (Department of Planning and Environment, 
2014). The land uses proposed are not consistent with 
the Concept Plan Approval, granted in September 2014.  

EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval. 

Statutory 
compliance 

The proposal should be assessed against the objectives and 
provisions of the Water Management Act 2000 and the Fisheries 
Management Act 1994. 

The Fisheries Management Act 1994 provisions relevant 
to the Proposal are discussed in Section 2.4 (page 29) 
and Section 6.3.3 (page 174) of Appendix S. 

The Water Management Act 2000 provisions relevant to 
the Proposal are discussed in Page 10 of the Riparian 
Vegetation Management Plan outlined in Appendix S of 
the EIS and updated in Appendix J of this RtS. 

Section 2 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS. 

Appendix J of 
this RtS. 

The proposal should not be granted consent under Section 89E 
despite partial prohibition, for the following reasons: 

 Inadequate assessment against relevant EPIs including SEPP 
19, SEPP 44, SEPP Infrastructure and the LEP 2008. LEP 
2008 has provisions related to the foreshore building line, flood 
impacts, environmentally sensitive land and land acquisition 
which outright prohibit the proposal or require assessment. 

 Inadequate assessment against the relevant DCP provision for 
the site, particularly controls related to the design of the 
proposal. 

 Inadequate assessment against the draft amendments to the 
LEP 2008 which seek to recognise the heritage significance of 
the site. 

 Incompatibility of the proposed rail link under SEPP 

The SIMTA Project has been approved as a Part 3A 
Concept Plan Approval, granted under the 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.  

As noted in Section 5.4.1 of the EIS, portions of the 
Proposal over land zoned SP2 Defence and RE1 Public 
Recreation under the Liverpool LEP are prohibited by 
this environmental planning instrument. However, the 
provisions of ISEPP prevail over an LEP to the extent of 
any inconsistency hence the Proposal is permissible 
with development consent on SP2 Defence land use 
zone. 

In regards to RE1 Public Recreation land use zone, 
Section 89E(3) of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979, permits development consent to 

Concept Plan 
Approval.  

Section 5 of the 
EIS. 
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Infrastructure with the “rail freight siding” definition which 
renders almost the entire rail link prohibited. The rail link is the 
major component of the proposal. 

 Lack of a planning proposal to amend the land use zoning to 
allow the proposed SIMTA rail link to be permissible. 

 Lack of assessment of the proposed railway bridge against 
relevant maritime safety legislation. 

 The proposed modifications of the concept approval will 
undermine key mitigation measures such as public transport 
and road infrastructure upgrades. If these modifications are 
supported, then much of the Stage 1 SIMTA proposal will need 
to be reassessed. 

be granted for development that is partially prohibited 
under an environmental planning instrument, if the 
development is substantially permissible. As the IMT is 
located on industrially zoned land and is permissible 
under that zoning, the Proposal is substantially 
permissible and hence can be approved under the 
EP&A Act.   

SEPPs, LEP and DCP provisions relevant to the 
Proposal are documented in Section 5.3 and Section 5.4 
of the EIS. 
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4.7 CAMPBELLTOWN CITY COUNCIL. 
Table 4-8 provides a response to the submission received from the CCC dated 24 June 2015.  

Table 4-8 Campbelltown City Council (CCC) comments 
Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Need for a combined 
masterplan and 
rationalisation of dual 
terminal operation 

It is considered that a satisfactory joint development and 
operation arrangement should be put in place as a condition of 
any approval to ensure appropriate and co-ordinated 
construction and operation can occur.  

Construction and operation of the Moorebank 
intermodal freight precinct is subject to an 
agreement between the Moorebank Intermodal 
Company and SIMTA, which sets out the 
responsibilities and requirements for development 
of the precinct. Under the agreement SIMTA will 
be responsible for building the precinct 
infrastructure and operating the terminals in 
accordance with the relevant development 
approvals and the agreement between the MIC 
and SIMTA. The agreement has been approved 
by the Commonwealth government.  

In accordance with the agreement, MIC will 
oversee development of the Moorebank 
intermodal freight precinct to make sure SIMTA 
delivers the precinct infrastructure to the required 
standards. Development of infrastructure on the 
precinct would be in accordance with the 
applicable development approvals.  

http://www.micl.
com.au/ 
Accessed: 24 
August 2015 

… with a joint operation there would appear to be two capacity 
related risks – either both terminals are developed to less than 
full capacity and operate at a sub-optimal level (as appears to 
be contemplated by SIMTA) with associated concerns over 
environmental performance and impact on the surrounding 
area, OR the precinct wide operation would enable double the 
container capacity to be accommodated, also with potential 
concerns over greater impacts on the surrounding area. 

… 

The Concept Plan Approval issued for the SIMTA 
Project restricts the container freight road volume 
to 250,000 TEU per annum until traffic monitoring 
and modelling of the operation of the facility has 
demonstrated that traffic movements associated 
with the project would not exceed the capacity of 
the transport network. The approval allows the 
road freight volume to increase only by a further 
250,000 TEU, limiting operation of the terminal to 

Concept Plan 
Approval  
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Any approval for either or both the MIC and SIMTA Terminals 
be subject to a condition to the effect that the total operational 
capacity of the Terminals, when combined, does not exceed 
the maximum capacity constraint as identified and assessed in 
the EIS material for each facility. 

a total container freight road volume of 
500,000 TEU per annum.  

The Stage 1 Proposal is for operation of the IMT 
at 250,000 TEU throughput per annum and is 
within the limits prescribed under the Concept 
Approval.  

Timing of rail access 
construction and operation 

It is pleasing that Council's concern has been acknowledged. 

Nevertheless, it is considered that, should Project Approval be 
granted, conditions should be imposed to require that Terminal 
Operations cannot commence unless and until appropriate rail 
access has been constructed and is operational. 

SIMTA is committed to meaningful consultation 
with all stakeholders and acknowledges 
Campbelltown City Council’s appreciation.  

As discussed in Section 4.3 Proposal Phases, of 
the EIS, construction of the Rail link and sidings 
would occur as part of the first phase (Phase A) of 
the Proposal. Operation of the terminal would only 
commence once the Rail link has been 
constructed and commissioning of the Rail link.  

It is also noted that the Concept Plan EIS and 
Approval commits SIMTA to delivery of the Rail 
link as part of the first stage of the SIMTA Project.  

Section 4.3 of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Submissions 
Report – 
Revised 
Statement of 
Commitments 

Traffic impacts, particularly 
on Cambridge Avenue and 
associated roads 

It is pleasing that Council's concern has been acknowledged. 

To ensure that only light traffic associated with the Terminal is 
able to use Cambridge Avenue, it is considered that any 
approval should be conditional upon prevention of heavy 
vehicle access to and from Cambridge Avenue, including 
during M5 related blockages to Terminal operation. 

Should such condition(s) not be imposed, alternative 
condition(s) be imposed requiring the proponent to ensure that 
appropriate upgrade and maintenance works would be carried 
out on Cambridge Avenue and related road routes to 
accommodate potential heavy vehicles associated with 
Terminal use, without adverse impact on Council's road 
infrastructure nor on the amenity of development fronting such 
roads. 

Traffic impacts, including construction and 
operation are addressed in Section 7 of the EIS. 
Mitigation measures are proposed in Section 22 of 
the EIS to prevent heavy vehicles from using 
Cambridge Avenue to access the facility and 
include:  

The main site entry and exit point for heavy 
vehicles of the Proposal would be designed to 
permit access to the Stage 1 site in a manner that 
minimises queuing on Moorebank Avenue during 
operation of the Proposal 

The signalised T-intersection that would be 
provided for employee/visitor access would be 
designed with integrated pedestrian crossing 

Section 7 and 
22, and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS  
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

facilities to provide safe pedestrian access to the 
Proposal 

The main truck entry and exit point of the Proposal 
would be a signalised intersection that would only 
allow for left in and right out movement. A “right 
turn ban” would apply on the Moorebank Avenue 
at this signalised intersection from south. A ‘No 
Left Turn’ sign would be installed on the approach 
to the exit. 

In addition, an Operational Traffic Management 
Plan would be implemented for the Proposal and 
would include:  

Provision of adequate truck holding capacity 
within the Stage 1 site for the Proposal 

Provision of an information dissemination system 
to exchange information with truck drivers on live 
traffic conditions on the external network. 

A driver code of conduct will be included to inform 
drivers of permissible access and egress routes to 
and from the Proposal. 

It is believed that the implementation of these 
engineered solutions and operational controls 
would be sufficient deterrent to prevent heavy 
vehicles using Cambridge Avenue to access the 
SIMTA site. 

Any approval condition requiring SIMTA to enter into a 
Voluntary Planning Agreement with the State Government to 
address off site traffic impacts of the Proposal be accompanied 
by a requirement to consult Campbelltown City Council and 
take its concerns into account as part of preparing any such 
Agreement 

Under the Concept Plan Approval SIMTA is 
obliged to consider traffic impacts on Cambridge 
Avenue and monitor whether improvement works 
are required. The traffic impact assessments 
presented in Section 7 of the EIS for the Stage 1 
Proposal concluded that the Proposal would not 
impact on Cambridge Avenue; hence upgrades to 

Section 7, 
Section 22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

 SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions       
Page 188 Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 
 



 

Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

the road infrastructure are not required.  

As stated in Section 6.3.2 of the EIS, consultation 
was undertaken with Campbelltown City Council 
and a commitment was made that heavy vehicles 
from the Stage 1 site would not use Cambridge 
Avenue. Mitigation measures have been included 
in Section 22 to prohibit heavy vehicles from 
heading south from the SIMTA site.  

Further assessments of traffic impacts on 
Cambridge Avenue would be undertaken, as 
required under the Concept Approval, for each 
subsequent development assessment stage. 
SIMTA would continue to consult with 
Campbelltown City Council through the 
progression of subsequent development 
applications of the Concept Plan Approval.  

Any approval be subject to a condition requiring the proponent 
to liaise closely with Council to address the issue of 
construction traffic on Cambridge Avenue. 

Mitigation Measure 1A commits SIMTA to 
undertaking a Road Safety Audit of Cambridge 
Avenue for the Proposal to identify the traffic 
safety risks associated with construction vehicles 
using these roads and to determine the 
appropriate traffic controls to be implemented to 
mitigate any risks identified as part of the 
preparation of the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan (CTMP). Mitigation measure 
1B commits SIMTA to the preparation of the 
Construction Traffic Management Plan, in 
consultation with Campbelltown City Council.  

Section 22 of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of this 
RtS.  

Interaction with other 
freight facilities in the area 

Any approval be subject to conditions to the effect that, should 
operational intentions change in future with the potential to 
lead to interaction with other freight terminals in the area 
(including but not limited to MIST) a separate approval would 
be required prior to such interaction taking place. 

As discussed in the EIS, the Stage 1 Proposal 
would target a different freight catchment to other 
intermodal terminal facilities in Sydney 
Metropolitan area (including MIST). Under the 
Concept Approval the freight road volume of the 

Concept Plan 
Approval 
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SIMTA project is limited to between 250,000 TEU 
and 500,000 TEU per annum. 

Strategic Context If the SIMTA terminal proceeds, it will introduce a major new 
land use into the locality and, provided adverse impacts are 
addressed appropriately, it would present a significant 
opportunity to review strategic land use and infrastructure 
settings in the area to capitalise on any positive spin-offs of the 
Terminal. 

Any review of strategic planning in the area would most 
appropriately be carried out in partnership between the 
Federal and State Governments, working with Campbelltown 
Council. 

SIMTA encourages cooperation between local, 
State and Federal governments in reviewing 
strategic planning settings in the locality to 
maximise positive outcomes from the construction 
and operation of the SIMTA project. SIMTA also 
welcomes opportunities to cooperate with 
supporting surrounding developments to minimise 
negative impacts and maximise the strategic 
benefits of the SIMTA project. 

N/A 
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4.8 RURAL FIRE SERVICE 
Table 4-9 provides a response to the submission received from the RFS dated 3 July 2015.  

Table 4-9 Rural Fire Service (RFS) comments 
Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

Bushfire Based on a review of the 
documentation received for the 
proposal, the following comments 
regarding bush fire protection are 
provided: 

1. At the commencement of 
building works and in 
perpetuity, the entire 
property shall be managed 
as an inner protection area 
(IPA) as outlined within 
section 4.1.3 and Appendix 
5 of Planning for Bush Fire 
Protection 2006 and the 
NSW Rural Fire Service's 
document Standards for 
asset protection zones. 

Section 4.1.3 of the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 
relates to ‘standards for bushfire protection measures for 
residential and rural residential subdivisions’. Appendix 5 of the 
Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 also has a focus on 
protection of residential development from bushfire.  
The Proposal is an industrial development which includes only 
one habitable area, which is the office and administration area 
fronting Moorebank Avenue. This building is separated from 
surrounding bushfire prone land with a defendable space of 
greater than 700 m to the south and 35 m to the west (refer to 
Section 20.3 of the EIS). The Proposal does not include any 
residential accommodation and therefore the provisions of 
Section 4.1.3 of the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 do 
not apply.  
Notwithstanding this, Section 20.3 of the EIS provides an assessment 
of the Proposal having regard to potential bushfire impacts. It was 
concluded that the IMT part of the Proposal complies with the 
objectives of the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006. A 
number of mitigation measures are to be prepared for the 
Proposal (during construction and operation) to reduce the 
threat of bushfire. These include the preparation of bushfire 
management strategies during both construction and operation 
of the Proposal (refer to Section 22 of the EIS, and those 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS).  
These bushfire management strategies would have 
consideration to the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 
and, along with the other mitigation measures identified, are 
considered to suitably manage the risk of bushfire on the Stage 
1 site. On this basis this condition of consent, provided by the 

Sections 20.3 
and 22 of the 
EIS. 

 
Section 8 of this 
RtS.  
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Issue Comment Clarification / Response Reference 

NSW Rural Fire Service, is not considered necessary to be 
included within a future approval for the Proposal.  

2. At the commencement of 
works and in perpetuity, the 
proposed rail link corridor 
shall be managed as an 
inner protection area (IPA) 
as outlined within section 
4.1.3 and Appendix 5 of 
Planning for Bush Fire 
Protection 2006 and the 
NSW Rural Fire Service's 
document Standards for 
asset protection zones. 

Section 20.3 of the EIS indicated that the objectives of the Planning 
for Bush Fire Protection 2006 generally apply to buildings, and 
consequently are not applicable to the Rail link included within 
the Proposal. Notwithstanding this, the Rail link would provide 
operational access for emergency service personnel as 
required and would generally be in compliance with the 
objectives of Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006. 
Further, the Rail link would be constructed within a 20 m wide 
corridor (within environmental sensitive areas). The bushfire 
threat to the fixed assets (rail track) is considered to be low 
however there is a risk that ignition of adjoining bushfire may 
occur from sparks given off by rail cars. The width of the Rail 
link would therefore be maintained in a low fuel state, as 
required, with protocols developed for the monitoring of train 
access / egress during high – catastrophic fire weather days. 
An additional mitigation measures (8H) has been included 
within this Section 8 of this RtS to further manage the on-going 
risk of bushfire on the Rail link. The mitigation measure is as 
follows: 
The corridor established for construction of the Rail link will be 
stabilised in a manner which would enable the fuel load to be 
maintained in a low state. Where appropriate it would be 
stabilised following construction with local topsoil with growth 
of groundcover encouraged. The corridor would be managed 
by removing weeds and reducing the fuel load.  

In summary, the Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006 does 
not apply to the on-going management of the Rail link and 
therefore the condition of consent provided by the NSW Rural 
Fire Service is not considered relevant. Notwithstanding this, 
on-going management of the Rail link would be undertaken to 
ensure that the fuel load is maintained in a low state which is 

Section 20.3 of 
the EIS. 

 
Section 8 of this 
RtS. 
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considered suitable for the management of bushfire risks on 
this part of the Proposal.   

3. Landscaping to the site is to 
comply with the principles of 
Appendix 5 of Planning for 
Bush Fire Protection 2006. 

Appendix 5 of the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 has 
a focus on protection of residential development from bushfire. 
The Proposal does not include any residential accommodation. 
Notwithstanding this, landscaping on the Stage 1 site (only) 
would have consideration to the principles of Appendix 5 of 
Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006.   

N/A 

4. On site fire hydrants shall comply 
with Australian Standard AS 2419.1-
2005. 

Agreed.  N/A 
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5 RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY SUBMISSIONS 
This section provides a summary of the submissions raised by the public and interest groups. Submissions have been grouped and responded to by 
environmental aspect, within Table 5-1. A summary of the key issues raised is provided in Section 3 of this RtS.  

Table 5-1 should be read in conjunction with the source table provided in Appendix A. 

Table 5-1 Summary of public and general interest groups submissions 

Aspect Issue Summary Comments Reference 

Traffic and 
transport 

Congestion and 
road network 
capacity 

General increased 
truck movements 
to move freight 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. In 
summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 
intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network. 
Submissions  

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4 and 7.4.2 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 

Adding to M5 
Motorway traffic 
congestion 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. In 
summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 
intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4 and 7.4.2 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 
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Aspect Issue Summary Comments Reference 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network. 

Need for a 4th 
lane on the M5 
Motorway 

The Traffic Impact Assessment in Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS does not identify 
that the Proposal requires any road upgrades to the M5 Motorway as impacts are 
considered to be minor. Therefore the Proposal would not result in the need for a 4th lane 
on the M5 Motorway. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

General concerns 
about traffic 
increases within 
the Liverpool LGA 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. In 
summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 
intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network. 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4 and 7.4.2 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 

Vehicle 
breakdowns on 
minor and major 
roads in the 
locality impacting 
traffic flow 

Appendix L of the EIS includes a Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan 
(POTMP) that has been prepared for the Proposal, to further manage traffic generated 
from the Stage 1 site in the context of the surrounding road network. Key mitigation 
measures include: 

 Use of short-range radios, GPS and wireless communications to maximise efficiency of 
access and circulation of vehicles generated by the Proposal 

 Provision of adequate truck holding capacity within the Stage 1 site, should congestion 
or an incident occur on either the M5 Motorway or Moorebank Avenue 

Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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 Provision of an information dissemination system to exchange information with truck 

drivers on live traffic conditions on the external network.  

Further, an Operational Traffic Management Plan (or equivalent) would be prepared to 
build upon the POTMP to reduce impacts of the Proposal on the surrounding road 
network. 

Concern that the 
Proposal would 
add to existing 
traffic congestion 
on the surrounding 
road network. 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. In 
summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 
intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network. 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4 and 7.4.2 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 

The existing road 
network is not 
suitable to cater 
for additional truck 
movements 

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS identifies the outbound and inbound distribution of both car and 
truck movements associated with the Proposal. The majority of freight truck movements 
for the Proposal, would be via the M5 Motorway, Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue. 

Traffic modelling found that the level of service (LoS) at the intersections of the M5 
Motorway and Moorebank Avenue, and the M5 Motorway and the Hume Highway would 
not be significantly altered due to freight truck movements from the Proposal. 

During construction, the LoS would not alter during peak hours at the M5 Motorway and 
Moorebank Avenue intersection and would remain at a LoS B. 

The analysis of construction site access points indicated that construction traffic from the 
four SIMTA access points would not adversely impact through traffic on Moorebank 

Section 7.3.2 
of the EIS 
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Avenue or Cambridge Avenue. 

Overall, the Proposal would have a minor impact during construction and operation on the 
existing road network. 

Impacts of 
additional traffic 
movements, 
thereby resulting 
in congestion on 
Nurwarra Road 

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS identifies the outbound and inbound distribution of both car and 
truck movements associated with the Proposal. The majority of freight truck movements 
for the Proposal, would be via the M5 Motorway, Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue. 

Nurwarra Road is located approximately 2.8km from the site, to the north of the M5 
Motorway within the residential area of Moorebank. Trucks from the Proposal would 
generally utilise the M5 Motorway and, as a result would, not use Nurwarra Road. The 
Proposal would therefore not impact on traffic movement or the residential amenity of 
Nurwarra Road. 

Section 7.3.2 
of the EIS 

Impacts of 
additional traffic 
movements, 
thereby resulting 
in congestion on 
Brickmakers Drive 

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS identifies the outbound and inbound distribution of both car and 
truck movements associated with the Proposal. The majority of freight truck movements 
for the Proposal, would be via the M5 Motorway, Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue. 

Brickmakers Drive is located approximately 2.8km from the site, to the north of the M5 
Motorway within the residential area of Moorebank. Trucks from the Proposal would 
generally utilise the M5 Motorway and, as a result would not use Brickmakers Drive. The 
Proposal would therefore not impact on traffic movement or the residential amenity of 
Brickmakers Drive. 

Section 7.3.2 
of the EIS 

Impacts of 
additional traffic 
movements, 
thereby resulting 
in congestion on 
Newbridge Road 

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS identifies the outbound and inbound distribution of both car and 
truck movements associated with the Proposal. The majority of freight truck movements 
for the Proposal, would be via the M5 Motorway, Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue.  

Newbridge Road is located approximately 2.55km from the site, to the north of the M5 
Motorway within the residential areas of Moorebank, Liverpool and Chipping Norton. The 
intersection of Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road is currently nearing its operational 
capacity during the PM peak based on the LoS from the traffic study without the Proposal. 

Roads and Maritime and TfNSW have identified potential upgrade works to improve the 
performance of the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road intersection. This scenario has 

Section 7.2 
and 7.3.2 of 
the EIS 

Appendix F of 
the RtS 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 197 
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been modelled and substantially improves the LoS during the AM and PM peaks. 
Appendix F of the RtS outlines additional assessment that has been undertaken to 
demonstrate the impact with and without the Stage 1 Proposal, should Newbridge Road / 
Moorebank Avenue intersection not be upgraded by Roads and Maritime. The assessment 
has demonstrated that the Proposal would not impact the level of service to this 
intersection.  

Flooding of 
Georges River 
closing local roads 
creating further 
congestion 

It is understood that the Cambridge Avenue causeway is subject to flooding under certain 
conditions. Section 7 of the EIS outlines that Cambridge Avenue would be temporarily 
used by trucks during the construction phase of the Proposal (for a period of approximately 
18 months). Cambridge Avenue would not be used by freight trucks during the operation of 
the Proposal. 

A Preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan (PCTMP) has been prepared for the 
Proposal to manage traffic movements during construction, including those proposed 
along Cambridge Avenue. This PCTMP would be further progressed prior to the 
commencement of construction to further manage all construction related traffic 
movements. Should the Cambridge Avenue causeway be flooded during construction, any 
redistribution of traffic would be managed in accordance with the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan (CTMP) reducing, where possible, impacts on the surrounding road 
network. 

Section 7 of 
the EIS 

With the 
Intermodal, the 
traffic demand will 
exceed the 
Liverpool Road 
network capacity 
by 53% by 2030. 

The 53% deficit in capacity in 2030 has not been reported in the Traffic Impact 
Assessments completed for the EIS. Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS provide an 
assessment of potential traffic impacts due to the Proposal. 

The Traffic Impacts Assessments found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and M5 Motorway. Intersection 
modelling and analysis of the 2016 scenario indicated that Proposal would not exceed the 
current capacity on the M5 Motorway/ Moorebank Avenue, the M5 Motorway/ Hume 
Highway, the M5 Motorway/Heathcote Road and Cambridge Avenue, nor would it reduce 
the LoS of the Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road intersection. 

Operation of the SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal under a ‘full build’ scenario was 
assessed in the Concept Plan assessment and approved under the Concept Pal Approval 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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(MP10_0193). Section 7.1 of the EIS summarisers the findings of the Concept Plan 
Approval, including the impact of the SIMTA Project on the road network in 2031 when the 
SIMTA site was assumed to be operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU. Mitigation 
measures identified and modelled in the Concept Plan Approval demonstrated that 
network improvements proposed would mitigate the modelled impacts from the SIMTA 
Project operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU in 2031. 

The Proposal represents an interim development scenario. Once it has been 
demonstrated that the IMT can operate at a throughput of 250,000 TEU per annum, the 
intent would be to submit a development application to increase the TEU throughput of the 
terminal. The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment adopted the 2016 scenario for 
operation of the Proposal as this represents the timeframe at which it is envisaged that the 
Proposal would be operating at a TEU throughput of 250,000 per annum. 

There would be an 
increase in 
commute times 

Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS provide assessments of traffic impacts due to the 
Proposal. Commuting times during the AM and PM peak hours are not expected to 
increase significantly due to the Proposal. 

The Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) found that the Proposal would 
have a minor impact on Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and M5 
Motorway. Intersection modelling and analysis of the 2016 scenario indicated that 
Proposal would not exceed the current capacity on the M5 Motorway / Moorebank Avenue, 
the M5 Motorway / Hume Highway, the M5 Motorway / Heathcote Road and Cambridge 
Avenue, nor would it reduce the LoS of the Moorebank Avenue / Heathcote Road 
intersection. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Trucks moved 
from Botany to 
Moorebank 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. In 
summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Section 7.4.2 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4 and 7.4.2 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 
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of the EIS outlines a number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, 
and during, the operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding 
road network. 

Further, a Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan (POTMP) provided in 
Appendix L of the EIS has been prepared for the Proposal, to further manage traffic 
generated from the Stage 1 site in the context of the surrounding road network.  

In addition, an Operational Traffic Management Plan (or equivalent) would be prepared to 
build upon the POTMP to reduce impacts of the Proposal on the surrounding road 
network. 

Port Botany to 
Moorebank is 
already congested 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particular along the M5 Motorway. The Proposal would 
therefore result in a reduction to port related road congestion from Port Botany to 
Moorebank, easing existing congestion. 

Section 1.3 of 
the EIS 

By increasing 
throughput of 
Botany more 
trucks are needed 
once containers 
are unloaded 

Truck movement generation is a direct result of the container throughput processed by an 
IMEX IMT. As discussed in Section 4 of the EIS, the Proposal seeks approval for the 
construction and operation of an IMT to support an annual freight container road volume of 
250,000 TEU (twenty foot equivalent movements). The number of truck movements would 
therefore be limited by the operational capacity approved for the IMT, i.e. the Proposal.  

Section 3 of the EIS acknowledges the increased throughput available at Port Botany, 
which coupled with the growth of Western Sydney (including the South West Growth 
Centre) results in a higher distribution potential for container related freight within the south 
western region of Sydney (i.e. the catchment in which SIMTA is to service). 

Notwithstanding the demand and growth to the south western freight catchment, the 
throughput of the Proposal, and therefore associated freight truck numbers is limited by its 
approval. In summary changes to the throughput at Port Botany would not directly impact 
on the truck numbers generated by the Proposal. 

The transfer of freight container movements from road to rail would alleviate freight related 

Section 3 and 
4 of the EIS 
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road congestion between Port Botany and Moorebank, particular along the M5 Motorway. 

Quality of road 
decrease and 
need for 
maintenance 

The primary access route for truck and car movements, generated by the Proposal, would 
be via Moorebank Avenue. The part of Moorebank Avenue which is located to the north of 
the East Hills Rail Corridor and the south of Anzac Road is owned by the Commonwealth. 
Part of SIMTA’s agreement with the Commonwealth (to operate and develop both the 
SIMTA and MIC sites) includes the land which occupies Moorebank Ave.  

Section 7 of the EIS outlines that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS note that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on Roads and Maritime RAV maps. Trucks 
accessing the Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from 
using local roads that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. 

Section 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Additional vehicles 
from Proposal has 
not been 
addressed until 
2029/2030) 

The Traffic Impact Assessment provided within Appendix L of the EIS includes an analysis 
of the impacts of traffic generated by the Proposal once operational (i.e. 2016). This 
assessment is considered suitable to accurately and adequately address the potential road 
traffic impacts of the Proposal. 

Operation of the SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal under a ‘full build’ scenario was 
assessed in the Concept Plan assessment and approved under the Concept Pal Approval 
(MP10_0193). Section 7.1 of the EIS summarisers the findings of the Concept Plan 
Approval, including the impact of the SIMTA Project on the road network in 2031 when the 
SIMTA site was assumed to be operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU. Mitigation 
measures identified and modelled in the Concept Plan Approval demonstrated that 
network improvements proposed would mitigate the modelled impacts from the SIMTA 
Project operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU in 2031.The Traffic and Accessibility 

Section 7 of 
the EIS 

Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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Impact Assessment adopted the 2016 scenario for operation of the Proposal as this 
represents the timeframe at which it is envisaged that the Proposal would be operating at 
a TEU throughput of 250,000 per annum. The Proposal represents an interim development 
scenario as, once it has been demonstrated that the IMT can operate at a throughput of 
250,000 TEU per annum, the intent would be to submit a development application to 
increase the TEU throughput of the terminal. As discussed in Section 19 of the EIS, the 
development scenario for commencement of Early Works associated with the MIC 
proposal and operation of the Proposal was modelled for the cumulative scenario as this is 
when operation of the Proposal as it is considered feasible that Early Works for the MIC 
Proposal could occur in 2016, based on the information presented in the Response to 
Submission Report (PB, 2015).  

Does not take into 
account 
WestConnex 

During operation of the Proposal, traffic impacts are expected to be minor, if not, beneficial 
due to the proposed reduction of travel times along the WestConnex network. However, a 
quantitative assessment of the cumulative impacts is near to impossible. Design of the 
WestConnex proposal is still underway and the Environmental Impact Assessment is not 
expected to be on exhibition until late 2015, therefore impacts cannot be addressed for the 
Proposal. 

Section 19.3.1 of the EIS provides an assessment of the cumulative impacts in regards to 
traffic and transport and established there would be no cumulative impacts. 

Section 19.3.1 
of the EIS 

Adequate 
mitigation 
measures for the 
traffic increase 
has not been 
provided 

Section 7.4 of the EIS provides mitigation measures which are considered suitable to 
mitigate the minor traffic impacts posed by the Proposal. No further mitigation measures 
are considered necessary. 

Section 7.4 of 
the EIS 

SIMTA and MIC 
cumulative 
assessment 

SIMTA EIS v 
MICL EIS give 
different opinions 
on accident 
analysis 

Section 7.2 of the EIS provides a summary of crash data supplied by Roads and Maritime 
for the period 2009-2013. A review of the MIC EIS found that crash data analysed was for 
the period 2008-2013 resulting in discrepancies in results.  

Furthermore, the SIMTA Proposal EIS contained crash data from Moorebank Avenue, 
Cambridge Avenue, the M5 Motorway (between the Hume Highway and Heathcote Road 

Section 7.2 of 
the EIS 
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intersection), and Heathcote Road, while the MIC EIS contained crash data for Moorebank 
Avenue and the M5 Motorway only (between the Hume Highway and Heathcote Road 
intersection). The differences in data used would result in the different results presented 
for the accident analyses. 

Growth rates used 
for background 
traffic calculations 

Section 2.3 outlines the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) summarises 
the historical traffic growth for key roads that would be impacted by the Proposal. During 
the Concept Plan Approval background traffic growth assumptions up to 2031 for the 
SIMTA Proposal were agreed with both TfNSW and Roads and Maritime Services. 
Additional growth analysis for all of the key surrounding intersections was undertaken in 
2010 and 2014 which demonstrated consistency with the predicted growth 

The traffic modelling provided within the EIS (Appendix L of the EIS) is therefore 
considered accurate and suitable to assess the impacts of the Proposal on the 
surrounding traffic network. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS.  

Use of SIDRA 
isolated version 
instead of network 
version for traffic 
modelling 

Both SIDRA Isolated Version 6 and Network Version were used in the traffic modelling. 
Both versions indicated a similar level of service for the analysed intersections on 
Moorebank Avenue. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS.  

Different traffic 
modelling 
outcomes and 
inputs between 
MIC and SIMTA 
proposals 

The traffic reporting provided within Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS utilises similar 
assumptions to that which were provided within the traffic reporting for the Concept Plan 
Approval. The traffic reporting within the EIS has built upon the Concept Plan Approval 
assumptions by conducting additional traffic count surveys in November and December 
2014 for all of the key surrounding intersections to provide a realistic understanding of the 
existing traffic conditions. 

Section 7 of the EIS outlines the consultation that has been undertaken with Roads and 
Maritime (via TfNSW) to confirm the assumptions included within the traffic reporting for 
the Proposal. The traffic modelling provided within Appendix L of the EIS is therefore 
considered accurate and suitable to assess the impacts of the Proposal on the 
surrounding traffic network. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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Traffic Impact 
Assessment and 
modelling 

Representatives 
from TfNSW and 
RMS, are not 
qualified to review 
the traffic impact 
assessments and 
modelling 

Representatives from TfNSW and Roads and Maritime are highly regarded in their relative 
fields. Their knowledge and expertise are considered by the public and private 
corporations to make valid and well-thought through decisions. Their review of the traffic 
impact assessments and modelling is therefore considered to be of the highest standard 
and above all acceptable for the purposes of the EIS. 

N/A 

No independent 
traffic study has 
been undertaken 

The traffic reporting provided within Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS utilises similar 
assumptions to that which were provided within the traffic reporting for the Concept Plan 
Approval. The traffic reporting within the EIS has built upon the Concept Plan Approval 
assumptions by conducting additional traffic counts for all of the key surrounding 
intersections to provide a realistic understanding of the existing traffic conditions. A Traffic 
Model Audit (Halcrow, 2011) and a Transport Review (Aurecon, 2013) of the traffic 
assessment undertaken for the Concept Plan Approval.  

Section 7 of the EIS outlines the consultation undertaken with Roads and Maritime (via 
TfNSW) to confirm the assumptions included within the traffic reporting for the Proposal. 
The traffic modelling provided within Appendix L of the EIS is therefore considered 
accurate and suitable to assess the impacts of the Proposal on the surrounding traffic 
network. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Timing of traffic 
count for 
background 
information 

Traffic count surveys were undertaken on the 3 and 9 November 2014 and on the 15 and 
21 December 2014. Both surveys were undertaken at the same locations by Austraffic as 
identified in Appendix L of the EIS. 

Daily automatic traffic counts (ATC) were conducted for a continuous seven-day period. 

The AM and PM peak periods intersection turning movement counts were undertaken at 
intersections covering Moorebank Avenue and Cambridge Avenue and three interchanges 
with the M5 Motorway (between Hume Highway and Heathcote Road). Intersection turning 
movement counts were undertaken for 3 hours in the AM (6am to 9am) and 3 hours in the 
PM (3pm to 6pm) using video analysis. NSW school holidays began on Saturday 20 
December 2014. No other significant event or public holidays occurred during the 
remainder of the survey periods. 

Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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The additional traffic count surveys were undertaken prior to and after the M5 West 
Widening was opened. Results from the additional traffic count surveys undertaken in 
November / December 2014 are considered to be when ‘normal conditions’ were 
occurring. 

The modelling 
does not cater for 
future growth 

Sections 7.3.1, 7.3.2 and Appendix L of the EIS describe the modelling and growth rate 
analysis undertaken for the Proposal. To assess the performance of the network when the 
Proposal would be operational, the traffic assessment modelled the network with and 
without the Proposal. Forecast growth rates were applied to the existing traffic volumes 
that were observed in November and December 2014 and the performance of key 
intersections modelled. 

Roads and Maritime and TfNSW have identified potential upgrade works to improve the 
performance of the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road intersection. The works would 
involve the provision of a third right turning lane on the southern approach to Moorebank 
Avenue and an additional through lane on the eastbound carriageway of Newbridge Road. 
The performance of the Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road and Moorebank Avenue / 
Heathcote Road intersections were remodelled for the future network scenario with the 
upgrade works. 

The modelling demonstrates that the upgrade works identified by RMS and TfNSW would 
substantially improve the LoS during the AM and PM peaks at both intersections, with a 
minimum LoS of D achieved. The traffic modelling provided within the EIS (Appendix L of 
the EIS) is therefore considered accurate and suitable to assess the impacts of future 
growth on the surrounding traffic network. 

Section 7.3.1 
and 7.3.2 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Safety Trucks should be 
kept to industrial 
areas 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 
Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. 

Section 7.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number of mitigation measures which would be 
implemented including GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be 

Section 7.4.2 
of the EIS 
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implemented/prepared as part of the Operational Traffic Management Plan for the 
Proposal. These mitigation measures are considered suitable to restrict truck movements, 
from the Proposal, to travel within authorised haulage routes. 

Trucks weaving 
onto and off the 
M5 Motorway 

The Traffic Impact Assessment in Section 7.3 and Appendix L of the EIS assess existing 
and potential traffic accidents on surrounding roads.  

Crash data was supplied by Roads and Maritime for the five-year period from 2009 to 
2013 inclusive. The traffic impact assessment indicates that daily traffic volumes would 
increase on Moorebank Avenue from 16,900 vehicles to 17,650 vehicles as a result of the 
Proposal. It was assessed that the net impact of the additional traffic generated by the 
Proposal, as well as provision of the two access points to the Stage 1 site would result in a 
marginal increase from 12.2 crashes per year to 12.7 crashes per year on Moorebank 
Avenue, south of the M5 Motorway. On Cambridge Avenue, the Proposal would increase 
daily traffic volumes by 0.03 percent, and would not impact the existing crash rate on this 
road. 

Section 7.3 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 

Increase in traffic 
accidents 

The Traffic Impacts Assessment in Section 7.3 and Appendix L of the EIS assessed 
existing and potential traffic accidents on surrounding roads. 

The traffic impact assessment indicates that daily traffic volumes would increase on 
Moorebank Avenue from 16,900 vehicles to 17,650 vehicles as a result of the Proposal. It 
was assessed that the net impact of the additional traffic generated by the Proposal, as 
well as provision of the two access points to the Stage 1 site would result in a marginal 
increase from 12.2 crashes per year to 12.7 crashes per year on Moorebank Avenue, 
south of the M5 Motorway. On Cambridge Avenue, the Proposal would increase daily 
traffic volumes by 0.03 percent, and would not impact the existing crash rate on this road. 

Section 7.3 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS 

Trucks using local 
roads 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 
Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. 

Section 7, 7.2 
and 7.4.2 of 
the EIS 
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Section 7 of the EIS therefore concludes that trucks would not use local roads for inbound 
or outbound movements. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number of mitigation 
measures which would be implemented to prevent the use of local roads. These would 
include GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be prepared as part of the 
Operational Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal. These mitigation measures are 
considered suitable to restrict truck movements, from the Proposal, on local roads. 

Trucks would only use Moorebank Avenue, M5 Motorway, Hume Highway, Newbridge 
Road and Heathcote Road all of which are considered State roads. Refer to Section 7.2 of 
the EIS for classification of roads. 

Hume Highway is 
already dangerous 

The Traffic Impact Assessment in Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS analysed recent 
crash data supplied by Roads and Maritime for the five-year period from 2009 to 2013 
inclusive. The crash data has been reported to a wider road network including the M5 
Motorway (and its three interchanges with Moorebank Avenue, Hume Highway and 
Heathcote Road), Moorebank Avenue (north and south of M5 Motorway), Anzac Road, 
Cambridge Avenue, Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road intersection, and Moorebank 
Avenue/Heathcote Road intersection. 

Crash data was more concentrated at State Roads and the M5 Motorway including its 
associated interchanges with Moorebank Avenue, Hume Highway and Heathcote Road. 

Intersection modelling, indicated that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity 
on the M5 Motorway/ Moorebank Avenue, the M5 Motorway/ Hume Highway, the M5 
Motorway/Heathcote Road and Cambridge Avenue. Consequently the overall impact of 
the operation of the Proposal at the Hume Highway is anticipated to be minor and 
appropriate operational management plans have been proposed to mitigate any impacts. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Increase in heavy 
vehicle traffic 
potentially causing 
accidents and 
death 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.4, 7, 7.2 
and 7.4.2 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 
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Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 
Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. 

Section 7 of the EIS therefore concludes that trucks would not use local roads for inbound 
or outbound movements. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number of mitigation 
measures which would be implemented to prevent the use of local roads. These would 
include GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be prepared as part of the 
Operational Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal. These mitigation measures are 
considered suitable to restrict truck movements, from the Proposal, on local roads. 

Trucks would only use Moorebank Avenue, M5 Motorway, Hume Highway, Newbridge 
Road and Heathcote Road all of which are considered State roads 

In summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 
intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures would be implemented prior to, and during the operation of 
the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network and increase 
safety. 

Notwithstanding, the Traffic Impact Assessment indicates that daily traffic volumes would 
increase on Moorebank Avenue from 16,900 vehicles to 17,650 vehicles as a result of the 
Proposal. It was assessed that the net impact of the additional traffic generated by the 
Proposal, as well as provision of the two access points to the Stage 1 site would result in a 
marginal increase from 12.2 crashes per year to 12.7 crashes per year on Moorebank 
Avenue, south of the M5 Motorway. On Cambridge Avenue, the Proposal would increase 
daily traffic volumes by 0.03 per cent, and would not impact the existing crash rate on this 
road. 
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Existing roads are 
hazardous already 
(potholes) and 
Roads and 
Maritime does not 
maintain them 

Section 7 and Appendix L of the EIS provides an assessment of road maintenance works 
and any road upgrades required for the Proposal and the implications of these on traffic 
safety. These are summarised below. 

The primary access route for truck and car movements, generated by the Proposal, would 
be via Moorebank Avenue. The part of Moorebank Avenue which is located to the north of 
the East Hills Rail Corridor and the south of Anzac Road is owned by the Commonwealth. 
Part of SIMTA’s agreement with the Commonwealth (to operate and develop the SIMTA 
sites) is to lease Moorebank Avenue.  

Section 7 of the EIS outlines that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS note that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

Furthermore, the Traffic Impact Assessment provided in Section 7 and Appendix L of the 
EIS indicates that daily traffic volumes would increase on Moorebank Avenue from 16,900 
vehicles to 17,650 vehicles as a result of the Proposal. It was assessed that the net impact 
of the additional traffic generated by the Proposal, as well as provision of the two access 
points to the Stage 1 site would result in a marginal increase from 12.2 crashes per year to 
12.7 crashes per year on Moorebank Avenue, south of the M5 Motorway. On Cambridge 
Avenue, the Proposal would increase daily traffic volumes by 0.03 per cent, and would not 
impact the existing crash rate on this road. 

The Traffic and accessibility Impact Assessment prepared for the Concept Plan Approval 
also identified that the SIMTA Project would not substantially increase the likelihood of 
crashes / accidents in the longer term. 

It should be noted that the Proponent would work with MIC and Roads and Maritime to 
identify the appropriate apportionment of funding and maintenance of Moorebank Avenue.  

Section 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

The Proposal 
would exacerbate 
existing unsafe 

Newbridge Road is located approximately 2.55km from the site, to the north of the M5 
Motorway within the residential areas of Moorebank, Liverpool and Chipping Norton. The 
intersection of Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road is currently nearing its operational 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
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conditions on 
Newbridge Road 
to Moorebank 
Avenue  

capacity during the PM peak based on the LoS from the traffic study. Roads and Maritime 
and TfNSW have identified potential upgrade works to improve the performance of the 
Moorebank Avenue / Newbridge Road intersection. This scenario has been modelled and 
substantially improves the LoS during the AM and PM peaks, and therefore the safety of 
the intersection. Appendix F of the RtS outlines additional assessment that has been 
undertaken to demonstrate the impact with and without the Stage 1 Proposal, should 
Newbridge Road / Moorebank Avenue intersection not be upgraded by Roads and 
Maritime. The assessment has demonstrated that the Proposal would not impact the level 
of service, and consequently the safety of this intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS lists a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network and 
maintain safe conditions. 

the EIS 

Surrounding 
infrastructure 
upgrades 

Traffic study on 
behalf of 
community 
identified 32 
intersections that 
require upgrades 
which cost almost 
3 million. If the 
Proposal goes 
ahead who will 
pay for this? 

Section 7 of the EIS identified that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS state that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

The community 
traffic study has 
identified 
numerous 
intersections that 
require upgrades 
and the EIS only 
stated one 
required on 
Moorebank Ave 

Section 7 of the EIS identified that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS state that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

Operation of the SIMTA Project and the MIC Proposal under a ‘full build’ scenario was 
assessed in the Concept Plan assessment and approved under the Concept Pal Approval 
(MP10_0193). Section 7.1 of the EIS summarisers the findings of the Concept Plan 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 
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but not until 
2029/2030. 

Approval, including the impact of the SIMTA Project on the road network in 2031 when the 
SIMTA site was assumed to be operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU. Mitigation 
measures identified and modelled in the Concept Plan Approval demonstrated that 
network improvements proposed would mitigate the modelled impacts from the SIMTA 
Project operating at a throughput of 1 million TEU in 2031. 

The Proposal represents an interim development scenario. Once it has been 
demonstrated that the IMT can operate at a throughput of 250,000 TEU per annum, the 
intent would be to submit a development application to increase the TEU throughput of the 
terminal. The Traffic and Accessibility Impact Assessment adopted the 2016 scenario for 
operation of the Proposal as this represents the timeframe at which it is envisaged that the 
Proposal would be operating at a TEU throughput of 250,000 per annum. 

 

Responsibility to 
undertake and pay 
for these upgrades 

Section 7 of the EIS identified that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS state that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

The Proponent commits to negotiating with the relevant agencies/authorities on possible 
funding apportionment of potential upgrade works. This has been included in the revised 
Compilation of Mitigation Measures in Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
the RtS 

Existing traffic 
problems should 
be fixed before the 
Proposal goes 
ahead 

Section 1.3 of the EIS outlines a key objective of the Proposal to transfer freight container 
movements from road to rail, thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between 
Port Botany and Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway. Section 4.5.4 of the EIS 
notes that the Proposal would result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 
trips per day travelling to the west of Moorebank Avenue. The Traffic Impact Assessment 
and Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
have been prepared to identify and mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal. 

In summary, the traffic analysis found that the Proposal would have a minor impact on 
Moorebank Avenue, Anzac Road, Cambridge Avenue and the M5 Motorway. Further 

Sections 4.5, 7 
and Appendix 
L of the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 
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intersection modelling identified that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity at 
surrounding intersections nor would it impact on the level of service (LoS) for the 
Moorebank Avenue/ Heathcote Road intersection. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS outlines a 
number of mitigation measures that would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding road network. 

Section 7 of the EIS identified that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS state that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

How does the 
Proposal impact 
on the plans for 
new road to the 
new airport 

The primary access route for truck and car movements, generated by the Proposal, would 
be via Moorebank Avenue. The part of Moorebank Avenue which is located to the north of 
the East Hills Rail Corridor and the south of Anzac Road is owned by the Commonwealth. 
Part of SIMTA’s agreement with the Commonwealth (to operate and develop both the 
SIMTA and MIC sites) includes the land which occupies Moorebank Avenue.  

Section 7 of the EIS identifies that the Proposal would result in minor impacts on the 
surrounding road network and therefore, at this stage, upgrades are not considered 
necessary. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS state that SIMTA would monitor 
traffic movements during the operation of the Proposal and undertake on-going 
discussions with Roads and Maritime Services (via Transport for NSW) regarding road 
upgrades and maintenance as necessary and suitable. 

The proposed new airport is located over 18 kilometres to the northwest of the Proposal. 
Preliminary infrastructure plans for the new airport do not indicate it will be affecting any of 
the roads considered in the Traffic Impact Assessment in Section 7 and Appendix L of the 
EIS. Therefore, the Proposal is unlikely to impact any new roads for the new airport. 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Illegal road use Measures needed 
to ensure Anzac 
Road is not used 
by trucks 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 
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Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. Anzac Road, east of 
Secombe Place is not an RAV approved route. 

Section 7 of the EIS indicates that trucks would not use Anzac Road for inbound or 
outbound movements. Trucks travelling outbound to the east would use the M5 Motorway 
rather than Anzac Road. Section 7.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number of mitigation 
measures which would be implemented. These would include GPS tracking and a driver 
code of conduct which would be prepared as part of the Operational Traffic Management 
Plan for the Proposal. These mitigation measures are considered suitable to restrict truck 
movements, from the Proposal, on Anzac Road. 

Heavy vehicle 
utilising back 
roads to avoid 
congestion 

Existing heavy vehicle movements are not attributable to the Proposal. Section 7.4.2 of the 
EIS identifies a number of mitigation measures which would be implemented including 
GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be prepared as part of the 
Operational Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal. These mitigation measures are 
considered suitable to restrict truck movements, from the Proposal, on unapproved roads. 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Existing illegal 
movements along 
roads with 
restrictions 
(tonnes) 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 
Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes.  

Existing heavy vehicle movements are not attributable to the Proposal. Section 7.4.2 of the 
EIS identifies a number of mitigation measures which would be implemented including 
GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be prepared as part of the 
Operational Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal. These mitigation measures are 
considered suitable to restrict truck movements, from the Proposal, on unapproved roads. 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Current Parking Existing truck and 
trailer parking 
along local roads 
is significant 

Section 7.4.2 of the EIS includes a number of mitigation measures which would avoid truck 
parking or queuing on Moorebank Avenue or the surrounding area. These mitigation 
measures include the following:  

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 213 
 



 

Aspect Issue Summary Comments Reference 
 Use of short-range radios, GPS and wireless communications to maximise efficiency of 

access and circulation of vehicles generated by the Proposal 

 Provision of adequate truck holding capacity within the Stage 1 site 

 Preparation of a driver code of conduct to inform drivers of permissible access and 
egress routes to and from the Stage 1 site. 

These measures would be identified within an Operational Traffic Management Plan (or 
equivalent) which will be prepared to build upon the POTMP provided for the EIS (refer to 
Appendix L of the EIS). 

the EIS. 

Monitoring Monitoring of 
Brickmakers Drive 
for Illegal truck 
use 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on RMS RAV maps. Trucks accessing the 
Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from using local roads 
that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. Brickmakers Drive is not an 
RAV approved route. 

Section 7.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number of mitigation measures which would be 
implemented including GPS tracking and a driver code of conduct which would be 
prepared as part of the Operational Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal. These 
mitigation measures are considered suitable to restrict truck movements, from the 
Proposal, on unapproved roads. 

Sections 7 and 
22 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS. 

Trains Impacts to the 
East Hills Line 

The Rail Access Report included within the EIS identifies that the Proposal, during 
construction or operation, would not result in any operational impacts to the East Hills Rail 
Line (Appendix F of the EIS). In particular, freight traffic for the Proposal would utilise the 
designated Southern Sydney Freight Line (SSFL) thereby ensuring that there is no impact 
on passenger services.  

Further, Table 4 of this RtS provides details on an amendment to the rail alignment which 
includes relocation outside of the East Hills Rail Corridor. This would further reduce the 
possibility of any impacts on the Proposal to the East Hills Rail Corridor. 

Sections 6 and 
7 of this RtS. 
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Consider 
alternative uses 
for the rail lines 
and their network 

Section 3.3 and Section 6.8 of the EIS outlines the alternatives considered for the 
Proposal. The Proposal is for an IMT facility and Rail link and as such, alternative uses for 
the rail lines and their network is not considered feasible. The Proposal is consistent with 
state and regional planning policies and includes a number of benefits which would be 
experienced as a result of the proposed freight modal shift from road to rail. 

Sections 3.3 
and 6.8 of the 
EIS.  

Noise and 
Vibration 

Rail noise Excessive rail 
traffic will create 
noise 

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the SSFL were assessed and 
approved under Approval No. 05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated 
by an IMT in the south-western Sydney area. Appendices F and N of the EIS identify that 
the preliminary independent empirical analysis concluded that, at the time of the 
assessment, there was likely to be up to 10 train paths available each way on the freight 
network between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence upgrades to the SSFL would not be 
required to accommodate the Proposal.  

Any future increase in freight movement that may require augmentation works on the 
SSFL is expected to be subject to separate development approval and would be assessed 
in accordance with the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guidelines (RING). Noise management 
measures would be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 
development stages as part of the impact assessment process undertaken for future 
stages. 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and summarised in 
Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts 
associated with the Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to 
Appendix N of the EIS). Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise 
levels, in the absence of rail curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive 
receivers, with the exception of some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 

Sections 4, 9 
and 22, and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS. 
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acceptable. 

Train noise over 
river - lack of 
noise wall 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to Appendix N of the EIS). 
Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of 
some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. As a result a noise barrier, to mitigate train noise, is not considered necessary. 

Sections 9 and 
22 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Use of old rolling 
stock and 
increased noise 

Section 10.2.2 summarises the best practice review of operational management and 
design of IMTs internationally that was undertaken for the Proposal. It identifies that the 
Proposal would use rolling stock that complies with ARTC’s operational EPL No. 3142, 
which provides limits on tonality and low frequency noise from locomotives. The use of 
rolling stock, either old or new, which complies with these EPL requirements is considered 
acceptable and suitable for the Proposal. 

Sections 10.2 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS. 

Rail 
screech/squeal 
and increased 
noise 

Section 4 of the EIS describes the Proposal, including the construction and operation of a 
Rail link connecting the Stage 1 site to the SSFL. The Proposal would not result in any 
additional rail movements along the SSFL, above those which have been addressed as 
part of a previous approval (No 05_0089). 

The Rail link (included within the Proposal) would accommodate 10 train trips (5 in and 5 
out) per day. A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and 
summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential 
noise impacts associated with the Proposal.  

Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 

Sections 4, 9 
and 22 and 
Appendices F 
and N of the 
EIS.  
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curve squeal will comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception 
of some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve screech/squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential to exceed 
rail noise criteria, on certain Casula properties. Section 9.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number 
of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and associated rail 
noise monitoring, which would contribute to reducing the potential for rail noise associated 
with rail screech/squeal. The rail noise impacts associated with rail screech/squeal from 
the Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to 
be acceptable. 

Noise emissions 
as a result of train 
break up and 
shunting 

Section 4.2.1 of the EIS identifies that the Proposal includes a locomotive shifter which 
would be used to move locomotives between the rail sidings. This would considerably 
reduce shunting required to reorganise locomotives. Some shunting and recoupling of 
wagons would be undertaken on site which would be reflective of the anticipated train 
movements (a total of 10) per day and associated IMT operations of the Proposal. 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provides an assessment of operational noise, 
associated with both train, truck and container handling equipment on the Proposal site. It 
is concluded that the Stage 1 site operations comply with the relevant noise criteria at all 
receivers. 

Sections 4.2 
and 9.3 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS. 

SIMTA should be 
responsible for 
noise on ARTC 
track seeing they 
are behind 
increases 

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the SSFL were assessed and 
approved under Approval No. 05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated 
by an IMT in the south-western Sydney area. Appendices F and N of the EIS identify that 
the preliminary independent empirical analysis concluded that, at the time of the 
assessment, there was likely to be up to 10 train paths available each way on the freight 
network between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence upgrades to the SSFL would not be 
required to accommodate the Proposal, and rail noise on the SSFL has been considered 
under Approval No. 05_0089. 

Any future increase in freight movement that may require augmentation works on the 
SSFL is expected to be subject to separate development approval and would be assessed 
in accordance with the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guidelines (RING). Noise management 
measures would be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 

Section 4 and 
Appendix F of 
the EIS. 
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development stages as part of the impact assessment process undertaken for future 
stages. 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and summarised in 
Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts 
associated with the Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link. Section 9.3 of 
the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail curve squeal 
comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of some receivers 
in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. 

Implementing 
noise barriers 
along the rail 
corridor 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to Appendix N of the EIS). 
Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of 
some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. As a result a noise barrier, to mitigate train noise, is not considered necessary. 

Sections 9.3 
and 22 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Road noise 24/7 traffic 
creating 

Section 9.3.3 of the EIS, and Appendix N, provide an assessment of the potential impacts 
of the Proposal from road noise emissions. The EIS concludes that increases in road 

Sections 9.3 
and Appendix 
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unacceptable 
noise 

noise, from operational trucks, is considerably less than 2 dBA and therefore complies with 
the Road Noise Policy. No mitigation of traffic noise is therefore considered necessary for 
the Proposal. 

N of the EIS. 

General traffic 
noise 

Section 9.3.2 and 9.3.3 of the EIS, and Appendix L, provide an assessment of the potential 
impacts of the Proposal from construction works and operational rail and road noise 
emissions.  

The assessment concludes that increases in road noise, from operational trucks, is 
considerably less than 2 dBA and therefore complies with the Road Noise Policy. 
Construction noise emissions are expected to comply with the ICNG NMLs during all 
works periods at all receivers. In addition, the predicted LAmax noise levels due to the 
operation of the Rail link with the northern connection, are predicted to comply with the 
adopted rail noise criteria. The predicted LAmax noise levels due to the operation of the Rail 
link with the southern connection are predicted to comply with the established criteria for 
all receivers except for NCA3 which is predicted to experience a 1 dBA exceedance. Noise 
from the operation of the Rail link is expected to be significantly lower than existing rail 
noise levels at receivers within NCA3 and a 1 dBA exceedance of the LAmax rail noise 
criterion is unlikely to be noticeable compared with rail movements on the SSFL and Main 
Southern Lines. No mitigation of traffic noise is therefore considered necessary for the 
Proposal, however, mitigation measures are provided in Section 9.4 to further reduce 
potential noise impacts. 

Sections 9.3 
and 9.4 of the 
EIS. 

Noise generated 
by trucks leaving 
IMT across M5 
bridge at 
Moorebank 

Section 9.3.3 of the EIS, and Appendix L, provides an assessment of the potential impacts 
of the Proposal from road noise emissions. The EIS concludes that increases in road 
noise, from operational trucks, is considerably less than 2 dBA and therefore complies with 
the Road Noise Policy. No mitigation of traffic noise is therefore considered necessary for 
the Proposal. 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Noise impacts 
from existing M5 
traffic are 
considered 
disruptive, with the 
Proposal further 

Noise from the operation of the M5 Motorway was captured in the background noise levels 
developed for the SIMTA project. The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix 
N) included an assessment of road noise impacts attributable to road traffic from the 
Proposal and concluded that the impact would be less than 2 dBA and therefore complies 
with the Road Noise Policy. No mitigation of traffic noise is therefore considered necessary 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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increasing/compo
unding these 
impacts 

for the Proposal.  

Compression 
breaking in built – 
up areas 

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on Roads and Maritime RAV maps. Trucks 
accessing the Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from 
using local roads that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. 

N/A 

Construction 
noise 

General 
construction noise 
and impact on 
residential areas 

Section 9.3.2 and Appendix N of the EIS provide an assessment of the construction noise 
impacts associated with the Proposal. In summary, results from modelled construction 
noise emissions are expected to comply with the ICNG NMLs during all works periods at 
all receivers. 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Operational 
noise 

General operating 
noise impacting 
residential areas 
and local 
amenities 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provide an assessment of the operational noise, 
associated with train, truck and container handling equipment on the Proposal site. It is 
concluded that the site based operations comply with the relevant criteria at all receivers 
except for NCA3 which is predicted to experience a 1 dBA exceedance due to the Rail link.  

The Rail link (included within the Proposal) would accommodate 10 train trips (5 in and 5 
out) per day. A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and 
summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential 
noise impacts associated with the Proposal.  

Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal will comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception 
of some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve screech/squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential to exceed 
rail noise criteria, on certain Casula properties. Section 9.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number 
of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and associated rail 
noise monitoring, which would contribute to reducing the potential for rail noise associated 
with rail screech/squeal. The rail noise impacts associated with rail screech/squeal from 
the Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS.  
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be acceptable. 

A Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) will be prepared prior to operation 
of the Proposal. The RNMP will include procedures for the application of friction modifiers 
to the Rail link and measurement and reporting of subsequent rail noise levels should be 
documented in a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) to be prepared 
prior to the operation of the Proposal. During preparation of the RNMP, background rail 
noise monitoring will be undertaken to establish existing levels of rail noise levels in 
accordance with the RING and prescribe mitigation measures where modelling  predicts 
and /or operational monitoring shows an exceedance attributable to the Proposal that 
RING prescribes as reasonable and feasible to mitigate. 

Noise wall needed 
between rail and 
Georges River 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to Appendix N of the EIS). 
Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of 
some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. As a result a noise barrier, to mitigate train noise, is not considered necessary. 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS. 

Noise mitigation 
strategies are not 
considered 
suitable 

Section 9.3 and Appendix N of the EIS discuss the potential noise impacts due to the 
Proposal. 

The EIS concludes that increases in road noise, from operational trucks, is considerably 
less than 2 dBA from existing levels and therefore complies with the Road Noise Policy. 
Results from modelled construction noise emissions are expected to comply with the ICNG 
NMLs during all works periods at all receivers. In addition, the predicted LAmax noise levels 
due to the operation of the Rail link at the northern connection, are predicted to comply 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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with the adopted rail noise criteria. The predicted LAmax noise levels due to the operation 
of the Rail link at the southern connection are predicted to comply with the established 
criteria for all receivers except for NCA3 which is predicted to experience a 1 dBA 
exceedance. Noise from the operation of the Rail link is expected to be significantly lower 
than existing rail noise levels at receivers within NCA3 and a 1 dBA exceedance of the 
LAmax rail noise criterion is unlikely to be noticeable compared with rail movements on the 
SSFL and Main Southern Lines. 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to Appendix N of the EIS). 
Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of 
some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. As a result a noise barrier, to mitigate train noise, is not considered necessary. 

Modelling has been undertaken to assess the noise impacts of the amended Rail link and 
is summarised in Section 7.1.3 and included in Appendix H of this RtS.  

Accordingly, it is recommended that if the LAeq, period noise levels from the SIMTA Rail 
link exceed the amenity criteria at nearby receivers and cause total rail noise levels to 
increase by 2 dB or more, reasonable and feasible mitigation should be implemented. 
Mitigation measure 3C has been updated and commits to preparation of a Rail Noise 
Management Plan and has been updated to include a commitment to undertake 
background rail noise monitoring prior to commencement of operations to establish 
LAeq,period rail noise levels in accordance with the RING. Mitigation measures will be 
developed and implemented where exceedances are predicted.    
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Noise criteria likely 
to be exceeded at 
Glenfield Farm 

Glenfield Farm is located within noise cluster NCA3 in Section 9 and Appendix N of the 
EIS. 

Results from the construction noise assessment indicate that construction noise emissions 
are expected to comply with the ICNG NMLs during all works periods at all receivers, 
including NCA3 where Glenfield Farm is located. 

Once the Proposal is in operation, increases in road noise, from operational trucks, is 
considerably less than 2 dBA from existing levels and therefore complies with the Road 
Noise Policy. 

In addition, the predicted LAmax noise levels due to the operation of the Rail link at the 
northern connection is predicted to comply with the adopted rail noise criteria. The 
predicted LAmax noise levels due to the operation of the Rail link at the southern 
connection are predicted to comply with the established criteria for all receivers except for 
NCA3 which is predicted to experience a 1 dBA exceedance. Noise from the operation of 
the Rail link is expected to be significantly lower than existing rail noise levels at receivers 
within NCA3 and a 1 dBA exceedance of the LAmax rail noise criterion is unlikely to be 
noticeable compared with rail movements on the SSFL and Main Southern Lines. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Reduction 
requirements of 
23dB at full build 
unachievable 

As discussed in Section 4 of the EIS, the Proposal seeks approval for the construction and 
operation of an IMT to support a container road volume of 250,000 TEU (twenty foot 
equivalent movements).  

Approval for the ‘full build’ scenario, with a container throughput volume of 1 million per 
annum, was sought within the Concept Plan EA. Notwithstanding this, the Concept Plan 
Approval (MP 10_0193) limited the road container freight volume limit to be up to 500,000 
TEU per annum. On this basis the ‘full build scenario’ is not currently able to be achieved 
under the Concept Plan Approval. 

Therefore this comment, relating to the full build scenario is not relevant to the assessment 
of the Proposal. 

Section 4 of 
the EIS. 

Concept Plan 
Approval.  

Sleep disturbance 
criteria stated in 
Section 5.4 should 

Sleep disturbance screening levels for maximum operational noise levels during the night 
time period, between 10 PM and 7 AM, were established in accordance with the NGLG 
and the INP Application Notes (www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoise.htm) in 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
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be applied to all 
noise sources 

Section 9.3 and Appendix N of the EIS. 

Transient noise events, such as horns, tonal reversing alarms and containers impacting, 
have the potential to cause sleep disturbance, should they occur at night. It was 
determined that the most likely source of transient noise is containers impacting each 
other (i.e. banging), which has an SWL expressed in LAmax of 118 dBA. This event was 
modelled to assess the potential for sleep disturbance at the receivers. The predicted 
LAmax levels at all receivers are less than, and therefore comply with, the sleep 
disturbance screening levels. 

Furthermore, the noise HRA has investigated the impact of noise from operation of the 
Proposal and rail noise on sleep disturbance and cognitive development in children using 
the World Health Organisation (WHO) community noise guidelines. The assessment was 
based on the ‘worst case’ scenario, and without noise mitigation measures being 
implemented. The assessment found that noise from the operation of the Proposal meets 
the WHO criteria. There were found to be some small exceedances of the sleep 
disturbance criteria from the rail noise; however, with the implementation of the best 
practice measures outlined in Section 10 of the EIS, these exceedances would be 
mitigated. 

N of the EIS.  

Mitigation 
measures to 
address 
operational noise 
impacts on sleep 
disturbance. 
Referencing 
impacts from Port 
Botany container 
facility 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provided an assessment of the operational noise, 
associated with train, truck and container handling equipment on the Proposal site. 

The assessment included the potential for the Proposal to exceed sleep disturbance 
criteria as a result of night-time activities. Screening levels for maximum operational noise 
levels during the night time period, between 10 PM and 7 AM, were established in 
accordance with the NGLG and the INP Application Notes 
(www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoise.htm). The assessment concluded that 
the predicted LAmax levels at all receivers would be less than the sleep disturbance 
screening levels, set under the INP. 

Furthermore, the noise HRA has investigated the impact of noise from operation of the 
Proposal and rail noise on sleep disturbance and cognitive development in children using 
the World Health Organisation (WHO) community noise guidelines. The assessment was 
based on the ‘worst case’ scenario, and without noise mitigation measures being 
implemented. The assessment found that noise from the operation of the Proposal meets 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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the WHO criteria. There were found to be some small exceedances of the sleep 
disturbance criteria from the rail noise; however, with the implementation of the best 
practice measures outlined in Section 10 of the EIS, these exceedances would be 
mitigated. 

24/7 noise and 
associated 
impacts 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provide an assessment of the operational noise 
associated with both train, truck and container handling equipment on the Proposal site. It 
is concluded that the site based operations comply with the relevant criteria at all 
receivers. 

Furthermore, transient noise events, such as horns, tonal reversing alarms and containers 
impacting, have the potential to cause sleep disturbance, should they occur at night. It was 
determined that the most likely source of transient noise is containers impacting each 
other (i.e. banging), which has an SWL expressed in LAmax of 118 dBA. This event was 
modelled to assess the potential for sleep disturbance at the receivers. The predicted 
LAmax levels at all receivers are less than, and therefore comply with, the sleep 
disturbance screening levels. 

The noise HRA has investigated the impact of noise from operation of the Proposal and 
rail noise on sleep disturbance and cognitive development in children using the World 
Health Organisation (WHO) community noise guidelines. The assessment was based on 
the ‘worst case’ scenario, and without noise mitigation measures being implemented. The 
assessment found that noise from the operation of the Proposal meets the WHO criteria. 
There were found to be some small exceedances of the sleep disturbance criteria from the 
rail noise; however, with the implementation of the best practice measures outlined in 
Section 10 of the EIS, these exceedances would be mitigated. 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS. 

Does not show 
predicted noise 
outcomes for 
residents living 
near southern rail 
access 

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the SSFL were assessed and 
approved under Approval No. 05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated 
by an IMT in the south-western Sydney area. Appendices F and N of the EIS indicate that 
the preliminary independent empirical analysis concluded that, at the time of the 
assessment, there was likely to be up to 10 train paths available each way on the freight 
network between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence upgrades to the SSFL would not be 
required to accommodate the Proposal, and rail noise on the SSFL has been considered 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  
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under Approval No. 05_0089. 

Any future increase in freight movement that may require augmentation works on the 
SSFL is expected to be subject to separate development approval and would be assessed 
in accordance with the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guidelines (RING). Noise management 
measures would be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 
development stages as part of the impact assessment process undertaken for future 
stages. 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and summarised in 
Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts 
associated with the Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link. Section 9.3 of 
the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail curve squeal 
comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of some receivers 
in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. 

Noise emissions 
from gantry cranes 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provide a noise assessment of container handling 
equipment on the Proposal site. As discussed in Section 4.5 of the EIS, container handling 
during Stage 1 operations would be carried out by either diesel powered container 
handling equipment or gantry cranes. As diesel powered container handling equipment are 
a noisier means of handling containers than gantry cranes, the operational noise 
assessment assumed the use of diesel powered container handling equipment, as a worst 
case operational scenario, for container handling. 

Best practice for reducing noise from container handling equipment is to migrate from 
diesel powered plant possibly diesel/hybrid power and eventually electrically powered 
plant. Full electrification of container handling equipment is typically accompanied by 
significant reductions in noise emissions and is considered best practice, (i.e. the shift from 

Sections 9.3, 
10.2 and 22 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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diesel plant equipment to gantry cranes). 

Notwithstanding, as the annual throughput of the Proposal would be limited to 250,000 
TEU, the replacement of diesel powered mobile container handling equipment with electric 
gantry crane systems would not significantly affect noise levels at nearby receivers. 
However, it is expected that the container storage area would be serviced by manual 
handling equipment initially before overhead gantry cranes are introduced progressively. 

The noise assessment in Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS concluded that the 
Proposal site operations comply with the relevant criteria at all receivers. 

Mitigation 
strategies for 
loading and 
unloading at 
terminal itself 

Best practice for reducing noise from container handling equipment is to migrate from 
diesel powered plant possibly diesel/hybrid power and eventually electrically powered 
plant, such as the use of gantry cranes. Moderate reductions may be realised when 
moving to diesel/hybrid powered units as the duty cycle of the diesel engine is often 
significantly reduced. Full electrification of container handling equipment is typically 
accompanied by significant reductions in noise emissions and is considered best practice, 
(i.e. the shift from diesel plant equipment to gantry cranes). 

As the annual throughput of the Proposal would be limited to 250,000 TEU, the 
replacement of diesel powered mobile container handling equipment with electric gantry 
crane systems would not significantly affect noise levels at nearby receivers. 

Notwithstanding, Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provided an assessment of this 
operational noise, including container handling equipment on the Proposal site. It is 
concluded that the Proposal site operations comply with the relevant criteria at all 
receivers and therefore mitigation measured were considered unnecessary. However, 
mitigation measures have been provided in Section 9.4 to further reduce potential noise 
impacts. 

Sections 9.3, 
9.4 and 10.2 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Crane operators 
banging 
containers 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provides an assessment of the operational noise, 
including container handling equipment on the Proposal site. Section 4.5 of the EIS 
outlines that container handling during Stage 1 operations would be carried out by either 
diesel powered container handling equipment or electrified gantry cranes. As diesel 
powered container handling equipment are a noisier means of handling containers than 
electrified gantry cranes, the operational noise assessment assumed the use of diesel 

Sections 4.5, 
9.3 Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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powered container handling equipment, as a worst case operational scenario for container 
handling. 

Furthermore, transient noise events, such as containers impacting other containers, have 
the potential to cause sleep disturbance, should they occur at night. It was determined that 
the most likely source of transient noise is containers impacting each other (i.e. banging), 
which has an SWL expressed in LAmax of 118 dBA. This event was modelled to assess the 
potential for sleep disturbance at the receivers. 

Best practice for reducing noise from container handling equipment is to migrate from 
diesel powered plant possibly diesel/hybrid power and eventually electrically powered 
plant, such as gantry cranes. It is expected that the container storage area would be 
serviced by manual handling equipment initially before overhead gantry cranes are 
introduced progressively. 

The noise assessment in Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N concluded that the Proposal site 
operations comply with the relevant criteria at all receivers and the predicted LAmax levels 
at all receivers are less than, and therefore comply with, the sleep disturbance screening 
levels. 

Noise carrying 
along the Georges 
River and 
surrounding areas, 
particularly at 
night 

Section 9.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provides an assessment of the construction and 
operational noise, associated with train, truck and container handling equipment on the 
Proposal site. 

The assessment provides an indication of expected truck movements, as well as 
construction and operation noise sources during the day and night, including the LAmax at 
night. The existing rating background noise levels (RBLs) for daytime, evening and night 
time at sensitive receiver locations representative of each of the four noise catchment 
areas were established in accordance with the INP. 

Screening levels for maximum operational noise levels during the night time period, 
between 10 PM and 7 AM, were established in accordance with the NGLG and the INP 
Application Notes (www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoise.htm). 

Transient noise events, such as horns, tonal reversing alarms and containers impacting 
containers, have the potential to cause sleep disturbance, should they occur at night. It 

Sections 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  
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was determined that the most likely source of transient noise is containers impacting each 
other (i.e. banging), which has an SWL expressed in LAmax of 118 dBA. This event was 
modelled to assess the potential for sleep disturbance at the receivers. 

During the night-time ‘worst case scenario’ it was assumed that calm meteorological 
conditions, which would enhance noise transmission to sensitive receivers, would persist 
for five hours. LAeq, 15min noise levels were used in the assessment for calm and 
meteorological conditions that enhance noise levels. 

The assessment concluded that the Proposal site based operations comply with the 
relevant criteria at all receivers even during adverse meteorological conditions, during the 
‘worst case’ and the ‘worst case 15 minute’ scenarios. Further, the assessment concluded 
that the predicted LAmax levels at all receivers would be less than the sleep disturbance 
screening levels, set under the INP. 

Casula has no 
noise buffers or 
mitigation 
measures 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS and 
included in Appendix N, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts 
associated with the Proposal. Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise 
levels, in the absence of rail curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive 
receivers, with the exception of some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3). 
Notwithstanding this, as a result of existing train movements on both the SSFL and the 
Main Southern Rail Line, the additional rail generated noise from the Proposal is unlikely to 
be noticeable to these receivers in Casula. 

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Section 9.4.2 of the EIS includes a number of 
mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and associated rail noise 
monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to exceeding rail noise 
criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the Proposal with the 
implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to mitigate associated noise 
impacts. 

Sections 9 and 
22, and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Warehousing will 
barely reduce the 
noise levels 

Section 10.2 (Best Practice Review) and Appendix N of the EIS provides an assessment 
of potential noise impacts of the Proposal. Solid objects which obstruct the line of sight 
between a noise source and a sensitive receiver will reduce the noise levels at the 

Sections 10.2 
and 22 and 
Appendix N of 
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receiver. The magnitude of this shielding or ‘barrier’ effect is typically in the order of 5 – 
10 dBA. 

The Proposal does not involve the establishment of building structures that would provide 
opportunities for shielding; however, the existing warehousing on the SIMTA site would 
provide shielding to receivers in the Moorebank and Wattle Grove area, to the north and 
east of the Stage 1 site. 

Future stages of the SIMTA Project would also provide the opportunity for shielding 
through the placement of warehousing. Should the MIC Project gain approval, the 
proposed warehousing on the MIC site would provide additional shielding for receivers to 
the west of the SIMTA site. 

the EIS. 

Noise 
monitoring/ 
modelling and 
management 

Why is Buckland 
Road the only 
monitoring 
location? 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal. The assessment concludes that a Noise Operational Management Plan will be 
developed including a framework for regular monitoring of operational noise. Monitoring 
locations will be established within six months of operation commencing. It is noted that 
Buckland Road is located within noise catchment area 3 (NCA3). 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

What modelling 
has been done - 
does it include 
likely traffic 
volumes 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal. The assessment includes modelling of potential construction and operational 
noise impacts, with existing traffic volumes and expected future traffic volumes. The 
assessment found that increases in road noise, is considerably less than 2 dBA from 
existing levels and therefore complies with the Road Noise Policy. Results from modelled 
construction noise emissions are expected to comply with the ICNG NMLs during all works 
periods at all receivers. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Port Botany 
monitoring shows 
how bad noise will 
be 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, which is summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, 
has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts associated with the 
Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link (refer to Appendix N of the EIS). 
Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of 

Sections 9 and 
22, and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  
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some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. 

Ongoing 
monitoring should 
be required if 
approved 

Section 9.3.3 and Appendix N of the EIS provide an assessment of the operational noise, 
associated with train, truck and container handling equipment on the Proposal site. It is 
concluded that the site based operations comply with the relevant criteria at all receivers 
except for NCA3 which is predicted to experience a 1 dBA exceedance due to the Rail link.  

The Rail link (included within the Proposal) would accommodate 10 train trips (5 in and 5 
out) per day. A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and 
summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential 
noise impacts associated with the Proposal.  

Section 9.3 of the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail 
curve squeal will comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception 
of some receivers in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve screech/squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential to exceed 
rail noise criteria, on certain Casula properties. Section 9.4.2 of the EIS identifies a number 
of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and associated rail 
noise monitoring, which would contribute to reducing the potential for rail noise associated 
with rail screech/squeal. The rail noise impacts associated with rail screech/squeal from 
the Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to 
be acceptable. 

A Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) will be prepared prior to operation 
of the Proposal. The RNMP will include procedures for the application of friction modifiers 
to the Rail link and measurement and reporting of subsequent rail noise levels should be 
documented in a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) to be prepared 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS 
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prior to the operation of the Proposal. During preparation of the RNMP, background rail 
noise monitoring will be undertaken to establish existing levels of rail noise levels in 
accordance with the RING and prescribe mitigation measures where modelling  predicts 
and /or operational monitoring shows an exceedance attributable to the Proposal that 
RING prescribes as reasonable and feasible to mitigate. 

Noise modelling 
does not take into 
account all 
locations likely to 
be impacted 

A Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment provided in Appendix N and summarised in 
Section 9 of the EIS, has been prepared to identify and mitigate potential noise impacts 
associated with the Proposal, which also includes the use of the Rail link. Section 9.3 of 
the EIS states that LAeq period and LAmax noise levels, in the absence of rail curve squeal 
comply with relevant criteria at all sensitive receivers, with the exception of some receivers 
in Casula (identified as receiver NCA3).  

When rail curve squeal is taken into consideration there is the potential for impacts, above 
the criteria, on certain Casula properties. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.4.2 of the EIS 
includes a number of mitigation measures, such as friction modifiers, track lubrication and 
associated rail noise monitoring, which would contribute to mitigating the potential to 
exceed rail noise criteria associated with rail squeal. The rail noise impacts of the 
Proposal, subject to the implementation of these mitigation measures, is considered to be 
acceptable. 

Noise impacts associated with the movement of freight on the SSFL were assessed and 
approved under Approval No. 05_0089, which accounts for freight movements generated 
by an IMT in the south-western Sydney area. Appendices F and N of the EIS note that the 
preliminary independent empirical analysis concluded that, at the time of the assessment, 
there was likely to be up to 10 train paths available each way on the freight network 
between Port Botany and Moorebank; hence upgrades to the SSFL would not be required 
to accommodate the Proposal.  

Any future increase in freight movement that may require augmentation works on the 
SSFL is expected to be subject to separate development approval and would be assessed 
in accordance with the Rail Infrastructure Noise Guidelines (RING). Noise management 
measures would be developed to address noise impacts associated with future 
development stages as part of the impact assessment process undertaken for future 
stages. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  
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No noise 
abatement plan 

As discussed in Section 9.3.3 of the EIS, a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) is to be 
prepared and implemented during construction to manage potential noise impacts 
generated by the Proposal. This RNMP includes noise abatement measures including the 
installation of friction modifiers to mitigate rail curve squeal. These measures mitigate and 
manage potential noise impacts from the Proposal. 

Sections 9.3 
and Section 22 
pf the EIS 

General How can the 
additional noise be 
considered for a 
highly populated 
area? 

Section 9.3.1 and Appendix N of the EIS outline that the Industrial Noise Policy establishes 
amenity and intrusiveness criteria for the assessment of noise impacts on receivers, which 
sets a limit on the total noise level from all industrial noise sources affecting a receiver by 
receiver type. The receiver types adopted for the SIMTA criteria were residential suburban 
and residential urban, which take into consideration the residential nature of parts of the 
surrounding environment. The assessment concluded that operation of the Proposal would 
comply with the INP criteria at all receivers.  

Sections 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Already suffering 
from noise 
pollution from 
Bankstown airport 
and trucks 

Background noise monitoring was undertaken to establish the noise management levels 
applicable to the SIMTA Project. The noise monitoring would have captured noise impacts 
from the Bankstown airport and trucks operating within the noise catchment areas that 
may be impacted by the Proposal. The INP established limits on the total noise level from 
all industrial noise sources affecting a receiver (which would include the operation of any 
existing industrial noise source) and the Proposal was assessed to be compliant with the 
INP criteria. Road noise from the Proposal was assessed in accordance with the Road 
Noise Policy and was found to contribute less than 2 dB to the total road noise, which is 
considered a minor impact and barely perceptible by the average person.  

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
N of the EIS.  

Noise impacts to 
Leacock Regional 
Park 

Leacock Regional Park is immediately adjacent to the Casula Powerhouse which is 
identified in Appendix N of the Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment as Sensitive 
Receiver S2. The noise impacts at this location were assessed against the amenity and 
intrusiveness criteria prescribed under the INP for schools and classrooms. No 
exceedances of the INP criteria were identified. The park is also located within noise 
catchment area NCA3, which, is predicted to experience a 1 dBA exceedance due to 
operational rail noise. A RNMP will be prepared for the Proposal that will outline monitoring 
and mitigation measures for management of rail noise. 

 

Sections 9.3 
and Section 
22, and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  
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Inadequate 
mitigation 
measures 

Section 9.3.3 and Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of this RtS, include a number of 
mitigation measures which are to be implemented during both construction and operation 
of the Proposal. These mitigation measures are considered adequate to ensure that there 
are no unacceptable noise impacts on surrounding sensitive receivers. 

Sections 9.3 
and Section 
22, and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

The Proposal will 
convert a quite 
liveable area to a 
busy industrial 
area 

Section 5 of the EIS describes how The Proposal is to be located on a site which is 
currently zoned for industrial uses. The Proposal site is generally buffered in all directions 
to sensitive receivers. The EIS recognises surrounding sensitive receivers and includes a 
number of mitigation measures to minimise the impacts of the Proposal on the surrounding 
area. 

Section 5 of 
the EIS.  

Not enough 
consideration 
given to noise 

A thorough assessment has been undertaken of potential noise impacts arising from the 
Proposal in accordance with the applicable guidelines. These are summarised in Section 9 
and Appendix N of the EIS. 

Section 9and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Vibration Train, truck and 
car vibration 
impacts 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment included as Appendix N to the EIS and 
summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, includes an assessment of potential vibration impacts 
associated with the Proposal, in accordance with the guidelines prescribed. The 
assessment concluded that given the substantial setback distances to nearby receivers, 
including existing buildings within the SIMTA site which are not to be removed during the 
Proposal, any ground vibrations arising due to the Proposal would be significantly below 
the relevant guideline criteria for human comfort and structural damage. 

The Proposal would not result in trains travelling in closer proximity to residential 
properties than already occurs with the operations of the SSFL. Consequently, and as a 
result of the substantial set back distances, vibration impacts from the Rail link would be 
negligible and well below the guideline criteria for human comfort and structural damage. 

Section 9 and 
Appendix N of 
the EIS.  

Property damage 
from vibration 

The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment included as Appendix N to the EIS and 
summarised in Section 9 of the EIS, includes an assessment of potential vibration impacts 
associated with the Proposal, in accordance with the guidelines prescribed. The 

Section 9.3 
and Appendix 
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assessment concluded that given the substantial setback distances to nearby receivers, 
including existing buildings within the SIMTA site which are not to be removed during the 
Proposal, any ground vibrations arising due to the Proposal would be significantly below 
the relevant guideline criteria for human comfort and structural damage. 

N of the EIS.  

Air Quality Particulate 
matter 

Diesel and out-
dated locomotive 
fume particulate 
matter not 
accounted for 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M to the EIS, and summarised 
in Section 8 of the EIS, includes an estimation of diesel and particulate matter emissions 
from locomotives based the United States Environment Protection Agency’s Emission 
Factors for Locomotives and a conservative assumption that locomotives accessing the 
site would only meet emissions performance equivalent to US EPA Pre-Tier 0 Line Haul 
Emission Factors. The modelling predictions indicate that the risk of adverse air quality 
impacts from the Proposal, including conservative estimates for emissions from 
locomotives, are low. The incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding 
residential areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the 
Proposal. For all other pollutants, the predicted concentrations are well below the impact 
assessment criteria. 

Section 8.3 
and Appendix 
M of the EIS.  

PM2.5 already 
close to advisory 
limit 

Section 8.2 of the EIS discusses the annual average concentration of PM2.5 during 2013 / 
2014, noting that it was in exceedance of the NEPM advisory reporting goal.  

Section 8.3 and Appendix M of the EIS outline that the maximum increase in annual 
average PM (0.2 μg/m³) and 24-hour average PM (0.5 μg/m³) is minor when compared to 
existing background conditions. When the background air quality is added, there are no 
additional exceedances of the relevant impact assessment criteria. It is concluded that the 
incremental increase in key pollutants (PM10 and PM2.5) at the surrounding residential 
areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. 
Measures to mitigate air quality impacts are included in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated 
in Section 8 of this RtS, including: 

 Implementation and communication of anti-idling policy for trucks and locomotives 

 Provision of a point of contact for complaints for the community to report on excessive 
idling and smoky vehicles used within the Stage 1 Proposal 

 Procedures to reject excessively smoky trucks visiting the Stage 1 site based on visual 
inspection. 

Section 8.2 
and Appendix 
M of the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 
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How will increase 
of PM2.5 be 
mitigated 

 Section 8.3 and Appendix M of the EIS outline that the maximum increase in annual 
average PM (0.2 μg/m³) and 24-hour average PM (0.5 μg/m³) is minor when compared to 
existing background conditions. When the background air quality is added, there are no 
additional exceedances of the relevant impact assessment criteria. It is concluded that the 
incremental increase in key pollutants (PM10 and PM2.5) at the surrounding residential 
areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. 
Measures to mitigate air quality impacts are included in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated 
in Section 8 of this RtS, including: 

 Implementation and communication of anti-idling policy for trucks and locomotives 

 Provision of a point of contact for complaints for the community to report on excessive 
idling and smoky vehicles used within the Stage 1 Proposal 

 Procedures to reject excessively smoky trucks visiting the Stage 1 site based on visual 
inspection. 

Sections 8.3 
and 22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS. 

Dust impact The Air Quality Assessment, included as Appendix M, and summarised in Section 8 of the 
EIS, includes an assessment of dust impacts associated with construction of the Proposal. 
The assessment found that construction of the Proposal would not result in any additional 
days over the adopted air quality criteria (including total suspended particles and 
particulate matter and dust deposition.  

Section 8.3 
and Appendix 
M of the EIS. 

What are latest 
emission 
standards for 
locomotives? 

The Best Practice Review for Air Quality identifies the emissions standards for locomotives 
that are currently applied in the United States of America (US) and the European Union 
(EU). The Best Practice Review provided in Section 10 of the EIS found that there are no 
air emission limits for locomotives in NSW or Australia; however, it is expected that when 
and if emissions standards are introduced into Australia they would be harmonised with 
the US or EU standards.  

Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

General pollution General air quality 
concerns 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS concludes that the Proposal would not result in additional exceedances of 
relevant impact assessment criteria. Introduction of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in Section 8 of the RtS, would result in a reduction of 
ground level concentrations of particulate matter and nitrogen dioxide attributable to the 
Proposal.  

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
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the RtS 

Air quality 
decrease 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS concludes that the Proposal would not result in additional exceedances of 
relevant impact assessment criteria. Measures to mitigate air quality impacts are included 
in Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

How can the 
additional pollution 
be considered for 
a highly populated 
area? 

The National Environment Protection (Ambient Air Quality) Measure (AAQ NEPM) and the 
NSW EPA, 2005 Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in 
New South Wales (Approved Methods) establish criteria that are designed to maintain 
ambient air quality that allows for the adequate protection of human health and well-being. 
The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS concludes that the Proposal is compliant with these criteria.  

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Not enough 
consideration 
given to pollution 
generated by the 
Proposal 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, assesses the impacts of the Proposal on air quality in accordance with NSW 
EPA, 2005 Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New 
South Wales, as prescribed under the SEARs. The assessment considered air pollutants 
that would be generated by the Proposal and is a regulatory endorsed assessment 
approach.  

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Death and 
injuries/sickness 
from pollution 

The Health Impact Assessment included in Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 of 
the EIS, assesses the health effects attributable to PM10, PM2.5, NO2, SO2 and CO have 
been assessed for increases in mortality, hospital admissions for respiratory and 
cardiovascular disease, and emergency department visits for asthma in children. The 
results of the Health Impact Assessment found that the increase in risk due to air pollution 
from the operations of the Proposal are low and in most cases are negligible. The cancer 
risk form the air toxics are well below acceptable risk level set by international agencies. 

Section 20.1 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  

Impacting 
residents and local 
schools which 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment provided in Appendix M of the EIS assessed the 
impacts of the Proposal on air quality against the AAQ NEPM and the Approved Methods, 
which establish criteria for the protection of human health. The modelling predictions 

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
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have not been 
considered 

indicate that the risk of adverse air quality impacts from the Proposal are low. The 
incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding residential areas would be largely 
indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. For all other pollutants, 
the predicted concentrations are well below the impact assessment criteria. 

the EIS.  

Effect of still nights 
on air pollution 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, was undertaken in accordance with the Approved Methods, and included 
consideration of meteorological conditions, including the potential for temperature 
inversions overnight.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Basin location 
traps pollution 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, includes consideration of regional air quality impacts and concluded that the 
changes in emissions would be negligible when considered at the regional level.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Emissions have 
not been 
adequately 
addressed 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, identifies the potential emission sources from the Proposal and provides clear 
quantification of the quantity of emissions that are predicted from the Proposal. The 
emissions assessment was based on a worse-case scenario where six diesel powered 
container handling plant/equipment would operate concurrently at an average 60% load for 
the entire year. It is unlikely that all six diesel powered container handling plant/equipment 
would operate concurrently and the emissions assessment is therefore considered to be 
conservative. Implementation of the mitigation measures compiled in Section 22 of the 
EIS, and updated in Section 8 of the RtS, would further reduce emissions from the levels 
modelled.  

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS. 

Odour Odour generated 
through the 
construction 
period 

Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of the EIS, note that a Contamination Management 
Plan will be developed for the Proposal and will include specific contingency measures in 
case of the event that excavation is required in areas where landfill gas, which may be 
odorous, may be encountered. The RAP includes a review of landfill gas monitoring 
results, as made available by the Glenfield Waste Facility. In accordance with the RAP, 
management of landfill gas will be via the implementation of field screening and personal 
monitoring programs targeting landfill gasses. This is considered adequate for addressing 
potential for landfill gas and mitigation from environmental and occupational health 
perspective. 

Section 22 and 
Appendix R of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS 
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Construction works within the Glenfield Waste Facility have the potential to facilitate 
movement, accumulation or release of landfill gas, even if cells are not disturbed, as 
increased loading on a cell might ‘push’ landfill gas outward/upward, but equally the route 
layout may ‘push’ back in towards cells given the route is on the perimeter areas. 

In accordance with Mitigation measures 7C, landfill gas monitoring procedures during 
works within the Glenfield Waste Facility will be included in the Contamination 
Management Plan and contingency measures developed in the event that landfill gas is 
detected. 

Diesel emissions 
from trucks, 
locomotives and 
heavy equipment 

Air Quality study 
does not assess 
diesel particulate 
matter, where it is 
now listed as a 
carcinogen 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, modelled the predicted emissions and emission dispersion for PM2.5 from the 
Proposal, which includes particulate matter attributable to diesel emissions. Additionally, 
the Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, assessed the potential health impacts of the Proposal and concluded that the 
cancer risk form the air toxics are well below acceptable risk level set by international 
agencies. 

Sections 8, 
20.1 and 
Appendices M 
and O of the 
EIS.  

Diesel pollution 
from trucks 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, quantified the estimated emissions from trucks associated with the Proposal, 
including nitrous oxides, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, sulphur 
dioxide and volatile organic compounds, which are constituents of diesel pollution.  

The modelling predictions indicate that the risk of adverse air quality impacts from the 
Proposal are low. The incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding residential 
areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. 
For all other pollutants, the predicted concentrations are well below the impact assessment 
criteria. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Diesel pollution 
from trains 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, quantified the estimated emissions from locomotives associated with the 
Proposal, including nitrous oxides, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, 
sulphur dioxide and volatile organic compounds, which are constituents of diesel pollution. 

The modelling predictions indicate that the risk of adverse air quality impacts from the 

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  
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Proposal are low. The incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding residential 
areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. 
For all other pollutants, the predicted concentrations are well below the impact assessment 
criteria.  

Diesel pollution 
from heavy 
equipment 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, quantified the estimated emissions from diesel powered container handling 
equipment (heavy equipment) associated with the Proposal, including nitrous oxides, 
particulate matter, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, sulphur dioxide and volatile organic 
compounds, which are constituents of diesel pollution. 

The modelling predictions indicate that the risk of adverse air quality impacts from the 
Proposal are low. The incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding residential 
areas would be largely indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. 
For all other pollutants, the predicted concentrations are well below the impact assessment 
criteria. 

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

Train, truck and 
car pollution 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment, included as Appendix M and summarised in Section 8 
of the EIS, quantifies emissions from trucks, locomotives, diesel powered container 
handling equipment, and light vehicles attributable to the Proposal and models the 
dispersion of the air pollutants attributable to those emissions. The modelling predictions 
indicate that the risk of adverse air quality impacts from the Proposal are low. The 
incremental increase in key pollutants at the surrounding residential areas would be largely 
indistinguishable from the existing background and the Proposal. For all other pollutants, 
the predicted concentrations are well below the impact assessment criteria. 

Sections 8 and 
22, and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS. 

Proponent has 
ignored that 
bringing in 
additional diesel 
powered trucks 
and locomotives 
will add to the 
already polluted 
area. The 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment provided in Appendix M of the EIS considered the 
emissions generated by trucks and locomotives. The assessment considered the existing 
background air quality and assessed the cumulative air quality impacts of the Proposal. 
Cumulative annual averages are presented within Section 8.3 of the EIS by adding the 
background values, while cumulative 24-hour impacts are calculated by pairing modelling 
predictions with daily background concentrations.  

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, assessed the potential health impacts of the Proposal and concluded that the 

Section 8.3 
and 
Appendices M 
and O of the 
EIS. 
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emissions created 
by these are 
carcinogenic and 
the same category 
as asbestos. 

cancer risk form the air toxics are well below acceptable risk level set by international 
agencies. 

Increased diesel 
emissions from 
trucks, 
locomotives and 
heavy equipment 
on site 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment provided in Appendix M of the EIS quantified the 
emissions attributable to the Proposal, including emissions from trucks, locomotives and 
heavy equipment on site. The assessment found that for the majority of pollutants 
(including those associated with diesel emissions) the predicted concentrations are well 
below the impact assessment criteria. The assessment found that the maximum increase 
in annual average PM (0.2 μg/m³) and 24-hour average PM (0.5 μg/m³) is minor when 
compared to existing background levels. Measures to reduce emissions are identified in 
Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of the RtS and would reduce the use of diesel 
powered container handling equipment.  

Sections 8 and 
22 and 
Appendices M 
and O of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of 
the RtS  

Engines will be 
under duress 
when either 
accelerating or 
slowing down, 
resulted in 
increased 
emissions 

The Air Quality Impact Assessment (Appendix M) quantified the emissions attributable to 
the Proposal. Truck emissions (in travel mode) were calculated using aggregated emission 
factors developed by the NSW EPA for the 2008 Greater Metropolitan Region (GMR) 
emissions inventory (NSW EPA, 2012b). These factors establish a vehicle-kilometres 
travelled weighted average speed associated with a corresponding road type and vehicle 
type. Emissions from trucks idling on site were also calculated using emission factors 
developed for heavy duty vehicles in the US EPA MOVES emissions model include short 
term idling within the typical vehicle “running” process, defined as when a vehicle is under 
load or in idle. This is considered to represent a conservative scenario as this accounts for 
both vehicles moving slowly on site, idling and moving around the site.  

Section 8 and 
Appendix M of 
the EIS.  

MIC and SIMTA 
Air Quality 
assessment 

Contradictory 
statements made 
by MIC and 
SIMTA on air 
quality levels 

The MIC Proposal EIS includes an Air Quality Impact Assessment (Parsons Brinckerhoff, 
2015), which describes the existing air quality environment, which was established using 
data from continuous monitoring and from the Liverpool OEH station. Both the MIC 
Proposal and the Stage 1 Proposal EIS’ present similar findings regarding the local 
existing air quality. The two EISs assess different operational scenarios and therefore 
have different outcomes. The MIC Proposal EIS assesses air quality impacts associated 
with undertaking Early Works for the MIC Proposal and operating the MIC Proposal at a 
throughput of 1.55 M TEU throughput. The Stage 1 Proposal assesses the impacts 

MIC EIS 
(Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, 
2015) 

Sections 4 and 
8 and 
Appendix M of 
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associated with construction and operation of the Stage 1 Proposal at 250,000 TEU 
throughput.  

the EIS.  

Human Health Human Health 
impacts 

Health issues for 
residents due to 
traffic increases 

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, assessed the potential health impacts of the Proposal from the air emissions 
generated by the Proposal, including emissions from trucks and vehicles as well as 
container handling equipment associated with operation of the Proposal. The health risk 
assessment, undertaken as part of the Health Impact Assessment, concluded that the 
increase in risk due to air pollution from the operations of the Proposal are low and in most 
cases are negligible. Additionally, through the implementation of the measures presented 
in Section 10.1 of the EIS, health risks associated with emissions to air from the Proposal 
would be further reduced.  

Section 8, 
10.1, 20.1 and 
22 and 
Appendices M 
and O of the 
EIS.  

Cancer risks The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, assessed the potential health impacts of the Proposal. This included potential 
cancer risk and concluded that the cancer risk form the air toxics are well below 
acceptable risk level set by international agencies. 

Section 20.1 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  

Sleep disturbance The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, assessed the potential health impacts of the Proposal, including rail noise on 
sleep disturbance and cognitive development in children. The noise HRA has investigated 
the impact of noise from operation of the Proposal and rail noise on sleep disturbance and 
cognitive development in children using the World Health Organisation (WHO) community 
noise guidelines. The assessment was based on the ‘worst case’ scenario, and without 
noise mitigation measures being implemented. The assessment found that noise from the 
operation of the Proposal meets the WHO criteria. There were found to be some small 
exceedances of the sleep disturbance criteria from the rail noise; however, with the 
implementation of the best practice measures outlined in Section 10 of the EIS, these 
exceedances would be mitigated. 

Sections 20.1 
and 22 and 
Appendices O 
and N of the 
EIS.  

Asthma Impacts associated with the Proposal on the occurrence of asthma were considered with 
regard to the air pollutants assessed in the health risk assessment, included within the 
Health Impact Assessment (Appendix O of the EIS). Each air pollutant was assessed 
against the health outcomes associated with each pollutant for community groups 

Section 20.1 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS. 
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identified as being more vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. The exposure response 
functions for each pollutant by community group and by health outcome were calculated 
within the health risk assessment. The assessment found that the increase in risk due to 
air pollution from the operations of the Proposal are low and in most cases are negligible. 

A review of the prevalence of asthma within the Liverpool community found that the 
prevalence rate of people over 16 years of age in the area is 6.3 %, which is lower than 
the NSW average for the same age group. 

Respiratory illness The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, considered a range of health outcomes associated with each air pollutant, 
including increases in mortality and morbidity (such as hospital admissions and respiratory 
illness). The assessment concluded that the increase in risk due to air pollution from the 
operations of the Proposal are low and in most cases are negligible. 

Section 20.1 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  

General health 
concerns 

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS considered the demographics of the population and the baseline health status of 
the local community and found that there are no significant differences between the health 
indicators within these communities and the rest of Sydney and NSW. There are no 
underlying health issues that would make these communities more vulnerable to the 
effects of environmental factors, such as air pollution or noise from the Proposal’s 
operations than the rest of Sydney. The health risk assessment, undertaken as part of the 
Health Impact Assessment, concluded that that the Proposal would have a low and in 
most cases negligible increase in health risks. Implementation of the measures identified 
in Sections 10 and 22 of the EIS would further reduce any potential health risks. 

Sections 10, 
20.1 and 22, 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  

Western Sydney 
already generally 
poorer health than 
rest of city 

The Health Impact Assessment provided in Appendix O of the EIS reviewed the Liverpool 
Community Health Profile (South Western Sydney Local Health District, 2014) and found 
that the baseline health status of the local population in the study area, which includes 
Casula, Moorebank, Wattle Grove and Glenfield, does not differ significantly from the data 
for NSW as a whole. Additionally the review found that the community has a high level of 
employment and social advantage than the NSW average, leading to a higher average 
Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) Index of Relative Socio-Economic 
Advantage/Disadvantage than the NSW average. These findings are summarised in 

Section 20.1 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  
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Section 20.1 of the EIS. 

Sick children 
would be impacted 

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS, analysed the potential health impacts of the Proposal on the most vulnerable 
people (e.g. children, the sick and elderly). The health effects attributable to the Proposal 
were assessed for increases in in mortality, hospital admissions for respiratory and 
cardiovascular disease, and emergency department visits for asthma in children. The 
assessment also considered the potential for noise impacts from the Proposal to cause 
cognitive impairment in children. The health risk assessment concluded that the Proposal 
would have a low and in most cases negligible increase in health risks. Implementation of 
the measures identified in Sections 10 and 22 of the EIS would further reduce any 
potential health risks.  

Sections 10, 
20.1 and 22, 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  

Quality of life Impacting quality 
of life 

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS considered the SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic 
Advantage/Disadvantage for the local area, which found that the area has, on average, a 
SEIFA index consistent with the NSW average. Casula, Moorebank and Wattle Grove 
have high levels of employment with 93%, 95.7% and 96.9% of the population in full or 
part time employment respectively, which is similar to the Sydney average. The Proposal 
would provide employment within the local area, particularly during the construction stage, 
and economic benefits in the form of employment and local and regional productivity. The 
Health Impact Assessment concluded that the Proposal would have a low to negligible 
impact on health risk and, through the implementation of the mitigation measures compiled 
in Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of the RtS, the impacts of the Proposal would be 
minimised.  

Sections 20.1 
and 22 and 
Appendix O of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
the RtS. 

Impacting general 
health and well 
being 

The Health Impact Assessment, included as Appendix O and summarised in Section 20.1 
of the EIS considered the demographics of the population and the baseline health status of 
the local community and found that there are no significant differences between the health 
indicators within these communities and the rest of Sydney and NSW. There are no 
underlying health issues that would make these communities more vulnerable to the 
effects of environmental factors, such as air pollution or noise from the Proposal’s 
operations than that of the rest of Sydney. The health risk assessment, undertaken as part 
of the Health Impact Assessment, concluded that that the Proposal would have a low and 

Sections 10, 
20.1 and 22, 
and Appendix 
O of the EIS.  
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in most cases negligible increase in health risks. Implementation of the measures 
identified in Sections 10 and 22 of the EIS would further reduce any potential health risks. 

Site Selection Badgerys Creek More space and 
opportunities at 
Badgerys Creek 

Section 3 of the EIS outlines why the development of an IMT at Moorebank is considered 
the most appropriate location based on government policy (both state and 
Commonwealth), the current and future distribution of container freight and that a 
considerable amount of planning has been undertaken to reduce the overall impacts of the 
Proposal on the surrounding area. 

Since 2004, there has been strong and consistent support at State and Commonwealth 
Government level for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The Proposal site has 
been earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight and distribution 
strategy (National Land Freight Strategy Discussion Paper, NSW Freight and Ports 
Strategy, Railing Port Botany’s Containers and the Port Freight Logistics Plan) and 
planning strategy (A Plan for Growing Sydney, Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney and the 
Draft South West Subregional Strategy). The Commonwealth and State governments have 
further endorsed the development of an IMT on the Proposal site through granting 
approvals including the EPBC Approval and the Concept Plan Approval. 

The NSW 2021: A Plan to Make NSW Number One strongly supports an increase of 
container freight movement by rail with a growth target of increasing the rail mode share to 
28% by 2020. This growth target is coupled with the increased need percentage of freight 
anticipated to travel to the south western region of Sydney. The Proposal is required to 
increase rail mode share, in line with the NSW target and to improve the distribution of 
freight to a key growth area, South Western Sydney. 

As discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS the site for the Proposal has been selected 
through a detailed strategic planning analysis over a number of years. The Proposal site is 
considered the most suitable site for the development of an IMT as a result of its proximity 
to a dedicated freight rail line being the SSFL, link to the M5 Motorway, current industrial 
zoning and the existing buffer areas provided between the site and sensitive receivers.   

Overall the Proposal site, located within Moorebank, is considered the most suitable site 
for an IMT.  

Further, State freight and distribution and planning strategies also identify the need for a 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  
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separate IMT to be operated within Western Sydney. This IMT is seen as a second priority 
to the development of the Proposal, with both IMTs to work complementary to each other 
providing for different catchment areas and allowing for an increased rail mode share and 
more efficient distribution of goods throughout Western Sydney. The specific location for 
the IMT within Western Sydney has yet to be determined. It is understood that the 
proposed Badgery’s Creek Airport is one of the locations being considered by State 
government for this additional IMT. 

Two IMTs already 
operating in the 
area, alternative is 
Badgerys Creek 

The Proposal would add to the existing network of IMTs (current and proposed) throughout 
Sydney. As identified within Section 2.2, the Proposal would service the South Western 
freight catchment areas with existing IMTs servicing other freight catchment areas. As 
discussed above the development of an IMT at Moorebank is supported by government 
policy, improves the distribution of freight to the growing area of South Western Sydney 
and also satisfies the NSW policy target of a greater mode share of rail freight distribution 
(refer to Section 3 of the EIS for further information). 

Further, State freight and distribution and planning strategies also identify the need for a 
separate IMT to be operated within Western Sydney. This IMT is seen as a second priority 
to the development of the Proposal, with both IMTs to work complementary to each other 
providing for different catchment areas and allowing for an increased rail mode share and 
more efficient distribution of goods throughout Western Sydney. The specific location for 
the IMT within Western Sydney has yet to be determined. It is understood that the 
proposed Badgery’s Creek Airport is one of the locations being considered by State 
government for an IMT in Western Sydney. 

Sections 2 and 
3 of the EIS.  

The Proposal is 
not economically 
viable. Badgerys 
Creek would 
reduce supply 
chain costs and 
cater for future 
urban growth 

As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, Sydney Ports has forecast that Port Botany is to 
reach the planning capacity of 3.2 million TEU by 2020. To meet the State target for freight 
rail mode share, this would require an additional IMT located within Western Sydney by 
2016. The Proposal is positioned to help achieve this demand and service the south-
western Sydney freight catchment. Section 3.1 of the EIS notes that the Moorebank 
Precinct has been identified in both Federal and State strategies as the best and only 
location for an IMT to service the industrial areas of south-western Sydney that has the 
appropriate proximity to main arterial road networks and a dedicated freight rail line. An 
IMT may be developed at Badgery’s Creek to service the Broader Western Sydney 

Section 3.1 of 
the EIS.  
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Employment Area; however, this is not the target freight catchment of the SIMTA Project.  

Need to reassess 
plans due to 
Badgerys Creek 
Airport being 
designated after 
the Proposal was 
submitted 

An IMT may be developed at Badgery’s Creek to service the Broader Western Sydney 
Employment Area; however, this is not the target freight catchment of the SIMTA Project.  

Section 3.1 of 
the EIS. 

Eastern Creek The Proposal 
should be around 
Eastern Creek 
with existing 
warehousing 

As discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, the Freight Infrastructure Advisory Board (FIAB) 
Report to the then Minister for Planning developed Railing Port Botany’s Containers (2005) 
and recommended that Government target a rail mode share of 40 per cent and that in 
order to cater for this volume that large-scale IMTs be developed at Enfield, Moorebank 
and eventually Eastern Creek. The target freight catchment of the SIMTA Project is the 
south-western Sydney freight catchment area, while an IMT in Eastern Creek would 
service the Broader Western Sydney Employment Area.  

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Mittagong An area such as 
Mittagong would 
be better suited as 
it would not harm 
the environment or 
add to congestion. 

Mittagong is located approximately 80 km to the south of the Proposal site and is outside 
the south-western Sydney freight catchment area. As identified in Section 1.3 of the EIS a 
key objective of the Proposal is to: enable growth of the freight and logistics industry to 
better service the South West and Western Sydney catchments. Situating an IMT within 
Mittagong would not achieve this objective as freight would need to be transported by road 
or rail from Mittagong into the South Western Sydney freight catchment. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 

Section 1.3 of 
the EIS.  
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Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

M7/M5 junction Vacant property at 
the crossroads 
could be used. It 
has been 
proposed as a 
terminal previously 

As discussed in Section 3 of the EIS, there has been strong and consistent support at 
State and Commonwealth Government levels for the development of an IMT in 
Moorebank. The Proposal site has been earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT 
in both freight and distribution strategies (National Land Freight Strategy Discussion 
Paper, NSW Freight and Ports Strategy, Railing Port Botany’s Containers and the Port 
Freight Logistics Plan) and planning strategies (A Plan for Growing Sydney, Draft 
Metropolitan Plan for Sydney and the Draft South West Subregional Strategy). The 
Commonwealth and State governments have further endorsed the development of an IMT 
on the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval.  

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Bringelly Bringelly location Bringelly is located approximately 25 km to the west of the Proposal site. A proportion of 
the goods transported to Bringelly would need to be conveyed eastwards, essentially 
back-tracking, to service the South West Sydney area of intended catchment area. This 
proposition is not economically viable and would mean that freight would continue to be 
transported to Liverpool, Glenfield and Moorebank by truck from Port Botany. As identified 
in the Freight Demand Modelling (Hyder 2013), undertaken for the Concept Plan Approval, 
the Liverpool Statistical Local Area (SLA) will experience a significant growth in annual 
import container demand, greater than the demand generated within other portions of the 
South Western Sydney catchment area. An IMT that does not service the Liverpool SLA 
would not achieve the objectives of the Proposal outlined in Section 1.2 of the EIS.  

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Section 1.2 of 
the EIS.  

Kemps Creek Kemps Creek 
location 

Kemps Creek is located to the north-west of the SIMTA Project. A proportion of the goods 
transported to Kemps creek would need to be conveyed eastwards, essentially back-
tracking, to service the south-western Sydney area of intended catchment area. This 
proposition is not economically viable and would mean that freight would continue to be 

Section 1.2 of 
the EIS.  
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transported to Liverpool, Glenfield and Moorebank by truck from Port Botany. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Existing 
alternative 
facilities 

Facility at Chullora 
which is under-
utilised 

Chullora is located within the freight catchment that is currently serviced by the Enfield IMT 
and would not service the south-western Sydney freight catchment area. It is also likely 
that an IMT located in Chullora would act cannibalistically, capturing market share from 
Enfield, rather than increasing the rail mode share of freight transport in the Sydney area.  

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Section 2 of 
the EIS.  

Enfield site This IMT is an independent operation which services another freight catchment area. As 
stated in Section 1.3 of the EIS, a key objective of the Proposal is to develop an IMT to 
service the South Western Sydney freight catchment and to increase the rail mode share 
of freight transport within Sydney. Use of the Enfield IMT would not achieve these 
objectives.  

Section 1.3 of 
the EIS.  

Alternative 
location - 
General 

There are more 
suitable locations 
for the Proposal 

There has been strong and consistent support at State and Commonwealth Government 
levels for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The Proposal site has been 
earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight and distribution strategies 
(National Land Freight Strategy Discussion Paper, NSW Freight and Ports Strategy, 
Railing Port Botany’s Containers and the Port Freight Logistics Plan) and planning 
strategies (A Plan for Growing Sydney, Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney and the Draft 
South West Subregional Strategy). The Commonwealth and State governments have 
further endorsed the development of an IMT on the Proposal site through granting 
approvals including the EPBC Approval and the Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  
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located to service the South Western Sydney freight catchment. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Large Proposal 
being located near 
prime River front 
real estate and 
private homes 

There has been strong and consistent support at State and Commonwealth Government 
levels for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The Proposal site has been 
earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight and distribution strategies 
(National Land Freight Strategy Discussion Paper, NSW Freight and Ports Strategy, 
Railing Port Botany’s Containers and the Port Freight Logistics Plan) and planning 
strategies (A Plan for Growing Sydney, Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney and the Draft 
South West Subregional Strategy). The Commonwealth and State governments have 
further endorsed the development of an IMT on the Proposal site through granting 
approvals including the EPBC Approval and the Concept Plan Approval. The site is zoned 
for industrial purposes under the Liverpool Local Environment Plan 2008, and use of the 
site for an IMT is consistent with this land use zoning.  

Sections 3 and 
5.3 of the EIS.  

The Southwest 
region is growing 
too fast 

The growth of the Southwest region is increasing the freight demand in this area, with 
Liverpool accounting for a significant portion of this demand. Development of an IMT within 
this area would help to alleviate freight-related road congestion between Port Botany and 
Moorebank, particularly along the M5 Motorway and enable growth of the freight and 
logistics industry to better service the South West and Western Sydney freight catchment 
areas.  

Section 1.2 of 
the EIS.  

Better locations 
past Elizabeth 
Drive. These were 
not considered in 
planning options 

A site past Elizabeth Drive would be located to the north-west of the SIMTA Project. A 
proportion of the goods transported to the site would need to be conveyed eastwards, 
essentially back-tracking, to service the south-western Sydney area of intended catchment 
area. This proposition is not economically viable and would mean that freight would 
continue 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 

Section 1.2 of 
the EIS. 
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link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Not an efficient 
location based on 
the majority of 
freight containers 
destined for 
western Sydney 
not southwest 
Sydney and 
double handling of 
containers from 
Port Botany to 
Moorebank for 
such a short 
distance 

As presented in the EIS and the Concept Plan Assessment, the intended catchment for 
the SITMA Project is South Western Sydney. The SIMTA freight catchment area can be 
broadly defined as Sydney’s Industrial West, Liverpool and South West. The freight 
catchment area includes the industrial areas of Wetherill Park, Smithfield, Eastern Creek, 
Minchinbury, Arndell Park, Blacktown, St. Marys, Greystanes, Erskine Park, Liverpool, 
Moorebank, Camden Ingleburn, Milperra, Bankstown, Prestons and Minto. 

State freight and distribution and planning strategies also identifies the need for a separate 
IMT to be operated within Western Sydney. This IMT is seen as a second priority to the 
development of the Proposal, with both IMTs to work complementary to each other 
providing for different catchment areas and allowing for an increased rail mode share and 
more efficient distribution of goods throughout Western Sydney. The specific location for 
the IMT within Western Sydney has yet to be determined. It is understood that the 
proposed Badgery’s Creek Airport and Eastern Creek are locations being considered by 
State government for this additional IMT. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Urgency to build 
an IMT no longer 
exists due to 
Chullora 
increasing 
capacity and 
predicted increase 
in import 
containers per 
annum is a lot less 
than expected 

While there has been a small decrease in container imports at Port Botany in March 2015, 
when compared to March 2014 (NSW Ports, Accessed: 21 August 2015), the rail mode 
share of transport of these containers remains below the State target. Section 3.2 of the 
EIS notes that in the absence of any additional investment and development of IMT 
facilities, IMT capacity in the Sydney Region would be limited to the aggregate capacity of 
the Yennora, Minto, Chullora, Cooks River and Enfield IMT facilities, which equates to 1.2 
million TEU per annum and includes interstate freight. The existing capacity would be 
unable to fulfil the policy target of 28 per cent container freight movement by rail out of Port 
Botany by 2016. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Site is generally 
unsuitable 

The Proposal is 
surrounded by 
water and 

Section 4 of the EIS describes that the Proposal includes the construction of a bridge over 
the Georges River to accommodate the Rail link. This bridge is considered the most 
efficient and cost effective measure to connect the site to the SSFL. This bridge would be 

Sections 4 and 
22 of the EIS. 
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therefore any road 
and rail upgrades 
required will be 
significantly costly  

constructed by SIMTA and has been considered in the overall feasibility for the SIMTA 
Project. Further, Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS include a number of 
mitigation measures to minimise impacts of the construction and operation of the Georges 
River bridge on the surrounding natural and built environment.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS  

Surrounded by 
residential area 

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS outlines that the Proposal site is considered the ideal position for 
the proposed facility as it is zoned as industrial land. The Proposal site also contains 
significant buffer zones provided between the SIMTA Project and nearby sensitive 
receivers. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Too large a 
development for 
the proposed 
location 

Section 3 of the EIS notes that Moorebank has been historically identified in strategic 
government policy (both federal and state) as suitable for the operation of an IMT. In 
addition to this, also described in Section 3 of the EIS, there is a considerable market for 
the distribution of goods to, and within, the Western Sydney region, which is to be serviced 
by the IMT. 

The Proposal has been specifically designed to integrate into the site, and where possible, 
the surrounds. Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS includes a number of 
mitigation measures to minimise impacts of the construction and operations of the 
Proposal to any sensitive receivers. 

Sections 3 and 
22 of the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Alternative uses Better suited for 
residential 
development 

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS, outlines that the Proposal site is considered the ideal position for 
the proposed facility as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing and 
has buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The 
Proposal would therefore be consistent with the existing land use, the adjacent land uses 
and potential future land uses. Residential development, conversely, would not be 
permissible within the zoning, and future residential growth within or immediately 
surrounding the Proposal site would not be consistent with existing land uses. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Alternative use for 
the site such as 
parkland 

The Proposal site has been identified in both Federal and State planning policy as a highly 
suitable location for an IMT in both freight and distribution strategies (National Land 
Freight Strategy Discussion Paper, NSW Freight and Ports Strategy, Railing Port Botany’s 
Containers and the Port Freight Logistics Plan) and planning strategies (A Plan for 
Growing Sydney, Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney and the Draft South West 
Subregional Strategy). The Commonwealth and State governments have further endorsed 

Sections 3 and 
5.4 of the EIS.  
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the development of an IMT on the Proposal site through granting approvals including the 
EPBC Approval and the Concept Plan Approval. The site is zoned for industrial purposes 
under the Liverpool Local Environment Plan 2008, and use of the site for an IMT is 
consistent with this land use zoning. 

Business park 
opportunities 

The SIMTA site is zoned IN1 – General Industrial, of which the zonings objective is to 
provide a wide range of light industrial, warehouse and related land uses. The SIMTA 
Project is consistent with this objective. Use of the site for the SIMTA Project has been 
endorsed for the development of an IMT on the Proposal site by Commonwealth and State 
Government’s through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the Concept 
Plan Approval.  

Section 5.4 of 
the EIS.  

Amenity impacts 
on residential 
properties, 
schools, 
hospitals, parks, 
religious 
establishments 
and shopping 
centres 

Location of the 
IMT in proximity to 
residential 
development and 
within 
Moorebank/Liverp
ool 

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS outlines that the Proposal site is considered the ideal position for 
the proposed facility as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing and 
has buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The 
Proposal would therefore be consistent with the existing land use, the adjacent land uses 
and potential future land uses. The Commonwealth and State governments have further 
endorsed the development of an IMT on the Proposal site through granting approvals 
including the EPBC Approval and the Concept Plan Approval. Residential development, 
conversely, would not be permissible within the zoning, and future residential growth within 
or immediately surrounding the Proposal site would not be consistent with existing land 
uses. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS. 

It is not solely 
located on 
Army/industrial 
land 

The current zoning of the land is outlined in Section 5.4 of the EIS. Section 5.3 of the EIS 
addresses the permissibility of the Proposal, which is permissible as a State Significant 
Development, with approval. It is noted that the Glenfield Waste Facility site is zoned RE1 
– Public Recreation. 

Section 5 of 
the EIS 

The Proposal 
should have only 
been considered 
in an industrial 
area, not a 
residential area 

The Proposal site is predominantly zoned IN1 – General Industrial under the Liverpool 
Local Environment Plan 2008. No part of the Proposal is located on residentially zoned 
land. Refer to Section 5.4 of the EIS. 

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS, outlines that the Proposal site is considered the ideal position for 
the proposed facility as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing and 
has buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The 

Section 5.4 
EIS.  
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Proposal would therefore be consistent with the existing land use, the adjacent land uses 
and potential future land uses. Residential development, conversely, would not be 
permissible within the zoning, and future residential growth within or immediately 
surrounding the Proposal site would not be consistent with existing land uses. 

Location of IMT in 
proximity to 
schools and 
housing estates 

Section 3.3.2 of the EIS notes that the Proposal site is considered the ideal position for the 
proposed facility as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing and has 
buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The Air 
Quality Impact Assessment outlined in Appendix M and Section 8 of the EIS, and the 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment outlined in Appendix N and Section 9 of the EIS 
identified schools within the vicinity of the Proposal as sensitive receivers. The 
assessments considered the potential for noise and air quality impacts on those receivers 
and concluded that the Proposal would be compliant with the relevant compliance criteria.  

A Health Risk Assessment, provided in Appendix O of the EIS, was conducted to assess 
the air quality and noise impacts on the health of the surrounding suburbs. 

The results of the HRA found that the increase in risk due to air pollution from the 
operation of the Proposal are low and in most cases are negligible. The cancer risk form 
the air toxins are well below acceptable risk level set by international agencies. The 
implementation of best practice measures as outlined in the Air Quality Impact 
Assessment would lead to further reductions in air pollution levels and the associated 
health risks. 

The noise HRA has investigated the impact of noise from operation of the Proposal and 
rail noise on sleep disturbance and cognitive development in children using the World 
Health Organisation (WHO) community noise guidelines. The assessment was based on 
the ‘worst case’ scenario, and without noise mitigation measures being implemented. The 
noise from the operation of the Proposal meets the WHO criteria. There were found to be 
some small exceedances of the sleep disturbance criteria from the rail noise; however, 
with the implementation of the best practice measures outlined in the Noise and Vibration 
Impact Assessment, these exceedances would be minimised and the risk to health of the 
local community low. 

Sections 3, 8 
and 9 and 
Appendix M, N 
and O of the 
EIS.  
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General 
Environment 

Natural 
Environment 

General 
environmental 
impact 

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have been assessed within the EIS, 
in accordance with relevant statutory guidelines and policies. Measures to mitigate impacts 
have been identified and are compiled in Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of 
this RtS.  

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have also been assessed within 
EPBC Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted in March 2014 for the impact of the SIMTA 
Project on listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC 
Act) and Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A of the EPBC Act); and the Concept 
Plan Approval (No. 10_0193) granted by the PAC on the 29 September 2014 for the 
‘Concept Plan Approval’ of the SIMTA Project under Part 3A of the EP&A Act. 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Concerned about 
environmental 
studies 
undertaken 

The EIS includes thorough, robust and detailed environmental reporting which identifies 
and, where possible, mitigates the impacts of the Proposal (the Proposal). The EIS 
considers all relevant factors of the environment which have the potential to be impacted 
by the Proposal. In particular, Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS provides 
mitigation measures to minimise the impact of the Proposal on the surrounding area. 

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have also been assessed within 
EPBC Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted in March 2014 for the impact of the SIMTA 
Project on listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC 
Act) and Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A of the EPBC Act); and the Concept 
Plan Approval (No. 10_0193) granted by the PAC on the 29 September 2014 for the 
‘Concept Plan Approval’ of the SIMTA Project under Part 3A of the EP&A Act. 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Impacts to the 
environment 

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have been assessed within the EIS, 
in accordance with relevant statutory guidelines and policies. Measures to mitigate impacts 
have been identified and are compiled in Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have also been assessed within 
EPBC Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted in March 2014 for the impact of the SIMTA 
Project on listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC 
Act) and Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A of the EPBC Act); and the Concept 
Plan Approval (No. 10_0193) granted by the PAC on the 29 September 2014 for the 

Section 22 of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS 
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‘Concept Plan Approval’ of the SIMTA Project under Part 3A of the EP&A Act. 

Differing opinions 
on distances 
between suburbs 

The location of suburbs has been consistently measured within the EIS and also the 
technical specialist studies. Section 2.3 of the EIS sets the basis for the measurements 
from surrounding suburbs. In some instances a distance from a location may refer to either 
the Stage 1 site (location of the IMT) or the Rail link which are both located different 
distances from suburbs and sensitive receivers. Further, in other instances a report may 
mention a different distance when referring to a specific element of the Proposal (e.g. the 
Georges River bridge or a construction compound location).  

Section 2.3 of 
the EIS.  

Georges 
River/Waterways 
impacts 

Reduced 
cleanliness of 
Georges River 

The Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment, included as Appendix P 
and summarised in Section 11 of the EIS, considered the potential impacts of the Proposal 
on the Georges River. Mitigation measures in the form of water sensitive urban design 
(WSUD) are proposed to prevent changes in water quality entering the Georges River as a 
result of operation of the Proposal. A Soil and Water Management Plan will be developed 
for construction of the Proposal that will identify the specific mitigation measures to be 
employed during construction of the Proposal, including the Georges River bridge to 
minimise changes to water quality during construction.  

Sections 11 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Impacts to 
Georges River 
and local 
waterways and 
surrounds 

An assessment of potential impacts to waterways, including the Georges River, is included 
in the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment, included as Appendix 
P and summarised in Section 11 of the EIS. Specific mitigation measures are prescribed to 
minimise impacts to the Georges River and Anzac Creek, including the maintenance of 
fish passage and provision of scour protection. Construction works will be managed in 
accordance with a Soil and Water Management Plan that will be prepared in accordance 
with the Blue Book (Landcom 2004).  

Sections 11 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  

Proximity to 
Georges River 

The Proposal includes the Georges River bridge, which will cross the Georges River. 
Specific mitigation measures have been identified to minimise impacts on the Georges 
River, including the maintenance of fish passage and provision of scour protection and 
installation of WSUD measures on the SIMTA site. Construction works will be managed in 
accordance with a Soil and Water Management Plan that will be prepared in accordance 
with the Blue Book (Landcom 2004). 

Sections 11 
and 22 and 
Appendix P of 
the EIS.  
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Important social 
and ecological 
feature of the area 

The Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR), provided in Appendix S of the EIS and 
Appendix J of this RtS, includes an assessment of the ecological values of the Georges 
River, including its role as a habitat corridor. Measures to mitigate ecological impacts on 
the Georges River are identified in the BAR and a Riparian Vegetation Management Plan 
has been developed which further details mitigation measures and restoration practices for 
the riparian zone of the Georges River. These are described in Section 14 and Appendix S 
of the EIS.  

The updated BAR and Riparian Vegetation Management Plan are included as Appendix J 
to this RtS.  

It is acknowledged that the Georges River is used for recreational purposes and has social 
values. Potential restrictions to access to the Georges River at the point of the proposed 
bridge crossing are addressed in Section 20.4.3 of the EIS. Construction works may 
temporarily impact on the views of the Georges River as seen from vessels or intermittent 
views from train passengers on the East Hills Rail Corridor. The operation of the Georges 
River bridge would permanently alter intermittent views of the Georges River (discussed in 
Section 17 and Appendix V of the EIS) as seen from vessels on the river or from train 
passengers on the East Hills Rail Corridor. The banks of the Georges River are not 
accessible to the public at the point of the Georges River bridge and recreational access to 
the river will be maintained when the Proposal is operational hence impacts to the social 
values of the feature are not predicted.  

Sections 14, 
20.4 and 22 of 
the EIS. 

Appendix J to 
this RtS.  

It must remain 
intact and pristine 
for future 
generations 

The design of the Proposal has incorporated the ESD principle of intergenerational equity 
through the ensuring that the Rail link and IMT can be constructed and operated 
sustainably to ensure that there is no significant on-going impacts on the surrounding 
community and future generations. The mitigation measures provided in Section 22 of the 
EIS and Section 8 of this RtS, identify measures to minimise impacts on water quality and 
for the restoration and improvement of the riparian zone of the Georges River, in 
accordance with the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan.  

Sections 14, 
20.7, and 22, 
of the EIS 

Section 8 and 
Appendix J of 
this RtS 

Bushfire Bushfire risk Bushfire risk and 
site evacuation 
strategy 

A Bushfire Protection Assessment is included as Appendix W to the EIS and is 
summarised in Section 20.3 of the EIS. The bushfire protection assessment involved 
consideration of the objectives of Planning for Bushfire Protection 2006. The mitigation 
measures provided in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in Section 8 of this RtS, include 

Sections 20.3 
and 22 and 
Appendix W of 
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the development of a bushfire management strategy, or equivalent, as part of the OEMP 
for the Proposal.  

the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Hazard and risk Spill 
management 

Uncontained spills A Hazards and Risk Assessment was undertaken for the Proposal and is included in 
Section 18 of the EIS. The recommendations of the assessment are included in the 
compilation of mitigation measures in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated within Section 8 
of this RtS, and includes measures relating to the handling and storage of goods, bunding 
requirements and development of an emergency response plan and inclusion of spill 
management procedures.  

Sections 18 
and 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Biodiversity Threatened 
species and 
communities  

Impacts to 
threatened and 
endangered 
species 

Impacts to biodiversity have been assessed in Appendix S and Section 14 of the EIS. 
Impacts to threatened and endangered species have been assessed in accordance with 
the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment 2014 (FBA). Measures to mitigate impacts 
have been identified and the proposed Rail link has been realigned, which minimises 
impacts on threatened flora species. Unavoidable impacts on threatened species will be 
offset in accordance with the FBA requirements and the updated Biodiversity Offset 
Strategy, included in Appendix E of this RtS. 

An assessment of the biodiversity impacts of the amended Rail link is presented in Section 
7 of this RtS.  

Section 14 of 
the EIS.  

Section 7 and 
Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

Cumberland plain 
vegetation 
communities 

Impacts to biodiversity have been assessed in Appendix S and Section 14 of the EIS. 
Impacts on Cumberland Plain vegetation communities have been assessed in accordance 
with the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment 2014 (FBA). Measures to mitigate 
impacts have been identified and where impacts cannot be avoided proposed offsetting 
measures have been developed in accordance with the FBA. The updated Biodiversity 
Assessment Report and Biodiversity Offset Strategy are included as Appendix E to this 
RtS.  

Section 14 of 
the EIS.  

Appendix E of 
this RtS. 

General impacts Flora and fauna 
impacts 

Impacts to biodiversity have been assessed in Appendix S and Section 14 of the EIS. 
Impacts to flora and fauna have been assessed in accordance with the Framework for 
Biodiversity Assessment 2014 (FBA). The Biodiversity Assessment Report and 
Biodiversity Offset Strategy have been updated in response to comments received during 

Section 14 of 
the EIS.  

Section 7 and 
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the public exhibition period and the amended Rail link, and are included in Section 7 and 
as Appendix E to this RtS.  

Appendix E to 
this RtS.  

Indigenous and 
Non-Indigenous 
Heritage 

Heritage Loss of sites of 
Aboriginal 
significance 

 Section 15 and Appendix T of the EIS note that the Proposal would impact on only one 
identified area of Aboriginal significance. This area is known as MA14 and is located on 
the eastern side of Georges River at the location of the proposed Georges River bridge. A 
number of mitigation measures are provided in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in 
Section 8 of this RtS, which would be undertaken to minimise the impact on aboriginal 
heritage significance, including open salvage excavations.   

Section 15 and 
Appendix T of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Loss of sites of 
military 
significance 

Section 16 of the EIS indicates that the existing buildings located on the Stage 1 site are 
not considered suitable for use within the context of the SIMTA Project. These buildings 
would need major conversion and works to meet safety and engineering requirements to 
be suitable for the operational requirements of the SIMTA Project. A number of mitigation 
measures are provided in Section 22 of the EIS, and updated in Section 8 of this RtS. 
These include archival recording, the preparation of a Heritage Management Plan and 
strategy have been included within the EIS to reserve (in essence) any military heritage of 
the Proposal site.  

Sections 16 
and 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Direct and non-
direct impacts to 
Glenfield Farm 
and depreciation 
of legacy values 

A Statement of Heritage Impact has been prepared for the potential impacts of the 
Proposal on the heritage values of Glenfield Farm and is included in the Non-Indigenous 
Heritage Assessment, which is included as Appendix U to the EIS and summarised in 
Section 16 of the EIS. The assessment concluded that proposed Rail link would not have a 
significant impact on the Glenfield Farm State Heritage Register (SHR) item, as views from 
the item have already been compromised by the creation of the Glenfield Waste Disposal 
facility and the SSFL. 

Section 16 and 
Appendix U of 
the EIS.  

No 
acknowledgement 
of Glenfield Farm  

A Statement of Heritage Impact has been prepared for the potential impacts of the 
Proposal on the heritage values of Glenfield Farm and is included in the Non-Indigenous 
Heritage Assessment, which is included as Appendix U to the EIS and summarised in 
Section 16 of the EIS.  

Section 16 and 
Appendix U of 
the EIS.  

Impacts to military 
heritage breaking 

The Non-Indigenous Heritage Impact Assessment, provided in Appendix U and 
summarised in Section 16 of the EIS, notes that three WWII timber post and beam store 

Sections 16 
and 22 and 
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ties with the 
community 

buildings (9 bays wide) (Building No. 6, 10 and 11) and two WWII crane serviced 
composite timber and steel store buildings (5 bays wide) (Building No. 7 and 9) would be 
removed to accommodate the Stage 1 Proposal. Conservation of these buildings is not 
feasible as the WWII structures are not suitable for use as they would need major 
conversions to meet safety and engineering requirements to enable them to service the 
required functions as part of the SIMTA Project. Section 16 of the EIS states that a full 
photographic record of the entire SIMTA site would be undertaken prior to Stage 1 
construction commencing and a heritage interpretation strategy would be prepared. 

Appendix U of 
the EIS.  

Visual amenity Visual Visual impact Visual impacts of the Proposal are assessed in the Visual Impact Assessment, included in 
Appendix V and summarised in Section 17 of the EIS. The assessment concluded that the 
Proposal would generally be in keeping with the existing character of the area. Some 
relatively high and/or bulky structures/ equipment (such as the gantry cranes) may 
however increase the visibility of the Proposal site beyond its current levels with some 
localised impacts. Landscaping would be used to further reduce impacts of the Proposal 
during operation in accordance with the mitigation measures included in Section 22 and 
Section 8 of this RtS and the Landscape Plan in Appendix E of the EIS. 

Sections 17 
and 22 and 
Appendices E 
and V of the 
EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS  

Viewpoints 
selected low - why 
not use high 
vantage points 

A preliminary viewshed analysis, provided in Appendix V and summarised in Section 17 of 
the EIS, was undertaken using three dimensional ground surface data, to determine which 
parts of the surrounding area could potentially view some part of the Proposal within the 
Visual Impact Assessment. Viewsheds were identified at Casula, which is elevated from 
the Proposal site; however the majority of land surrounding the Proposal site is relatively 
flat, restricting views to the site. Views 04 – 10 are from higher vantage points.  

Section 17 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS.  

What visual 
impact mitigation 
strategies are 
being offered 

Appendix V and Section 17 of the EIS summarise the findings of the Visual Impact 
Assessment. Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of this RtS, include the following 
measures to mitigate visual impacts:  

 Existing vegetation around the perimeter of Proposal site will be retained where 
feasible and reasonable 

 The early implementation of landscape plantings will be investigated in order to provide 
visual screening along Moorebank Avenue 

 Elements within construction areas will be located to minimise visual impacts as far as 

Sections 17 
and 22 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS 
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feasible and reasonable, e.g. setting back large equipment from site boundaries 

 Design of site hoardings during construction will consider the use of artwork or project 
information 

 Regular maintenance will be undertaken of site hoardings and/or fencing and perimeter 
areas including the prompt removal of graffiti. 

 Re-vegetation / landscaping would be undertaken progressively and with species local 
to the area. 

 Use of trees on the southern and western boundaries of the Stage 1 site, providing a 
uniform canopy cover within vegetated areas and use of local species as understorey 
planting to support and enhance local habitat. 

Decrease in visual 
amenity 

Visual impacts of the Proposal are assessed in the Visual Impact Assessment, included in 
Appendix V to the EIS, and summarised in Section 17. The assessment concluded that the 
Proposal would generally be in keeping with the existing character of the area. Some 
relatively high and/or bulky structures/ equipment may however increase the visibility of 
the Proposal site beyond its current levels with some localised impacts. Mitigation 
measures are prescribed in Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS.  

Sections 17, 
22 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS.  

Light spill Light pollution Light spill Section 17 and Appendix V of the EIS show the modelled effects of the proposed lighting 
arrangement. The light spill assessment indicates that lighting for the Proposal would be 
well within the required criteria as specified in Australian Standard AS4282-1997 ― 
Control of the Obtrusive Effect of Outdoor Lighting. 

The assessment identified that light spill from the SIMTA Project would be contained to 
within 150 m of the immediate vicinity of the site and will not impact upon nearby residents 
located 400 m away. 

Section 17 and 
Appendix V of 
the EIS 

SIMTA and 
MIC Precinct 
strategy 

SIMTA and MIC 
Precinct strategy 

SIMTA and MIC 
proposals should 
be considered 
together 

 MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 
applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such.   

The SIMTA Project has followed a suitable and robust planning approval pathway for the 
development of the Project. Previous approvals include the Concept Plan Approval (Part 

www.micl.com.
au 

Accessed: 4 
October 2015. 
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3A (Transitional) of the EP&A Act) and also the EPBC Approval (EPBC Act). The Proposal 
seeks approval for the construction and operation of an IMT to support a container road 
volume of 250,000 TEU. Approval for the Proposal is sought in accordance with Part 4, 
Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act. The Proposal has been prepared to be consistent with the 
conditions of approval provided within both the Concept Plan Approval and the EPBC 
Approval. The planning approval pathway for the Proposal is therefore considered suitable 
and accurate in the context of the development to be undertaken (refer to Section 5 of the 
EIS for further information). 

Current EIS 
should be null and 
void due to 
SIMTA/MIC 
agreement 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 
applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such.  The SIMTA 
Project has followed a suitable and correct planning approval pathway for the development 
of the Project. Previous approvals include the Concept Plan Approval (Part 3A 
(Transitional) of the EP&A Act) and also the EPBC Approval (EPBC Act). The Proposal 
seeks approval for the construction and operation of an IMT to support a container road 
volume of 250,000 TEU. Approval for the Proposal is sought in accordance with Part 4, 
Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act. The Proposal has been prepared to be consistent with the 
conditions of approval provided within both the Concept Plan Approval and the EPBC 
Approval. The planning approval pathway for the Proposal is therefore considered suitable 
and accurate in the context of the development to be undertaken (refer to Section 5 of the 
EIS for further information). 

www.micl.com.
au 

Accessed: 4 
October 2015. 

 

Confusion 
between values 
quoted in each 
submission 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 
applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such. 

www.micl.com.
au 

Accessed: 4 
October 2015. 

Masterplan Masterplan not 
undertaken 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 

Section 1.5 of 
the EIS.  
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applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such. 

 The design of the two proposals on exhibition would not conflict with an integrated 
precinct solution.  

Alternative 
concepts 

Alternative 
connection of rail 
link to SSFL 

The Rail Access Report, included in Appendix F of the EIS, presents the preferred Rail link 
for both the SIMTA Project. As described in the Rail Access Report the Rail link proposed 
has been developed in consultation with Sydney Trains and ARTC and represents the 
most appropriate connection to service the two proposals.  

A further amendment to the Rail link which would reduce the environmental impacts that 
were originally assessed during the EIS, has been made in response to the submissions 
received and is described and assessed in Sections 6 and 7 of this RtS.  

Appendix F of 
the EIS.  

Sections 6 and 
7 of this RtS.  

Responsibility SIMTA should 
now be 
responsible for 
section of Anzac 
Road as was 
Defence 

The primary access route for truck and car movements, generated by the Proposal, would 
be via Moorebank Avenue. The part of Moorebank Avenue which is located to the north of 
the East Hills Rail Corridor and the south of Anzac Road is owned by the Commonwealth. 
Part of SIMTA’s agreement with the Commonwealth (to operate and develop both the 
SIMTA and MIC sites) includes the land which occupies Moorebank Avenue.  

Anzac Road, east of Yulong Close and Heathcote Road will also remain under 
commonwealth ownership. This section of Anzac Road provides access to the operation of 
the Holsworthy and Liverpool Military Area operated by the Commonwealth.  

Heavy vehicles with compression breaking systems (referred to as restricted access 
vehicles (RAVs)) are restricted under the Roads Transport (Mass Loading and Access) 
Regulation 2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle Registration) Regulation 2007 from 
using roads outside of the routes identified on Roads and Maritime RAV maps. Trucks 
accessing the Proposal would be bound to follow this legislation restricting them from 
using local roads that have not been prescribed as heavy vehicle access routes. Anzac 
Road would therefore not be used as an access route to the Proposal site, and no works 
are proposed on Anzac Road as part of the Proposal.  
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On-going 
monitoring and 
compliance 

Compliance/ 
Monitoring 

Who is the 
responsible 
authority to 
monitor guidelines 
and controls? 

Should the Proposal be approved, the DP&E is generally responsible for monitoring the 
compliance of the Proposal with any conditions of approval provided as part of a consent. 
In addition to this as the Proposal includes a batching plant and also rail systems activities, 
both considered scheduled activities under the Protection of the Environment and 
Operations Act 1997, the EPA would be responsible for ensuring compliance with air 
emissions criteria during both construction and operation of the Proposal (refer to Section 
5 of the EIS for further information).  

In addition to this, SIMTA would also monitor the environmental compliance of the 
Proposal as identified within the mitigation measures provided within Section 22 of the EIS 
and updated within Section 8 of this RtS. 

Section 5 and 
22 of the EIS 

Section 8 of 
this RtS 

Economics Logistics Unlikely to reduce 
supply chain costs 
as claimed 

Section 20.6 of the EIS and the Economic Assessment (Urbis, 2013b) prepared as part of 
the Concept Plan Application provides details of the economic outcomes of the Proposal 
operations. Use of rail to transport freight to the Proposal and then forward transport to the 
South Western Sydney freight catchment would generate cost savings in the supply chain.  

Section 20.6 of 
the EIS. 

Double handling 
freight 

Section 20.6 of the EIS and the Economic Assessment (Urbis, 2013b) prepared as part of 
the Concept Plan Application provides details of the economic outcomes of the Proposal 
operations. Operation of the Proposal will involve freight being loaded onto trains at Port 
Botany, directly transporting containers to Moorebank on a dedicated freight line, 
unloading the containers at Moorebank onto trucks for delivery to businesses and 
warehouses across South West Sydney. 

A Freight Demand Study – Transitional Part 3A Concept Plan Application (Hyder 2013a) 
has been included in the Concept Plan Approval further clarifies the intended freight 
catchment area of the SIMTA Project and provides an explanation of the import / export 
supply chain currently operating within the Sydney Metropolitan area. It acknowledged in 
the study that: “for an IMT to be commercially viable it must be able to offer door to door 
delivery price inclusive of its bundled costs, that can compete with the cost of direct road 
delivery from the port. This bundle of costs include rail handling at port, rail transfer from 
port to IMT and delivery cost from IMT to delivery point, including container return IMT. 
Accordingly, the further the delivery point is away from the IMT, the less competitive it 
becomes against the cost of direct road delivery.” 

Section 20.6 
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It is for this reason that IMTs within the Sydney region have defined freight catchments 
that they would service. The Proposal would service only those areas where the cost of 
delivery of freight via the IMT (the Proposal) can compete with the cost via road only. 

The economic 
viability of 
transferring freight 
25km from Botany 
to Moorebank is 
not properly 
justified 

Section 20.6 of the EIS and the Economic Assessment (Urbis, 2013b) prepared as part of 
the Concept Plan Application provides details of the economic outcomes of the Proposal 
operations. Operation of the Proposal will involve freight being loaded onto trains at Port 
Botany, directly transporting containers to Moorebank on a dedicated freight line, 
unloading the containers at Moorebank onto trucks for delivery to businesses and 
warehouses across South West Sydney. 

A Freight Demand Study – Transitional Part 3A Concept Plan Application (Hyder 2013a) 
has been included in Appendix G of the EIS to further clarify the intended freight 
catchment area of the SIMTA Project and provide an explanation of the import / export 
supply chain currently operating within the Sydney Metropolitan area. It acknowledged in 
the study that: “for an IMT to be commercially viable it must be able to offer door to door 
delivery price inclusive of its bundled costs, that can compete with the cost of direct road 
delivery from the port. This bundle of costs include rail handling at port, rail transfer from 
port to IMT and delivery cost from IMT to delivery point, including container return IMT. 
Accordingly, the further the delivery point is away from the IMT, the less competitive it 
becomes against the cost of direct road delivery.” 

It is for this reason that IMTs within the Sydney region have defined freight catchments 
that they would service. The Proposal would service only those areas where the cost of 
delivery of freight via the IMT (the Proposal) can compete with the cost via road only. 

Section 20.6 

Economic 
viability 

PAC limit on TEUs It is noted that the Concept Plan Approval limits the road freight throughput of the SIMTA 
Project to a maximum of 500,000 TEU, subject to further planning approval. There is a 
demonstrated need to increase the rail freight mode share within the South Western 
Sydney freight catchment area and the Proposal would meet this demand progressively 
with subsequent development applications of the SIMTA Project. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS. 

Cost benefit 
analysis (CBA) 

Cost of land not 
reflective 

Section 3 of the EIS identifies that there has been strong and consistent support at State 
and Commonwealth Government levels for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The 
Proposal site has been earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight 

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  
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and distribution strategy and there is demonstrable demand for an IMT within the area. 
Development of the land for the purposes of an IMT is therefore considered the highest 
and best use for the land.  

The Commonwealth and State governments have further endorsed the development of an 
IMT on the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is located to service the South Western Sydney 
freight catchment. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Road upgrades 
not taken into 
account 

The Traffic and Transport Impact Assessment, included as Appendix L and summarised in 
Section 7 to the EIS, determined that the existing road network and intersections generally 
have sufficient capacity to support the Proposal without requiring upgrades.  

Roads and Maritime and TfNSW have identified a number of upgrades on the surrounding 
road network, which the Traffic Impact Assessment has taken into account. This analysis 
indicated that the Proposal would not exceed the current capacity on the M5 Motorway / 
Moorebank Avenue, the M5 Motorway / Hume Highway, the M5 Motorway / Heathcote 
Road. Appendix F of the RtS outlines additional assessment that has been undertaken to 
demonstrate the impact with and without the Stage 1 Proposal, should Heatchote Road / 
Moorebank avenue and Newbridge Road / Moorebank Avenue intersections not be 
upgraded by Roads and Maritime. The assessment has demonstrated that the Proposal 
would not impact the level of service to these intersections. 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS.  

Appendix F of 
the RtS.  

Costs associated 
with reduced 
access to 
Liverpool hospital 

It is not predicted that the operation of the Proposal would impact on access to Liverpool 
hospital as the Traffic and Transport Impact Assessment provided in Appendix L of the EIS 
concluded that the Proposal would not lead to a decrease in level of service at the 
intersections assessed.  

Section 7.3.2 of the EIS identifies the outbound and inbound distribution of both car and 
truck movements associated with the Proposal. The majority of freight truck movements 

Section 7 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS.  
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for the Proposal, would be via the M5 Motorway, Hume Highway and Moorebank Avenue. 

The Liverpool Hospital is located approximately 3km from the site, to the north of the M5 
Motorway within the residential area of Liverpool. Trucks from the Proposal would 
generally utilise the M5 Motorway. The Proposal would therefore not impact on traffic 
movement in the vicinity of the Liverpool Hospital. 

Cost Benefit 
Analysis (CBA) 
not released 

It is not standard practice or a requirement for a CBA to be publicly released for a project 
of this nature. Section 3 of the EIS provides suitable justification on the need and 
commercial viability of the Proposal.  

Section 3 of 
the EIS.  

Unproven short 
haul rail market 

Section 3.2 of the EIS identifies the need for the Proposal in particular the demand for 
freight movement between Port Botany and South Western Sydney. The need, and 
viability of the Proposal, is further supported by Federal and state government policy. The 
Proposal has been specifically located and designed to meet the market demand for rail 
freight distribution. Further, the Proposal would be operated by SIMTA whom have 
considerable experience in logistics delivery and operation throughout Australia as 
outlined in Section 1.1 of the EIS.  

Section 20.6 of the EIS and the Economic Assessment (Urbis, 2013b) prepared as part of 
the Concept Plan Application provides details of the economic outcomes of the Proposal 
operations. Operation of the Proposal will involve freight being loaded onto trains at Port 
Botany, directly transporting containers to Moorebank on a dedicated freight line, 
unloading the containers at Moorebank onto trucks for delivery to businesses and 
warehouses across South West Sydney. 

A Freight Demand Study – Transitional Part 3A Concept Plan Application (Hyder 2013a) 
has been included in Appendix G of the EIS to further clarify the intended freight 
catchment area of the SIMTA Project and provide an explanation of the import / export 
supply chain currently operating within the Sydney Metropolitan area. It acknowledged in 
the study that: “for an IMT to be commercially viable it must be able to offer door to door 
delivery price inclusive of its bundled costs, that can compete with the cost of direct road 
delivery from the port. This bundle of costs include rail handling at port, rail transfer from 
port to IMT and delivery cost from IMT to delivery point, including container return IMT. 
Accordingly, the further the delivery point is away from the IMT, the less competitive it 

Sections 1.1 
and 3 of the 
EIS.  
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becomes against the cost of direct road delivery.” 

It is for this reason that IMTs within the Sydney region have defined freight catchments 
that they would service. The Proposal would service only those areas where the cost of 
delivery of freight via the IMT (the Proposal) can compete with the cost via road only. 

Economic 
impacts 

Economic and 
financial gain has 
been put before 
the welfare of 
citizens and the 
environment 

The EIS includes thorough, robust and detailed environmental reporting which identifies 
and, where possible, mitigates the impacts of the Proposal. The EIS considers all factors 
of the environment which have the potential to be impacted by the Proposal. In particular, 
Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 of this RtS, provides mitigation measures to minimise 
the impact of the Proposal on the surrounding area. 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
the RtS 

Communities have 
been victimised by 
a public/private 
partnership 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 
applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such. Although an 
agreement has been reached between the Commonwealth Government and SIMTA a 
number of conditions need to be satisfied and Board approval needs to be granted before 
this agreement is settled. The conditions of agreement would need to be satisfied between 
before the public/private partnership has been settled. The EIS includes thorough, robust 
and detailed environmental reporting which identifies and, where possible, mitigates the 
impacts of the Proposal. The EIS considers all factors of the environment which have the 
potential to be impacted by the Proposal. In particular Section 22 of the EIS, and Section 8 
of this RtS, provide mitigation measures to minimise the impact of the Proposal on the 
surrounding area. 

www.micl.com.
au 

Accessed: 4 
October 2015. 

Section 8 of 
the RtS 

General economic 
decline in the 
locality 

Section 20.6 and Section 20.7 of the EIS outline the Proposal’s socio-economic impacts 
and consistency with the principles of Ecological Sustainability Development (ESD), 
including improved valuation, pricing incentive and incentive mechanisms.  

Section 20.6 of the EIS notes that the Proposal would provide a range of job opportunities, 
and increases in trade for businesses. It is anticipated that the full development of the 
Proposal would involve a capital investment of approximately $142,500,000 (excl. GST). It 

Section 3.1, 
20.6 and 20.7 
of the EIS 
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is expected that a proportion of the Proposal’s expenditure would occur in the local area; 
increasing demand for local goods and services, having an indirect increase in 
employment and injecting funds into the local economy. 

Further Section 3.1 of the EIS outlines the strategic justification for the Proposal, including 
how the Proposal would help achieve objectives to increase productivity and prosperity 
under the Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney, and would support the growth of South-West 
Subregion.  

The Proposal realises the economic benefits of rail distribution, including reduction in truck 
vehicle kilometres and net travel time savings. The resulting positive economic effects of 
the Proposal would be experienced at both a local and regional level. 

While the direct economic benefits from the Proposal cannot be quantified, the Proposal is 
anticipated to have significant long term positive impacts, both direct and indirect. 

Prevention of 
future residential 
growth in the area 

As outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS, the Proposal site is considered the ideal position 
for the SIMTA Project as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing 
and has buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The 
Proposal would therefore be consistent with the existing land use, the adjacent land uses 
and potential future land uses. Residential development, conversely, would not be 
permissible within the zoning, and future residential growth within or immediately 
surrounding the Proposal site would not be consistent with existing land uses.  

The Commonwealth and State governments have endorsed the development of an IMT on 
the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is located to service the South Western Sydney 
freight catchment. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Section 20.6 of the EIS assesses the potential socio-economic impacts associated with the 

Section 3.3.2, 
20.6 and 22 of 
the EIS. 

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 
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Proposal. Impact on surrounding residences have been assessed as part of the EIS. With 
the implementation of the mitigation measures detailed within Section 22 of the EIS and 
updated in Section 8 of this RtS, impacts to nearby residential areas would be mitigated. 

Home owners 
should be 
compensated for 
impacts to housing 
values 

Impact on value as a result of a project that does not result in any compulsory acquisition 
of land does not result in a head of claim for compensation. Section 22 of the EIS and 
Section 8 of this RtS sets out management and mitigation measures to preclude the 
Proposal from having an adverse environmental impact on the amenity of the residential 
areas. 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

The Proposal is 
likely to result in a 
decrease in 
property value 

As outlined in Section 3.3.2 of the EIS, the Proposal site is considered the ideal position 
for the SIMTA Project as it is zoned as industrial land for use as industrial warehousing 
and has buffer zones are provided between the facility and nearby residential areas. The 
Proposal would therefore be consistent with the existing land use, the adjacent land uses 
and potential future land uses. Residential development, conversely, would not be 
permissible within the zoning, and future residential growth within or immediately 
surrounding the Proposal site would not be consistent with existing land uses.  

The Commonwealth and State governments have endorsed the development of an IMT on 
the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is located to service the South Western Sydney 
freight catchment. 

Further the Proposal site is in a unique location for an IMT as it is located next to the 
Southern Sydney Freight Line, which is a dedicated freight rail line that provides a direct 
link to the interstate freight network and, together with the Metropolitan Freight Network, a 
direct link to Port Botany. It is also located next to the M5 Motorway, and near the M7 
Motorway and Hume Highway which are key freight corridors. 

Section 20.6 of the EIS assesses the potential socio-economic impacts associated with the 
Proposal. Impact on value as a result of a project that does not result in any compulsory 
acquisition of land does not result in a head of claim for compensation. Section 22 of the 
EIS and Section 8 of this RtS set out management and mitigation measures to preclude 
the Proposal from having a significant impact on the amenity of the residential areas.  

Section 20.6 
and 22 of the 
EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 
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Political 
influences 

Government trying 
to please other 
electorates 

The EIS has provided a detailed investigation of the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Proposal. The EIS focuses on both the local, and to a lesser extent, 
regional impacts of the Proposal on the surrounding area. No adverse environmental 
impacts have been identified by the Proposal as shown in the EIS. Further, Section 22 of 
the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS also include measures to mitigate potential 
environmental impacts during both the construction and operation of the Proposal.   

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Government 
ignoring interest in 
a container facility 
in Newcastle 

Section 3 of the EIS details the need for the Proposal. Sydney Ports has forecast that Port 
Botany is to reach seven million TEU by 2030. To support this additional freight 
throughput, additional IMT capacity is required to service containerised port freight. The 
Moorebank Precinct has been identified in both Federal and State strategies as the 
location for an IMT to service the industrial areas of West and South West Sydney which 
has the appropriate proximity to main arterial road networks and a dedicated rail freight 
line. 

IMTs within the Sydney region have defined freight catchment areas that they would 
service. The Proposal would service only those areas where the cost of delivery of freight 
via the IMT can compete with the cost of transferring freight via road only. The freight 
catchment area to be serviced by the Proposal is different to any freight shipped to 
Newcastle. 

Section 3 of 
the EIS 

Government 
doesn’t care 

The EIS has provided a detailed investigation of the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Proposal. No significant environmental impacts have been identified by 
the Proposal as shown in the EIS. Further, Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS 
also include measures to mitigate potential environmental impacts during both the 
construction and operation of the Proposal.   

Section 3 of the EIS identifies that there has been strong and consistent support at State 
and Commonwealth Government levels for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The 
Proposal site has been earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight 
and distribution strategy and there is demonstrable demand for an IMT within the area. 
Development of the land for the purposes of an IMT is therefore considered the highest 
and best use for the land.  

The Commonwealth and State governments have further endorsed the development of an 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS 
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IMT on the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is located to service the South Western Sydney 
freight catchment. 

Government land 
sold for maximum 
profit 

MIC and SIMTA have entered into an agreement for the SIMTA project and the MIC 
proposal to be developed as the Moorebank intermodal freight precinct 
(www.micl.com.au). However, for the purposes of assessment of the development 
applications for the Proposal and the Concept approval for the MIC Proposal, the two 
applications are separate developments and must be considered as such.  

Section 3 of the EIS identifies that there has been strong and consistent support at State 
and Commonwealth Government levels for the development of an IMT in Moorebank. The 
Proposal site has been earmarked as a highly suitable location for an IMT in both freight 
and distribution strategy and there is demonstrable demand for an IMT within the area. 
Development of the land for the purposes of an IMT is therefore considered the highest 
and best use for the land.  

The Commonwealth and State governments have further endorsed the development of an 
IMT on the Proposal site through granting approvals including the EPBC Approval and the 
Concept Plan Approval. The SIMTA site is located to service the South Western Sydney 
freight catchment. 

Section 1.5 of 
the EIS.  

Employment 
opportunities 

The industry is 
already 
competitive 
enough. Work will 
be taken by 
existing 
employees 

The NSW 2021: A Plan to Make NSW Number One strongly supports an increase of 
container freight movement by rail with a growth target of increasing the rail mode share to 
28% by 2020. This growth target is coupled with the increased need percentage of freight 
anticipated to travel to the south western region of Sydney. The Proposal is required to 
increase rail mode share, in line with the NSW target and to improve the distribution of 
freight to a key growth area, South Western Sydney. 

Further, State freight and distribution and planning strategies also identify the need for a 
separate IMT to be operated within Western Sydney. This IMT is seen as a second priority 
to the development of the Proposal, with both IMTs to work complementary to each other 
providing for different catchment areas and allowing for an increased rail mode share and 
more efficient distribution of goods throughout Western Sydney. The specific location for 
the IMT within Western Sydney has yet to be determined. It is understood that the 

Sections 3.2 
and 20.6.3 of 
the EIS 
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proposed Badgery’s Creek Airport is one of the locations being considered by State 
government for this additional IMT. 

 Section 20.6.3 of the EIS outlines that it is anticipated that the Proposal would generate 
approximately 300 temporary construction jobs per year for 18 months, to be filled locally 
where possible. Once operational it is estimated that the number of jobs directly generated 
as a result of the Proposal’s operation would be approximately 40 personnel per year. 

Section 3.2 of the EIS outlines the need for the Proposal noting that projected growth in 
trade volumes will lead to an increase in freight movements across the Sydney Greater 
Metropolitan Area. This will pose substantial challenges for the supply chain which is 
currently dominated by road transport. The increase demand for new IMT capacity means 
that the required personnel to construct and operate the Proposal will likely be required to 
be additional to those already working in the freight distribution industry. 

The development 
will not create 
more jobs 

Section 20.6 of the EIS outlines the socio-economic impacts from the Proposal. 

As noted in Section 20.6.3 of the EIS it is anticipated that the Proposal would generate 
approximately 300 temporary construction jobs per year for 18 months, to be filled locally 
where possible. Once operational it is estimated that the number of jobs directly generated 
as a result of the Proposal’s operation would be approximately 40 personnel per year. 

Further the construction of the Proposal would result in expenditure within the local and 
regional area; increasing demand for local goods and services, having an indirect increase 
in employment and injecting funds into the local economy. 

Section 20.6 of 
the EIS 

Community Impact 
community 
facilities 

Impacts to Casula 
Powerhouse Arts 
Centre 

The EIS has included an assessment of the Proposal on nearby sensitive receivers 
including the Casula Powerhouse Arts Centre. Impacts assessed for the Casula 
Powerhouse Arts Centre include noise, air quality, visual amenity, human health, property 
impacts summarised in Sections 8, 9, 17, 20.1 and 20.4 of the EIS respectively. 

The EIS concluded that the Proposal would not result in significant impacts, or 
exceedance of relevant criteria, at the Casula Powerhouse arts Centre. 

Sections 8, 9, 
17, 20.1 and 
20.4 of the EIS 

Community Overstated 
economic benefits 

Section 20.6 and Section 23.2.4 of the EIS outline the Proposals’ socio-economic impacts 
and consistency with the principles of Ecological Sustainability Development (ESD), 

Sections 3.1, 
20.6 and 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 273 
 



 

Aspect Issue Summary Comments Reference 
benefits to community including improved valuation, pricing incentive and incentive mechanisms.  

Section 20.6 of the EIS indicates that the Proposal would provide a range of job 
opportunities, and increases in trade for businesses. It is anticipated that the full 
development of the Proposal would involve a capital investment of approximately 
$142,500,000 (excl. GST) (refer Appendix B of the EIS). It is expected that a proportion of 
the Proposal’s expenditure would occur in the local area; increasing demand for local 
goods and services, having an indirect increase in employment and injecting funds into the 
local economy. 

Further Section 3.1 of the EIS outlines the strategic justification for the Proposal, including 
how the Proposal would help achieve objectives to increase productivity and prosperity 
under the Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney, and would support the growth of South-West 
Subregion.  

The Proposal realises the economic benefits of rail distribution, including reduction in truck 
vehicle kilometres and net travel time savings. The resulting positive economic effects of 
the Proposal would be experienced at both a local and regional level. 

While the direct economic benefits from the Proposal cannot be quantified, the Proposal is 
anticipated to have significant long term positive impacts, both direct and indirect. 

23.2.4 and 
Appendix B of 
the EIS 

Impact LCC long 
term vision for 
Georges River 

Section 5.3.5 of the EIS outlines the Proposal’s consistency with the Greater Metropolitan 
Regional Environmental Plan No 2 – Georges River Catchment (REP 2) (now a deemed 
SEPP) which aims to maintain and improve the water quality and river flows of the 
Georges River and its catchment, and to establish a consistent and coordinated approach 
to environmental planning and assessment for land along the Georges River and its 
tributaries. The EIS considers the relevant matters of REP 2 to the Proposal including the 
planning controls and matters for consideration for the Georges River. 

Section 11 of the EIS assesses the impacts of the Proposal on surface water and 
groundwater flows, quality and quantity with particular reference to any likely impacts on 
the Georges River. Biodiversity impacts to the Georges River riparian vegetation and 
aquatic habitats are assessed in Section 14 of the EIS. 

No adverse environmental impacts have been identified by the Proposal in preparing the 

Sections 5.3.5, 
11, 14 and 22 
of the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 
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EIS. Mitigation measures to further reduce impacts to the Georges River are summarised 
in Section 22 and updated in Section 8 of this RtS 

Consultation Lack of 
consultation 

Section 6 of the EIS outlines the consultation undertaken to date for the Proposal. 
Consultation has been undertaken throughout the preparation of the Concept Plan 
Application (and approval) and the EPBC application (and approval) since 2010, and 
during the preparation of the EIS for Stage 1 and in accordance with the SEARs. During 
the preparation of the EIS, SIMTA has consulted with statutory agencies and stakeholders 
throughout the preparation of this EIS including: 

 Local (e.g. Liverpool City Council), State (e.g. Transport for NSW) or Commonwealth 
government authorities (e.g. Commonwealth Department of the Environment). 

 Service and infrastructure providers (e.g. Roads and Maritime Services) 

 Specialist interest groups, including Local Aboriginal Land Councils 

 The public, including community groups and adjoining and affected landowners.  

This consultation has been undertaken through a range of mediums including emails, 
phone conversations, face-to-face meetings and letter submissions.   

Feedback provided from stakeholders and the community has assisted with design 
refinement, robust approaches to impact assessment and associated mitigation measures 
of the Proposal documented in this EIS. 

Community consultation will continue as an integral component of the Proposal’s 
development process to ensure the views of stakeholders and the community are clearly 
understood and considered to the extent practicable. SIMTA will continue to consider 
feedback from stakeholders and the local community during ongoing development of the 
SIMTA Project. 

Section 6 of 
the EIS.  

Section 2 of 
this RtS. 

Purchased 
Glenfield Farm in 
2013 and not 
informed of plans 

Section 6 of the EIS outlines the consultation undertaken to date for the Proposal. 
Consultation has been undertaken throughout the preparation of the Concept Plan 
Application (and approval) and the EPBC application (and approval) since 2010, and 
during the preparation of the EIS for Stage 1 and in accordance with the SEARs. 

Consultation activities included a combination of ongoing communications and community 
consultation mediums, as well as targeted consultation and engagement activities. These 

Sections 6, 16 
and 22 and 
Appendix S of 
the EIS 
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activities have included: 

 Updates to the SIMTA website to include information on the EA exhibition period 

 Project newsletters provided to households in the suburbs surrounding the SIMTA site 

 Drop in sessions at the Community Information Centre 

 One-on-one meetings with community members. 

Section 16.2.3 of the EIS assessed the impacts of the project on Glenfield Farm. 
Construction of the Rail link has the potential to result in temporary impacts without 
mitigation (visual, noise and air) on the listed Glenfield Farm Group heritage items, due to 
the location and operation of plant and equipment and vehicle movements during 
construction. 

Potential impacts to the Glenfield Farm Group heritage items may include potential 
impacts to its views and setting, and a possible increase in noise from activity along the 
proposed Rail link. As discussed in Section 9 of this EIS, the increase in rail noise would 
not exceed the relevant noise assessment criteria. 

Once constructed, the Proposal would result in minor visual impacts on the Glenfield Farm 
Group. The views from the Glenfield Farm Group have already been disturbed by railway 
development, quarrying and landfill operations, it is considered unlikely that the 1 Proposal 
would adversely impact on the heritage significance of the item. 

Mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the potential impact to the Glenfield 
Farm. Landscaping on the western boundary of the Stage 1 site would minimise impacts 
from the Stage 1 site. 

Revegetation of riparian areas of the Rail link would be undertaken in accordance with the 
Vegetation Management Plan (Appendix S of the EIS) and would provide some screening 
in the vicinity of the Georges River. 

No transparency 
in approval 
process 

Section 6 of the EIS outlines the consultation undertaken to date for the Proposal. 
Consultation has been undertaken throughout the preparation of the Concept Plan 
Application (and approval) and the EPBC application (and approval) since 2010, and 
during the preparation of the EIS for Stage 1 and in accordance with the SEARs. During 
the preparation of the EIS SIMTA has consulted with statutory agencies and stakeholders 

Section 6 of 
the EIS.  
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throughout the preparation of this EIS including: 

 Local (e.g. Liverpool City Council), State (e.g. Transport for NSW) or Commonwealth 
government authorities (e.g. Commonwealth Department of the Environment). 

 Service and infrastructure providers (e.g. Roads and Maritime Services) 

 Specialist interest groups, including Local Aboriginal Land Councils 

 The public, including community groups and adjoining and affected landowners.  

This consultation has been undertaken through a range of mediums including emails, 
phone conversations, face-to-face meetings and letter submissions.   

Feedback provided from stakeholders and the community has assisted with design 
refinement, robust approaches to impact assessment and associated mitigation measures 
of the Proposal documented in this EIS. 

Community consultation will continue as an integral component of the Proposal’s 
development process to ensure the views of stakeholders and the community are clearly 
understood and considered to the extent practicable. SIMTA will continue to consider 
feedback from stakeholders and the local community during ongoing development of the 
SIMTA Project. 

Residents/commu
nity decision to 
decide which 
development is 
approved in their 
area 

The EIS for the Proposal has been placed on public exhibition in accordance with Part 4, 
Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act. The public exhibition period provides the community with the 
opportunity to comment on the Proposal. All comments received during the public 
exhibition period would be considered by the DP&E when undertaking its determination of 
the Proposal (i.e. deciding whether to approve or refuse the Development Application 
(DA)). The community are considered an important part of the planning approval process 
and in accordance with the EP&A Act, DP&E is responsible for determining the DA. 

This RtS.  

The inadequate 
process of 
consultation 
appears to be 
more about 
maximizing the 

Section 6 of the EIS outlines the consultation undertaken to date for the Proposal. 
Consultation has been undertaken throughout the preparation of the Concept Plan 
Application (and approval) and the EPBC application (and approval) since 2010, and 
during the preparation of the EIS for Stage 1 and in accordance with the SEARs. During 
the preparation of the EIS SIMTA has consulted with statutory agencies and stakeholders 
throughout the preparation of this EIS including: 

Section 1.3, 
4.5.2, 4.5.4, 6 
and 7.4.2 of 
the EIS 
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value of 
Commonwealth 
and State land 
holdings than a 
genuine desire to 
reduce the impact 
of container traffic 

 Local (e.g. Liverpool City Council), State (e.g. Transport for NSW) or Commonwealth 
government authorities (e.g. Commonwealth Department of the Environment). 

 Service and infrastructure providers (e.g. Roads and Maritime Services) 

 Specialist interest groups, including Local Aboriginal Land Councils 

 The public, including community groups and adjoining and affected landowners.  

This consultation has been undertaken through a range of mediums including emails, 
phone conversations, face-to-face meetings and letter submissions.   

Feedback provided from stakeholders and the community has assisted with design 
refinement, robust approaches to impact assessment and associated mitigation measures 
of the Proposal documented in this EIS. 

Community consultation will continue as an integral component of the Proposal’s 
development process to ensure the views of stakeholders and the community are clearly 
understood and considered to the extent practicable. SIMTA will continue to consider 
feedback from stakeholders and the local community during ongoing development of the 
SIMTA Project. 

Consultation has been undertaken in accordance with the SEARs and is therefore 
considered appropriate for the Proposal.   

A key objective of the Proposal is to transfer container movements from road to rail, 
thereby alleviating freight related road congestion between Port Botany and Moorebank, 
particularly along the M5 Motorway (refer to Section 1.3 of the EIS). The Proposal would 
result in additional freight truck movements, a total of 670 trips per day (refer to Section 
4.5.4 of the EIS) travelling along Moorebank Avenue. A Traffic Impact Assessment and 
Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan have been prepared to identify and 
mitigate traffic impacts associated with the Proposal (refer to Appendix L of the EIS). 

A number of mitigation measures would be implemented prior to, and during, the 
construction and operation of the Proposal to further reduce impacts on the surrounding 
road network (refer to Section 7.4.2 of the EIS). 
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General 
opposition 

Influential vested 
interest for 
monetary gain 

The Proposal is to be determined in accordance with Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act. 
The EIS has considered all of the necessary approvals and other statutory requirements 
required by the Proposal as part of this approval process (refer to Section 5 of the EIS).  

Further, the EIS has been prepared in a detailed and transparent manner to identify 
potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposal, with no adverse 
environmental impacts being identified within the EIS of the Proposal. Section 22 of the 
EIS and Section 8 of this RtS also include measures to mitigate potential environmental 
impacts during both the construction and operation of the Proposal.   

Sections 5 and 
22 of the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Increase terror 
threat 

The Proposal would not impact on any Military operations. As discussed in Section 4.5.5 of 
the EIS, the Proposal includes a number of on-site security measures to ensure the 
protection and safety of the Proposal, its employees and authorised visitors. The Proposal 
is therefore not anticipated to impact on any matters of national security. 

Section 4.5.5 
of the EIS. 

General 
opposition 

The EIS has provided a detailed investigation of the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Proposal. No adverse environmental impacts have been identified by 
the Proposal as shown in the EIS. Further, Section 22 of the EIS and Section 8 of this RtS 
also include measures to mitigate potential environmental impacts during both the 
construction and operation of the Proposal.   

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have also been assessed within 
EPBC Approval (No. 2011/6229) granted in March 2014 for the impact of the SIMTA 
Project on listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC 
Act) and Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A of the EPBC Act); and the Concept 
Plan Approval (No. 10_0193) granted by the PAC on the 29 September 2014 for the 
‘Concept Plan Approval’ of the SIMTA Project under Part 3A of the EP&A Act. 

Section 22 of 
the EIS.  

Section 8 of 
this RtS. 

Overall 
cumulative 
impacts 

Combined 
impacts 

The cumulative 
impacts (noise, 
air, traffic, health) 
of the multiple 
stages of the IMT 
have not been 
assessed 

Section 19 of the EIS provides an assessment of the cumulative impacts arising from the 
Proposal in conjunction with the Early Works phase of the MIC Proposal, as well as other 
planned or proposed developments in the local area. The assessment concluded that, with 
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures applied, the cumulative impacts of the 
identified proposals is likely to meet all statutory guideline requirements, with any 
environmental impacts suitably mitigated.  

Sections 19 
and 22 and 
Appendices L- 
N of the EIS 
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Further the following key assessments have identified the cumulative impacts of the two 
projects: 

 The Air Quality Impact Assessment (Appendix M of the EIS) addressed the cumulative 
impacts of the combined operations of the SIMTA Project and the adjacent MIC 
Proposal. 

 The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix N of the EIS) developed for the 
Proposal includes an assessment of cumulative impacts of the operation of the SIMTA 
Project and the MIC Proposal and concluded the operation of the two proposals could 
achieve the Industrial Noise Policy at key receivers. 

 The TAIA (Appendix L of the EIS) also provides information on the cumulative 
scenario. 

Across the issues assessed for cumulative impacts, most did not identify any additional 
adverse impacts or exceedances of criteria and no additional mitigation measures were 
identified as being required. 

Impacts from a 
Waste Recycling 
Plant and 
associated traffic 
increase 

Section 19 of the EIS provides an assessment of the cumulative impacts arising from the 
Proposal as well as other development in the local area, including the Glenfield Waste 
Facility.  

The Glenfield Waste Recycling Facility proposes to use the existing access to the 
Glenfield Waste Facility on Cambridge Avenue to access the recycling facility site. Trucks 
would only use Cambridge Avenue during construction, which would be managed through 
traffic control measures (refer to Section 7 of the EIS). Container freight trucks would not 
use Cambridge during operation of the Proposal. The small number of traffic movement 
from the two proposals that would use Cambridge Avenue are not predicted to result in 
any adverse cumulative traffic impacts. 

The cumulative impact assessment undertaken as part of the Traffic and Access Impact 
Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) did not identify any additional adverse impacts and no 
additional mitigation measures were identified as being required. 

Sections 7 and 
19 and 
Appendix L of 
the EIS 

 

Sustainability Economic, social 
and 

The Proposal 
does not account 
for long term 

Section 20.6 and Section 23.2.4 of the EIS outline the Proposal’s socio-economic impacts 
and consistency with the principles of Ecological Sustainability Development (ESD), 

Sections 3.1, 
20.6 and 
23.2.4, 
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environmental economic impacts, 

which have equal 
weight to social 
and environmental 
aspects 

including improved valuation, pricing incentive and incentive mechanisms.  

Section 20.6 of the EIS indicates that the Proposal would provide a range of job 
opportunities, and increases in trade for businesses. It is anticipated that the full 
development of the Proposal would involve a capital investment of approximately 
$142,500,000 (excl. GST). It is expected that a proportion of the Proposal’s expenditure 
would incur in the local area; increasing demand for local goods and services, having an 
indirect increase in employment and injecting funds into the local economy. 

Further Section 3.1 of the EIS outlines the strategic justification for the Proposal, including 
how the Proposal would help achieve objectives to increase productivity and prosperity 
under the Draft Metropolitan Plan for Sydney, and would support the growth of South-West 
Subregion.  

The Proposal realises the economic benefits of rail distribution, including reduction in truck 
vehicle kilometres and net travel time savings. The resulting positive economic effects of 
the Proposal would be experienced at both a local and regional level. 

Appendix B of 
the EIS 
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6 PROPOSAL AMENDMENT 
The Proposal has been amended from that provided within the EIS to respond to submissions 
provided by the government agencies and the community and also to reduce its overall 
environmental impacts. The amendment to the Proposal involves the realignment of the Rail link 
within the Southern Boot Land, Moorebank Avenue crossing and the MIC site to respond to the 
submissions specifically provided by the Transport Cluster (Sydney Trains) and OEH (refer to 
Section 2 of this RtS).  

Further detail on this design amendment has been provided to supplement the description 
provided for the Proposal within Section 4 of the EIS. This design amendment represents an 
addendum to the design provided within the EIS. Approval is sought for the Proposal, as 
amended by this RtS, in accordance with Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act.  

This design amendment provides a minor change from that provided within the EIS. The 
proposed design amendment to the Rail link remain consistent with the objectives of the 
Proposal provided within Section 1.3 of the EIS. A description of the design amendment is 
provided below. The following technical specialist documentation has been prepared to support 
the amended Rail link: 

 Rail Access Addendum and Updated Rail Engineering Plans (Appendix B of the RtS) 

 Moorebank Avenue Overbridge Design Drawings (Appendix C of the RtS) 

 Utilities Strategy Addendum (Appendix D of this RtS) 

 Stormwater and Flooding Addendum, Drainage Design Drawings and Preliminary Bulk 
Earthworks Plans (Appendix E of this RtS).  

This section of the RtS provides a description of the amended Rail link and associated changes 
to the built form, construction and operation of the Proposal. This section should be read as an 
addendum to Section 4 of the EIS. Where no alteration has been made to the Proposal there 
has been no further discussion within this RtS.  

Further assessment of this design amendment and the associated environmental impacts, 
based on the detail provided below, is included within Section 7 of this RtS.  

6.1 OVERVIEW  
The Rail link is to be realigned within the Southern Boot Land, Moorebank Avenue and the MIC 
site to respond to submissions (received during the exhibition of the EIS (28 May 2015 and 26 
June 2015)) and also reduce the overall environmental impacts of the Proposal. In particular, 
The Transport Cluster (Sydney Trains) requested (in their letter dated 15 July 2015) that the 
Rail link be relocated outside of the EHRC to ensure that there was no impact on existing 
infrastructure and not inhibit future improvements or expansion of this passenger line (refer to 
Section 2.2 of this RtS for further information). 

This amendment would alter the Rail link alignment to the south of the Anzac Creek Crossing, at 
the intersection with Moorebank Avenue and also on the MIC site (to the immediate west of 
Moorebank Avenue) (refer to Figure 6-1). The rail alignment would retain the 20m width of the 
Rail Corridor within environmentally sensitive areas in as per the Concept Plan Approval (MP 
10_0193) and EPBC Approval (No.2011/6229).  

There would be no alteration to the Rail link to north of this amendment including at the crossing 
of Anzac Creek, connection to, or within the Stage 1 site.  There would also be no alteration to 
the Rail link to the west along the MIC site, the Georges River bridge crossing, within the 
Glenfield Waste Facility or at the southern and northern connections to the SSFL.  
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This amendment of the rail alignment would result in Moorebank Avenue being intersected by 
the Rail link further north of that previously identified within the EIS. An alteration would be 
undertaken to the existing Moorebank Avenue bridge embankment to create an overbridge to 
accommodate the amended Rail link.  

The amended Rail link would not alter the operation of the IMT as previously provided, with no 
change to the rail traffic, road access, operational hours, workforce or overall operational 
procedures.  
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6.2 BUILT FORM 

6.2.1 RAIL ALIGNMENT 
The Rail link would be amended between chainage the southern part of the MIC site and to the 
immediate south of the proposed Anzac Creek crossing. The amended Rail link would deviate 
to the west after the Anzac Creek Crossing, through the Southern Boot Lands and RailCorp 
Land (north of the EHRC). Moorebank Avenue would be intersected by the Rail link, further 
north (approximately 80 m) of the previous rail alignment included within the EIS. The amended 
Rail link would traverse the MIC site and connect to the previous alignment.  

The amended Rail link would reduce the overall length of the Rail link by approximately 200 
metres and ‘soften’ the rail curve located within the Southern Boot Lands. The Rail link would 
retain the single track width within the Southern Boot Lands as proposed within the previous 
alignment included within the EIS.  

The amended Rail link intersects with existing Moorebank Avenue at approximately 41km 220. 
An overbridge is proposed at this location with further detail provided below. 

6.2.2 MOOREBANK AVENUE OVERBRIDGE ALTERATION 
The Moorebank Avenue crossing would be located at chainage 41km 220 of the amended Rail 
link, which would be approximately 80m north of the EHRC. The proposed overbridge has been 
created to facilitate for a single rail track to traverse Moorebank Avenue in an east west 
direction within the existing northern embankment of the Moorebank Ave overbridge.  

Two design options have been provided for the Moorebank Avenue overbridge crossing. These 
have been provided within the Moorebank Avenue Overbridge Design Drawings (Appendix C of 
this RtS). The options include the following: 

 Option 1- overbridge with secant pile walls at the northern and southern abutments below 
Moorebank Avenue 

 Option 2- overbridge ‘tunnel’ with secant pile walls at the northern and southern 
abutments, which extends under and on either side of Moorebank Avenue.  

Option 1 includes the excavation of the existing Moorebank Avenue embankment to create an 
overbridge. The proposed overbridge (the bridge deck) would be approximately 33m long 
between the northern and southern abutments. The width of the Moorebank Avenue 
carriageway would remain as is currently provided, i.e. to accommodate a dual carriageway, 
plus an allowance for a footway.  

Option 2 includes excavating the existing Moorebank Avenue embankment to create a tunnel 
structure. The proposed tunnel would be approximately 10.3m in width with a maximum length 
of approximately 48m (along the northern abutment). It is proposed that a secant bored pile wall 
(or similar) would be provided on either side to support the tunnel roof. The existing Moorebank 
Avenue road deck would be replaced with prestressed concrete planks at this location. 

The preferred design would be selected by the contractor prior to commencement of 
construction of the Moorebank Avenue crossing. The overbridge would be designed to meet 
Australian Standard AS 5100 Bridge design. 

Under both options, works would be undertaken to Moorebank Avenue to accommodate the 
amended Rail link, ensuring there is suitable clearance for operational trains. Moorebank 
Avenue would be regraded to both the south (approximately to the northern extent of the 
existing Moorebank Avenue overbridge) and north (approximately 100 metres) of the crossing. 
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In particular, the existing Moorebank Avenue embankment would be extended to the north to 
allow for a suitable transition from the crossing to the current on-grade roadway. 

6.2.3 ACCESS TRACKS 
The amended Rail link would include maintenance access for operational purposes and also to 
facilitate access to RailCorp assets (EHRC) and RailCorp Land. The location of access routes 
for the Proposal (as amended) to surrounding infrastructure/property would be similar to that 
provided within the EIS and includes the following: 

 Maintenance access would be located on the northern side of the amended Rail link 

 Maintenance access is available under the Moorebank Avenue overbridge 

 An informal level crossing and safety warning signal would be provided over the amended 
Rail link to the north east of the proposed Moorebank Avenue overbridge to maintain 
RailCorp access to the EHRC and RailCorp Land. 

Further detailed information on maintenance access is provided within the Rail Access 
Addendum and Updated Rail Engineering Plans (Appendix B of this RtS).   

6.2.4 VEGETATION REMOVAL  
The amended Rail link would maintain the previously identified corridor of 20m wide within 
environmental sensitive areas as per the Concept Plan Approval and EPBC Approval. Clearing 
would be undertaken within this corridor for the construction and operation of the amended Rail 
link.  

As the amended Rail link includes a reduced length of approximately 200m providing a net 
reduction to the amount of vegetation which would cleared for the Proposal (as amended). 
Native vegetation clearance would reduce from 1.25ha, previously identified within the EIS, to 
1.23ha for the Proposal (as amended). This is a total reduction of approximately 200m2 of native 
vegetation removal.  

Consistent with the previous rail alignment contained within the EIS, cut and fill batters 
associated with the amended Rail link would be stabilised to minimise the potential for ongoing 
erosion. The amended Rail link  would remain cleared as part of on-going maintenance 
undertaken during the operation of the Proposal (refer to the mitigation measures provided 
within the EIS, within Section 22, and reproduced for this RtS, within Section 8).  

6.2.5 UTILITIES  
The previous Rail link included within the EIS would not be amended from the immediate west 
of Moorebank Ave (within the MIC Site) and therefore enabling works for connection to the 
SSFL identified within the EIS would still be applicable (refer to Section 4.2.2 of the EIS). 

The amended Rail link would no longer require connection to nor impact on the existing 
infrastructure associated with the EHRC. A Utilities Strategy and Enabling Works Addendum 
(Appendix D of this RtS) has been prepared to identify any utilities which would still be impacted 
upon by the amended Rail link. In particular there would no longer be an impact on the high 
pressure ethane gas pipeline which runs parallel to the north of the EHRC. In addition to this, 
the 33kV high voltage electrical feeder which runs parallel to the north of the EHRC would not 
be impacted upon.  

The majority of the works which would be undertaken relate to the protection, alteration or 
relocation of utilities identified parallel to (east and west) and near Moorebank Avenue and on 
the MIC site. A summary of the impacted utilities is provided within in Table 6-1. 
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Table 6-1 Utility impacts and relocations (amended Rail link) 

Utility Details 

Moorebank Avenue overbridge and immediate surrounds 

Sydney water 750 mm sewer 
rising main (221U) 

This rising main is located within Moorebank Avenue. The amended Rail 
link would traverse this rising main. Protection of this asset would be 
required and further discussed with Sydney Water.  

375 mm diameter water main 
believed to service 
Holsworthy Military Area 
(220U) 

These water mains are located within the footprint of the amended Rail 
link. This infrastructure would be protected or diverted subject to further 
discussions with the Department of Defence. 

375 mm diameter water main 
believed to service 
Holsworthy Military Area 
(222U) 

250 mm diameter water main 
believed to service 
Holsworthy Military Area 
(222U) 

100 mm diameter water main 
believed to service 
Holsworthy Military Area 
(222U) 

33kV high voltage aerial 
feeder (223U) 

The existing cable which runs parallel to Moorebank Avenue on the 
western side would be within the footprint of the amended Rail link. 
Relocation in consultation with the owner may be required.  

Low pressure gas line (202U) The existing low pressure gas line which is located to the west of 
Moorebank Avenue would be traversed by the amended Rail link and 
may require protection, alteration or replacement.  

Telstra ducted pipe (207R) These are located within the footprint of the amended Rail link and would 
be either relocated or protected subject to further discussions with 
service providers. 

Various electrical utilities 
(AAPT Powertel) 

These are located within the footprint of the amended Rail link and would 
be either relocated or protected subject to further discussions with 
service providers. 

PIPE Networks These are located within the footprint of the amended Rail link and would 
be either relocated or protected subject to further discussions with 
service providers. 

 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 287 
 



 

6.2.6 WATER MANAGEMENT WORKS 
The amended Rail link would generally maintain the character of the drainage works proposed 
within the EIS. The drainage design for the amended Rail link has assessed the existing 
drainage patterns and discharge points and, where possible, replicated this along the alignment. 
The Drainage Design Drawings (Appendix E of this RtS) and Figure 6-2 provide an overview of 
the amended drainage works for the Proposal. 

The overall drainage for the amended Rail link is generally consistent with the drainage 
provided for the previous Rail link (within the EIS). Surface water run-off from the amended Rail 
link east of Moorebank Avenue would be directed, via a proposed swale drain (as suitable) and 
discharge into Anzac Creek, which is consistent with the EIS. Run-off to the immediate west of 
Moorebank Avenue would also drain to Anzac Creek. Further west of Moorebank Avenue, run-
off would travel east along the Rail link alignment, via a proposed swale drain, and discharge 
into the Georges River. As the amended Rail link does not enter the EHRC there would be no 
alteration to the existing EHRC drainage system, nor would the Proposal result in surface water 
drainage east along the EHRC as was proposed within the EIS.  

There would be no change, from that provided within the EIS, to the drainage system proposed 
for areas outside of the amended Rail link.   
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6.3 CONSTRUCTION 
The amended Rail link would not alter the Proposal phasing, construction program, construction 
methodology (with the exception of the Moorebank Avenue overbridge), soil management and 
water diversion, construction workforce and hours, plant and equipment, traffic access and 
movement identified within the EIS (refer to Section 4.4 of the EIS). As per Section 4.4.11 of the 
EIS, a CEMP would be prepared for the construction of the Proposal (as amended).  

Further detail regarding any changes to the proposed construction of the Proposal, as a result 
of the amended Rail link, is provided below.   

6.3.1 CONSTRUCTION METHODS 

Moorebank Avenue overbridge alteration 
A potential construction method for the Moorebank Avenue crossing, Option 1- overbridge, is as 
follows: 

 Clearing of vegetation on either side of the Moorebank Avenue, and within the 20m wide 
corridor for the amended Rail link 

 Construction of secant bored piles to support the wing walls (at two wing walls only) 

 Partial closure of Moorebank Avenue to allow construction of secant bored piles and 
reinforced concrete capping beam/abutment ledge for the proposed eastern and western 
abutments 

 Partial closure of Moorebank Avenue re-opened to traffic 

 Remaining partial closure of Moorebank Avenue to allow construction of secant bored 
piles and reinforced concrete capping beam/abutment ledge for the existing northern 
abutment across remaining portion of road width 

 Remaining partial closure of Moorebank Avenue re-opened to traffic. Installation of 
precast pretensioned bridge girders and cast insitu deck slab during alternative partial 
road closure widths. 

A potential construction method for the Moorebank Avenue crossing, Option 2- overbridge, 
‘tunnel’, is as follows: 

 Clearing of vegetation on either side of the Moorebank Avenue, and within the 20m wide 
corridor for the amended Rail link 

 Construction of secant bored piles to support the wing walls (at two wing walls only) 

 Partial closure of Moorebank Avenue to allow construction of secant bored piles and 
reinforced concrete capping beam/abutment ledge for the proposed eastern and western 
abutments. 

 Partial closure of Moorebank Avenue re-opened to traffic 

 Remaining partial closure of Moorebank Avenue to allow construction of secant bored 
piles and reinforced concrete capping beam / abutment ledge for the existing northern 
abutment across remaining portion of road width 

 Remaining partial closure of Moorebank Avenue re-opened to traffic 

 Due to the skewed orientation of the bridge planks, full closure of Moorebank Avenue 
would be required to facilitate installation of the precast pretensioned bridge planks  

 Alternative partial road closure widths to allow construction of cast insitu deck slab. 
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The closure of Moorebank Avenue, required for Option 2, would be an isolated occurrence and 
is anticipated to be undertaken over one (x1) night time period.  

6.3.2 REMEDIATION 
The amended Rail link would enter the RailCorp Land which, although traversed by the previous 
Rail link, was not subject to investigations due to access not being available at the time of 
assessment. The RailCorp Land would be investigated further prior to the commencement of 
construction works for the Proposal (refer to Section 8 of this RtS). The amended Rail link would 
also enter the MIC site which may require some remediation works (refer to Section 7 of this 
RtS for further information).  

6.3.3 EARTHWORKS 
A summary of the updated earthworks volumes for the Proposal (as amended) is provided in 
Table 6-2. Preliminary Bulk Earthworks Plans are included in the Stormwater Drainage Design 
Drawings (Appendix E of this RtS).  

Table 6-2 Updated earthworks volumes for the Proposal 

Type Volumes (m3) 

Rail link 

Volume of top soil strip 10,940 

Cut to fill 79,890 

Cut to spoil 2,575 

 

The amended Rail link will result in a minor increase of cut (approximately 2,300m3) from that 
provided within the EIS. This area of cut, within the amended Rail link, would be located within 
the RailCorp Land and extend to the MIC site, which was previously identified as requiring cut to 
spoil. This excavated material would be reused on site.  

Earthworks source locations would remain unchanged and be consistent with those provided 
within the EIS (refer to Section 4.4.5 of the EIS).   

6.3.4 EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 
Section 6.2.6 (above) provides a description of the water management works included within 
amended Rail link (refer also to Appendix E of this RtS). Water and soil management works to 
be undertaken during construction of the amended Rail link would involve early establishment of 
operational water management swales, as has been included within the EIS. The EIS details the 
sediment basins that would capture and store surface water prior to being discharged and 
sediment fences would be placed around the perimeter of the Proposal (as amended) site to 
guide run-off and limit sediment transportation off-site (refer to Section 4.4.6 of the EIS). 
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6.3.5 CONSTRUCTION ANCILLARY FACILITIES 
The amended Rail link would result in a minor reduction in size of the Rail East Compound. All 
other compound locations would remain unchanged from that provided within the EIS (refer to 
Section 4.4.10 of the EIS).  

The amended Rail link would cross Moorebank Avenue further north, from the location provided 
within the EIS. The amended Rail link would traverse the southern part of the Rail East 
Compound (refer to Appendix E of this RtS). Site offices would be relocated further north, within 
the previously identified compound footprint, to accommodate the amended Rail link.  

The compound would continue to be accessed from the Moorebank Avenue via an existing gate 
and access road, as provided within the EIS.   

6.4 OPERATION 
The amended Rail link would not alter the proposed operation of the Rail link, or IMT, as 
described within Section 4.5 of the EIS. In particular there would be no change to operational 
workforce and hours or site security. Access would be also be maintained to RailCorp land and 
infrastructure at the same level proposed within the EIS, i.e. via a signalised level crossing (refer 
to Appendix B of this RtS for further information).  

As per Section 4.5.6 of the EIS, an OEMP would be prepared for operation of the Proposal (as 
amended).   
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7 FURTHER ASSESSMENT 
It is considered that the amended Rail link discussed within Section 6 of this RtS would, subject 
to the implementation of updated mitigation measures, provide an overall reduced 
environmental impact from that identified within the EIS for the previous Rail link.  

Additional environmental assessment has been undertaken for each of the key technical 
specialities to identify any impacts that differ from those assessed within the EIS and also 
provide an overall impact assessment for the amended Rail link. This environmental 
assessment provides an addendum to Sections 7- 20 of the EIS. In addition to this addendum, 
technical specialist studies (as relevant) have been provided to further discuss the potential 
impacts of the amended Rail link.  

The biodiversity reporting, included with Appendix L of the EIS has been updated to both 
respond to comments raised by government agencies (in particular OEH and DPI) and in 
consideration of the realigned Rail link. The following biodiversity reports have been updated: 

 Biodiversity Assessment Report (BAR) 

 Biodiversity Offset Report (BOS) 

 Riparian Vegetation Management Plan (RVMP) 

 Threatened Species Management Plan (TSMP). 

A list of key issues and other issues (as relevant), as identified within the SEARs (SSD 14-6766) 
for the Proposal, have been assessed within this section of the RtS, with reference also made to 
technical specialist studies appendix locations (as relevant). These issues include:  

Key Issues 
 Traffic and Transport (Appendix F of this RtS) 

 Air Quality (Appendix G of this RtS) 

 Noise and Vibration (Appendix H of this RtS) 

 Hydrology (Appendix E of this RtS) 

 Contamination (Appendix I of this RtS) 

 Biodiversity (Appendix J of this RtS) 

 Indigenous Heritage (Appendix K of this RtS) 

 Non-Indigenous Heritage (Appendix L of this RtS) 

 Visual Amenity (Appendix M of this RtS) 

 Best Practice Review, Geotechnical and Soil, Hazard and Risk, Cumulative Impacts.  

Other issues 
 Human Health (Appendix N of this RtS) 

 Property and Infrastructure (Appendix D of this RtS) 

 Waste, Bushfire, Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change.  

This section of the RtS also includes a summary of the compliance of the amended Rail link with 
both the Concept Plan Approval and EPBC Approval.  
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7.1 KEY ISSUES 

7.1.1 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT  
A Traffic and Transport Addendum has been prepared by Hyder Consulting and is included at 
Appendix F of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.  

Construction 
The amended Rail link would result in only minor alteration to the construction methodology 
provided within Section 4.4 of the EIS. The amended Rail link would not result in a change to 
the number of construction traffic movements or traffic distribution for the Proposal.  

The amended Rail link would result in the construction of an overbridge further north of the 
existing EHRC overbridge of Moorebank Ave (refer to Section 6.2 of this RtS for further 
information). Two options have been proposed for the overbridge including: 

 Option 1- overbridge with secant pile walls at the northern and southern abutments below 
Moorebank Avenue 

 Option 2- overbridge ‘tunnel’ with secant pile walls at the northern and southern 
abutments, which extends under and on either side of Moorebank Avenue.  

Option 1 would result in partial closure of Moorebank Avenue, which is consistent with the 
Construction Traffic Impact Assessment provided within Appendix L of the EIS. This option 
would therefore result in no further impacts above those identified within the EIS.  

Option 2 is likely to result in a temporary, isolated, closure of Moorebank Avenue, i.e. for a 
duration of approximately one night. This would result in the need for localised traffic diversion 
during this temporary closure. Overall, this closure, due to its short duration and timing, is not 
considered to result in a significant impact on through traffic movement, above that identified 
within the Construction Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS).  

The Construction Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS) provided a mitigation 
measure for the part closure of Moorebank Avenue, which included the preparation of a 
separate traffic management plan to ensure that this closure could be undertaken safely with 
minimal impact to traffic. In the instance that a full temporary closure of Moorebank Avenue is 
required (i.e. under the construction of Option 2 for Moorebank Avenue), this could also be 
addressed with the preparation of a separate traffic management plan, similar to that provided 
within the mitigation measures of the Construction Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of 
the EIS). In particular, this traffic management plan would include details on methods for road 
diversion, detour routes and consulting with surrounding and potentially affected 
landowners/residents where applicable.  

In summary, the impacts of the amended Rail link would not significantly alter that provided 
within the Construction Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix L of the EIS). An additional 
mitigation measure has been included in Section 8 of this RtS to include a commitment to a 
specific Moorebank Avenue closure traffic management plan in the event that temporary closure 
of Moorebank Avenue is required. The mitigation measures provided within the EIS have been 
updated to include this amendment and are provided within Section 8 of this RtS.  
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Operation 
The amended Rail link would not alter the overall operation of the Proposal as provided within 
Section 4.5 of the EIS. The amended Rail link would not alter the previously identified site 
access, trip generation, traffic distribution or access to public transport and there would be no 
significant change to the impact assessment provided within the Traffic and Accessibility Impact 
Assessment, nor any change to the proposed mitigation measures (refer to Section 7 and 
Appendix L of the EIS).  

7.1.2 AIR QUALITY  
An Air Quality Addendum has been prepared by Ramboll and is included at Appendix G of this 
RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.  

Construction 
The Air Quality Impact Assessment  (AQIA) (Appendix M of the EIS) provided emissions 
estimates for dust generating activities including vegetation removal during site preparation, 
material handling for earthworks/fill, wind erosion from exposed areas and vehicles travelling on 
unsealed surfaces. These emissions estimates were based on assumptions relating to activity 
rates, for example; tonnes of materials handled, hours of operation and areas of exposed 
ground. 

The activity rates input into the AQIA would either not change or be slightly reduced, based on a 
reduction in the length of the Rail link and therefore impact area. Therefore, there is no 
anticipated change to the emissions which are estimated to be generated by construction of the 
Proposal, as presented within the AQIA (Appendix M of the EIS). No further mitigation 
measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS 
are therefore necessary.  

Operation 
The AQIA (Appendix M of the EIS) provides estimates for diesel locomotives travelling along the 
Rail link, between the Stage 1 site and the SSFL. Emissions for locomotives were calculated 
based on the amount of fuel consumed and fuel based emission factors equivalent to US EPA 
Pre-Tier 0 Line Haul locomotive emissions performance. Rail emissions from the Proposal were 
also based on the NSW average fuel consumption rate, the total train weight (for full and empty 
trains), the number of trains per annum and the travel distance along the previous Rail link.   

The amended Rail link, due to the reduction in length, would reduce the distance of locomotive 
travel (along the amended Rail link) for the Proposal. This reduction is unlikely to have a 
measurable change to emissions or air quality impacts on a short term basis. The change may 
be measureable on an annual basis, for example by results in reducing in fuel consumption and 
consequently emissions. A nominal theoretical change in fuel consumption and emissions is 
presented in Table 7-1, based on a reduced travel distance of approximately 230 m.   

Table 7-1 Nominal change in fuel consumption and emissions for the amended Rail link 

Scenario Fuel Consumption 
(kL/annum) 

NOx emissions 
(kg/annum) 

PM emissions 
(kg/annum) 

Previous Rail link (EIS) 80.3 5,737 104 

Amended Rail link (RtS) 74.2 5,297 92 
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Further, it is noted that the amended Rail link would result in a shift of the Rail link west (by 
approximately 150m), away from Wattle Grove and towards the MIC site. This may result in a 
small benefit to sensitive receivers within Wattle Grove, however, this benefit would be also 
result in a change to the impact of the emissions from sensitive receivers to the west, above that 
presented within the AQIA (Appendix M of the EIS) and no net benefit to receivers is therefore 
predicted.    
In summary, the amended Rail link would result in a reduction in operational rail emissions 
previously identified for the Proposal within the AQIA (Appendix M of the EIS). No further 
mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of 
this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

7.1.3 NOISE AND VIBRATION 
A Noise and Vibration Addendum has been prepared by Wilkinson Murray and is included at 
Appendix H of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.  

Construction 
The amended Rail link would result in a number of construction activities, related to the 
construction of the Rail link, being undertaken further west, away from receivers in Wattle Grove 
(identified in the Noise Impact Assessment (NIA)(Appendix N of the EIS) as receiver NCA1). 
However, the impacts (under a worst case scenario) at this location would remain unchanged as 
a result of rail/terminal construction works which would be undertaken in the vicinity of the 
southern boundary of the Stage 1 site.  

Some receiver locations within Wattle Grove (NCA1), close to the EHRC, would experience a 
minor reduction in noise levels as a result of the amended Rail link (i.e. moving the alignment 
away from this area). However, these change in the noise emissions would be approximately 
1 dBA which is unlikely to be considered as noticeable at these locations.  

The amended Rail link would not result in any change to the noise levels identified for 
construction of the Proposal, within the NIA (Appendix N of the EIS), for receivers at 
Moorebank, Casula (receiver NCA4) and Glenfield (receiver NCA3).  

Further, the amended Rail link would not result in any changes to vibration levels undertaken 
during the construction of the Proposal.  

In summary, the amended Rail link would result in either no change or minor, potentially 
unnoticeable, reductions to the impacts of construction noise and vibration presented within the 
NIA (Appendix N of the EIS). No further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of 
the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

Operation 
Noise modelling has been undertaken to determine the predicted night time LAeq period noise 
levels at the most sensitive receivers based on the previous Rail link (as presented within the 
NIA (Appendix N of the EIS) and the amended Rail link. Table 7-2 provides a summary of the 
outputs of this modelling presented both with and without the addition of curve gains for rail 
squeal. 
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Table 7-2 Predicted LAeq, period Rail Noise Levels at Residential Receivers 

Receiver Criteria 
Excluding Curve Gains Including Curve Gains 

Previous Amended Difference Previous Amended Difference 

NCA1 (Wattle 
Grove) 

40 
38.4 36.8 -1.6 43.9 40.5 -3.4 

NCA2 
(Moorebank) 

45 
29.2 28.5 -0.7 33.5 31.9 -1.6 

NCA3 
(Casula) 

40 
43.8 44 0.2 46 46.1 0.1 

NCA4 
(Glenfield) 

40 
39.4 39.2 -0.2 44 43.8 -0.2 

 
As shown in Table 7-2 the amended Rail link would have no significant impacts on LAeq rail 
noise levels at receiver locations to the west, specifically Casula and Glenfield. The predictions 
indicate minor reductions in LAeq noise levels at receivers in Moorebank and Wattle Grove. 
These reductions are more pronounced where curve gains are modelled to account for rail 
squeal, relating to the most sensitive receivers in Wattle Grove, where the difference in 
predicted noise levels results in a significant reduction between the previous and amended Rail 
link.  

Overall the impacts of the amended Rail link on LAeq noise levels are: 

 No significant increase at any receivers 

 A general reduction in noise levels at receivers to the east of the Proposal site 

 Decreased likelihood of noise impacts due to rail squeal at receivers in Wattle Grove.  

Noise modelling has also been undertaken to determine the predicted LAmax noise levels at the 
most sensitive receivers based on the previous and amended Rail link. Table 7-3 provides a 
summary of the outputs of this modelling (for LAmax noise levels) presented both with and without 
the addition of curve gains for rail squeal. 

Table 7-3 Predicted LAmax Rail Noise Levels at Residential Receivers 

Receiver 
Excluding Curve Gains Including Curve Gains 

Previous Amended Difference Previous Amended Difference 

NCA1 (Wattle 
Grove) 59.1 57.1 -2 66.9 63.7 -3.2 

NCA2 
(Moorebank) 49.1 49.7 0.6 56 55.6 -0.4 

NCA3 
(Casula) 66.2 66.3 0.1 69.1 69.7 0.6 

NCA4 
(Glenfield) 59.5 59.1 -0.4 67.1 67.1 0 

 
As shown in Table 7-3, the amended Rail link would have no significant impacts on LAmax rail 
noise levels at receiver locations to the west, specifically Casula and Glenfield. The predictions 
indicate negligible to minor reductions in LAmax noise levels at receivers in Wattle Grove, with 
reductions more pronounced when accounting for rail squeal.  
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Overall the impacts of the amended Rail link on LAmax noise levels are: 

 No significant increase at any receivers 

 Reduction in noise levels at receivers in Wattle Grove  

 Decreased likelihood of noise impacts due to rail squeal at receivers in Wattle Grove.  

As a result of the general reduction (albeit minor) in noise levels no further mitigation measures 
are therefore considered necessary, above those provided within the NIA (Appendix N of the 
EIS) and Section 22 of the EIS and updated in Section 8 of this RtS.  

7.1.4 HYDROLOGY  
A Stormwater and Flooding Addendum has been prepared by Hyder Consulting and is included 
at Appendix E of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.  

Construction 
Management of stormwater during construction of the amended Rail link would be undertaken in 
accordance with the ‘Blue Book’, including the early establishment of operational drainage 
measures, as prescribed within the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact 
Assessment (Appendix P of the EIS). Overall, the amended Rail link would not result in a 
change to the stormwater drainage impacts identified within the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Assessment (Appendix P of the EIS) (refer to operational section below for 
further discussion). 

The amended Rail link involves an alteration to the earthworks which were identified within the 
Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment (Appendix P of the EIS). Section 6 
of this RtS provides a summary of these alterations. Generally, they are consistent with the 
drainage regime proposed within the EIS, with the establishment of swale drains (as suitable) to 
convey water along the amended Rail link and discharge into Anzac Creek and the Georges 
River. A key alteration to the amended Rail link stormwater drainage is that, as the Rail link 
does not enter the EHRC, there would be no alteration to the existing EHRC drainage system. 
Overall, the amended Rail link would not result in a change to the stormwater drainage impacts 
identified within the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Assessment (Appendix P of the 
EIS). 

Further, the amended Rail link would not result in an increase in the potential water quality 
impacts identified for construction of the Proposal within the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Assessment. No further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of 
the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

Operation 
The amended Rail link does not alter the proposed Anzac Creek culvert design, or the proposed 
(as identified within Section 4 of the EIS) rail alignment to the north of this culvert. The amended 
Rail link, would however involve a shifting of the Rail link further west within the Southern Boot 
Land.  Overall, the amended Rail link would result in an insignificant change to the Anzac Creek 
flood impacts presented within the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental Impact Assessment 
(Appendix P of the EIS).  

Further, the amended Rail link would not result in a change to the potential water quality 
impacts identified for operation of the Proposal within the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Assessment. As stated within the Stormwater and Flooding Environmental 
Assessment, pollutant generation is likely to be limited to small sediment loads and therefore 
treatment measures which target sediment removal, such as vegetated swales, are proposed to 
be implemented where feasible.  
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7.1.5 CONTAMINATION  
A Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment Addendum (Phase 2 ESA Addendum) and 
Remediation Action Plan Addendum (RAP Addendum) have been prepared by JBS&G and are 
included at Appendix I of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.   

Construction 
Previous investigations for the Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix R of the EIS) 
were undertaken to both the north (within the Southern Boot Land) and the southwest (within 
the MIC site) of the amended Rail link. These investigations concluded that the soil samples 
undertaken, in these areas, were generally below the adopted NEPC (2013)7 human health 
commercial / industrial criteria with one exception. Asbestos containing materials (ACM) was 
identified during these investigations within fill located on the MIC site, which would be managed 
through characterisation / delineation, excavation and disposal, prior to the commencement of 
construction works, for the Proposal. The investigations also identified concentrations of 
groundwater exceeding the heavy metal ecological criteria (for commercial / industrial land) 
within the EHRC. However, the ecological heavy metal exceedances reported in groundwater 
were not considered to pose an unacceptable risk to environmental receptors as the heavy 
metal concentrations are considered to be representative of background concentrations in 
groundwater in urban areas of Sydney. 

Intrusive investigations have yet to be conducted for the area of the amended Rail link. 
Notwithstanding this, the area is located directly southwest of the previously investigated areas, 
is part of Commonwealth-owned land, and is similar to the areas investigated in the Southern 
Boot Land and MIC site. As such, it is considered that the findings of the Phase 2 Environmental 
Site Assessment (Appendix R of the EIS) would be largely applicable to this area.   

It is noted that the amended Rail link is largely located outside of, and hydraulically down-
gradient of RailCorp Land that may have potential unidentified contamination risks associated 
with the anecdotal but as yet unconfirmed disposal of waste and burning of wooden railway 
sleepers. The amended Rail link therefore minimises the risk of disturbing the aforementioned 
potential contamination during the construction of the Proposal. The Remediation Action Plan, 
included as Appendix R to the EIS, identified the need for further assessment and 
characterisation of soils within the RailCorp Land. Mitigation Measure 7A, included in Section 22 
of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS, commits to undertaking remediation works in 
accordance with the requirements of the Remediation Action Plan (JBS&G, 2015a) and 
recommendations for additional sampling and remediation. This mitigation measure is also 
identified within the Remedial Action Plan Addendum (Appendix I of this RtS).  

In summary, the amended Rail link would not alter the findings of the Phase 2 Environmental 
Site Assessment or the Remediation Action Plan (Appendix R of the EIS).  

Operation 
Once the remedial actions identified in the Remediation Action Plan (Appendix R of the EIS), as 
amended by the RAP Addendum (Appendix I of this RtS), have been implemented 
contamination risk associated with the operation of the Proposal would be low. The amended 
Rail link would not result in the need for any further mitigation measures as presented in Section 
22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

7 National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999 (NEPM), National Environmental 
Protection Council (NEPC), April 2013 
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7.1.6 BIODIVERSITY  
The BAR, BOS, RVMP and TSMP have been updated by Hyder Consulting and are included 
within Appendix J of this RtS. These documents provide an assessment of the amended Rail 
link. A summary of this assessment is provided below.  

Construction 
Overall, impacts to biodiversity values have been reduced as a result of the amended Rail link. 
The alteration of the Rail link footprint to the south of the Anzac Creek crossing, within the 
Southern Boot Land would significantly reduce the impacts on the population of the threatened 
flora species Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora. In particular, the number of stems to be 
impacted would be reduced from 641 to approximately 20. Fragmentation of the population of 
Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora in the Southern Boot Land would also be reduced, with the 
amended Rail link intersecting an area to the west of the core population, where stem density is 
much lower than within the core population previously impacted, within the EIS. It is possible 
that the population of Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora extends southwards into the as yet 
unsurveyed RailCorp Land in the south-west of the Southern Boot Land. Notwithstanding this, it 
is considered unlikely that the species occurs in high density within this area, based on visual 
assessment during surveys of adjoining lands.  

Further, the amended Rail link would result in a minor reduction in the extent of native 
vegetation to be cleared, from 1.25 hectares to 1.23 hectares. The difference in the total area of 
native vegetation cleared represents a reduction of 0.02 hectares of the Plant Community Type 
‘Hard-leaved Scribbly Gum - Parramatta Red Gum heathy woodland of the Cumberland Plain, 
Sydney Basin’.  

The extent of fauna habitat impacts has been reduced from a total of 40.66 hectares to 40.2 
hectares. Of the 0.44 hectare reduction in impacts, 0.02 is mapped as Remnant Woodland and 
0.44 hectares is mapped as Cleared and Disturbed8. The amended Rail link also reduces the 
impact on hollow bearing trees, with one hollow bearing tree to be cleared compared with three 
identified within the footprint of the previous Rail link. 

The amended Rail link would not result in changes to impacts at the Anzac Creek or the 
Georges River crossings. The extent of impacts to riparian vegetation and aquatic habitats is 
the same as for the previous Rail link. Similarly, there is no change in impacts on the population 
of the threatened plant species Persoonia nutans in the Southern Boot Land north of Anzac 
Creek. 

While impacts to the population of the threatened plant species Grevillea parviflora subsp. 
parviflora have been greatly reduced as a result of the amended Rail link and impacts to native 
vegetation and fauna habitat have been slightly reduced, it is not proposed to change any of the 
mitigation measures to be implemented to minimise impacts on biodiversity. The biodiversity 
impacts arising from the amended Rail link have been assessed using the Major Projects credit 
calculator, with the credit requirements presented in the BAR (Appendix J of this RtS).  

The amended Rail link has additionally changed the layout of the proposed Southern Boot Land 
offset site, as presented in the updated BOS (Appendix J of this RtS). In particular, the Southern 
Boot Land offset site has been provided with less fragmentation of vegetation and habitat 
connectivity.  

8 Refer to BAR, Appendix J of the RtS, for definition of fauna habitat types.  
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Operation 
The BAR (Appendix S of the EIS) assessed likely impacts that may arise as a result of 
unmitigated activities associated with the operation of the Proposal, including fauna mortality, 
edge effects and weed invasion, degradation of aquatic habitats and alteration to air quality and 
noise environments. The amended Rail link would not result in any additional biodiversity 
impacts to those assessed in the BAR (Appendix J of this RtS) during operation, and therefore 
no further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in 
Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

7.1.7 INDIGENOUS HERITAGE  
An Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment Addendum has been prepared by AHMS and is 
included at Appendix K of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.   

Construction  
The archaeological investigations undertaken for the Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment 
(Appendix T of the EIS) showed that Aboriginal objects and cultural materials in the region are 
focused on elevated landforms in close proximity to water sources. In the case of the Proposal 
this means that any potential Aboriginal objects sites would be situated close to Anzac Creek 
and the Georges River. The amended Rail link does not result in an alteration to the alignment 
at Georges River and therefore there would not change to the impacts identified within the EIS, 
at this location.  

The Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix T of the EIS) identified that the land 
adjoining Anzac Creek contained no, or very little, cultural materials. As a result PAD 3 (located 
within the Southern Boot Lands) was delisted.   

The amended Rail link would not alter the Anzac Creek crossing. The amended Rail link would 
however, alter the rail alignment (and footprint) within part of the Southern Boot Land, 
Moorebank Avenue and MIC site. This area, due to past disturbance, is considered unlikely to 
contain significant Aboriginal sites/objects. As a result of previous findings it is considered 
unlikely that the amended Rail link, would impact on significant Aboriginal objects/sites.  

Therefore, the amended Rail link alignment would result in no further impact to Aboriginal 
heritage above that identified within the Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix T of 
the EIS).No further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and 
reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

Operation 
No impacts to Aboriginal heritage were identified for the operation of the Proposal within the 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix T of the EIS). The amended Rail link would 
not result in any further impacts during operation and therefore no further mitigation measures 
to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are 
therefore considered necessary.  
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7.1.8 NON-INDIGENOUS HERITAGE  
A Non-Aboriginal Heritage Assessment Addendum has been prepared by Artefact Heritage and 
is included at Appendix L of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.   

Construction 
The previous Rail link would impact on one listed item, the School of Military Engineering (SME) 
listed as of local significance under the Liverpool Local Environmental Plan 2008. The DNSDC 
site (SIMTA site), although not impacted by the Rail link is also currently listed on the 
Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL) and is protected under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).  

The Non-Indigenous Heritage Assessment (Appendix U of the EIS) identified that there are no 
items of known or likely heritage significance within the previous Rail link and associated Rail 
Corridor (identified a part of the Concept Plan Approval). In particular, the Southern Boot Land 
was has not been subject to historical development, with the remainder of the surrounding land 
(MIC site, SIMTA site, Glenfield Waste Facility) significantly disturbed due to previous and 
existing land uses. Overall, no non-Indigenous heritage constraints was identified for the land 
within the Rail Corridor, including the Southern Boot Land and the RailCorp Land.  

The amended Rail link would not result in any further impacts of the Proposal on the listed SME 
site or the DNSDC site (SIMTA site). Further, as there are no known or likely items of heritage 
significance within the Southern Boot Land and RailCorp Land, the amended Rail link is unlikely 
to impact on non-Indigenous heritage at this location. Overall, the area on which the amended 
Rail link is to be located is not constrained by non-indigenous heritage and therefore there 
would be no further impacts to non-Indigenous heritage above that identified in the Non-
Indigenous Heritage Assessment (Appendix U of the EIS). No further mitigation measures to 
those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore 
considered necessary. 

Operation 
The operation of the amended Rail link, like the construction, would not result in any further 
impacts on either the SME (MIC site) or the DNSDC site (SIMTA site) as identified within the 
Non-Indigenous Heritage Assessment (Appendix U of the EIS). No further mitigation measures 
to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are 
therefore considered necessary. 

7.1.9 VISUAL AMENITY  
A Visual Impact Assessment Addendum has been prepared by Reid Campbell and is included 
at Appendix M of this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.  

Construction  
The construction of the Proposal, as identified within the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V 
of the EIS), has the potential to result in visual impacts at a limited number of vantage points. In 
particular there would be a view impact (identified at View R01) as a result of the construction of 
the previous Rail link when travelling along Moorebank Avenue. The view impact at this location 
was identified as ‘moderate’ and deemed as an impact that would be less of an impact than the 
operation of the Rail link and could be mitigated. The amended Rail link would alter the location 
of this view, i.e. viewed further north along Moorebank Avenue, however this change would not 
result in any further impacts above that identified within the Visual Impact Assessment 
(Appendix V of the EIS). No further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the 
EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary during the 
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construction of the Proposal (as amended) (refer to further information included below regarding 
this view location).  

Operation 
A number of viewpoints with the potential to be affected by the Proposal were identified within 
the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS). A further analysis has been undertaken 
for the potential views which have the potential to be altered by the amended Rail link. 
Table 7-4 and Figure 7-1 provides a summary of the viewpoints and the potential visual impact 
presented by the previous Rail link and the amended Rail link.  
Table 7-4 Viewpoints and potential visual impacts of the previous Rail link and the amended 
Rail link 

View Location 
Name 

Location Type Visual Impact 
(Previous Rail 
Link) 

Visual Impact 
(Amended Rail 
Link) 

View 17 South of the Stage 
1 site at 
Moorebank 
Avenue. 

Privately owned, 
yet publically 
accessible road. 

No Impact. No Impact. 

View R01 South of the Stage 
1 site (facing west 
over the East Hills 
Rail Corridor at 
Moorebank 
Avenue). 

Privately owned, 
yet publically 
accessible road. 

Moderate. Moderate. 

View R02 South of the Stage 
1 site (facing east 
over the East Hills 
Rail Corridor at 
Moorebank 
Avenue). 

Privately owned, 
yet publically 
accessible road. 

Moderate. No Impact* 

* Results in a reduction to the view impacts identified within the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of 
the EIS).  
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For the View 17, the Moorebank Avenue overbridge, as part of the amended Rail link, would 
result in moderate clearance of some vegetation surrounding the area, however would not have 
a significant impact on visual amenity. The Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS) 
determined that the Proposal would have ‘No Impact’ on this location. The amended Rail link 
would not alter the finding of the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS), in that 
there would still be ‘No Impact’ at this viewpoint.   

For the View R01, the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS) determined that the 
Proposal would have a ‘Moderate’ impact on this location, which includes Moorebank Avenue, a 
publically accessible yet privately owned road. The proposed amendment to the Rail Link would 
remain visible from this location however would be obstructed at points by existing vegetation. 
Figure 7-2 provides an updated photomontage for this viewpoint. The amended Rail link would 
moderately detract from the existing landscape amenity, however would not have a substantial 
impact on the visual sensitivity of the area as the public’s interaction time is insignificant and 
brief (i.e. only viewed by motorists passing over Moorebank Avenue). Therefore, the amended 
Rail link would not alter the finding of the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS), in 
that there would still be a ‘Moderate Impact’ at this viewpoint.  

 

Figure 7-2 Photomontage of View R01 (Amended Rail link) 
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For View R02, this viewpoint has unobstructed views of the existing EHRC. The Visual Impact 
Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS) determined that the Proposal would have a ‘Moderate’ 
impact on this location, a publically accessible yet privately owned road. The amended Rail link 
would entirely remove the Proposal from view at this location. As a result, the Visual Impact 
Assessment’s (Appendix V of the EIS) previous outcome predicting a ‘Moderate Impact’ for the 
viewpoint has now been downgraded to ‘No Impact’.   

In summary, the amended Rail link would result in a similar visual impact at View 17 and View 
R01 as provided within the Visual Impact Assessment (Appendix V of the EIS). The amended 
Rail link would result in a considerable reduction (i.e. ‘no impacts’) to the impacts of the 
Proposal (as amended) on View 02. No further mitigation measures to those presented in 
Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered 
necessary. 

7.1.10 FURTHER ASSESSMENT 
Table 7-5 provides an assessment of other key environmental issues which are considered to 
exhibit a negligible or minor change from that provided within the relevant sections of the EIS.   

Table 7-5 Further assessment of key impacts associated with the amended Rail link 

Key issue Environmental Assessment (based on the amended Rail link) 

Best Practice 
Review 

As discussed above the amended Rail link would result in either a reduction or no 
change to the impacts identified within the EIS for air quality (refer to Section 7.1.2 of 
this RtS). Further the amended Rail link would result in no change or minor, potentially 
unnoticeable, reductions to the impacts of rail noise and vibration (refer to Section 
7.1.3 of this RtS) identified with the EIS. As a result of the identified impacts no change 
is required to the mitigation measures required for the operation of the amended Rail 
link, as identified within Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced within Section 8 of this 
RtS. 

Geotechnical 
and Soil 

Section 12 of the EIS (and the Geotechnical Interpretative Report at Appendix Q of the 
EIS) identify that the greatest risk to soils would be during construction as a result of 
potential exposure and erosion. A number of mitigation measures, including the 
preparation of a Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) and Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (ESCP) (or equivalent) would be implemented to reduce this risk. A Bulk 
Earthworks Strategy (included within Appendix P of the EIS) was prepared to 
maximise opportunities for reuse of excavated material and reduce transportation of 
any material offsite.  

The amended Rail link involves a reduction of the previous Rail link by approximately 
200m which reduces it overall construction footprint and therefore the risk of exposed 
land and erosion. Updated Bulk Earthworks Plans have been prepared for the 
amended Rail link (Appendix E of this RtS) retaining the overall strategy of maximising 
opportunities for reuse of excavated material and reduce transportation of material 
offsite. The amended Rail link is likely to result in a minor increase in cut to spoil, i.e. 
material transported offsite, however opportunities would be considered to minimise 
this where possible (refer to Section 6.3.3 of this RtS). Overall, this would not result in 
a significant change to that provided within the EIS.  

Once constructed, the operation of the Proposal would have little impact on soils as 
the amended Rail link, like the previous Rail link, would be stabilised with suitable 
material to reduce the potential for erosion and soil impacts. No further mitigation 
measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of 
this RtS are therefore considered necessary.  
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Key issue Environmental Assessment (based on the amended Rail link) 

Hazard and 
Risk 

As discussed in Section 7.5.1 of the RtS, the amended Rail link during construction, 
like the previous Rail link, is likely to encounter ACM. This would be managed, as 
identified above, to avoid risk of release of asbestos fibres into the atmosphere which 
have the potential to harm human health, in accordance with the requirements of the 
Work Health and Safety Act 2011.   

The amended Rail link would not result in any alteration to types of procedures for the 
transportation of dangerous goods by the Rail link. The amended Rail link would result 
in an increase in distance from Wattle Grove and therefore further reduce any potential 
risk for the transportation of dangerous goods. 

Overall, the amended Rail link would in a negligible or minor impact on the hazard and 
risk posed by the construction and operation of the Proposal (as amended). No further 
mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in 
Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

Section 19 of the EIS provided a cumulative assessment of the Proposal having regard 
to potential impacts posed by the development of the MIC Proposal (SSD 5066) and 
the Glenfield Materials Recycling Facility (SSD 13_6249) having regard to traffic and 
transport, air quality, noise and vibration, biodiversity, visual amenity, urban design 
and landscape, hazard and risk and human health. Section 19 of the EIS concludes 
that the cumulative impacts could be addressed by the implementation of mitigation 
measure provided for each technical speciality.  

As discussed above, overall the amended Rail link would result in either a reduction, or 
an insignificant change, to the impacts presented within the EIS. On this basis, the 
amended Rail link would not result in any significant impacts on those identified within 
the cumulative assessment (Section 19 of the EIS). No further mitigation measures to 
those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are 
therefore considered necessary.  

 

7.2 OTHER ISSUES 

7.2.1 HUMAN HEALTH 
A Screening Health Impact Assessment Addendum has been prepared by Pacific Environment 
and is included at Appendix N of this RtS. This addendum has utilised information provided 
within both the Air Quality Addendum (Appendix G of this RtS) prepared by Ramboll and the 
Noise Addendum (Appendix H of this RtS) prepared by Wilkinson Murray.  A summary of these 
addendums are provided below.  

Health Risk Assessment- Air Quality 
The Screening Health Impact Assessment (HIA) (Appendix O of the EIS) identified that the 
highest risk was predicted to arise from exposure to NO2 diesel particles. This risk from 
exposure to NO2 diesel generated by the Proposal is higher than that predicted for PM10 and 
PM2.5. Overall, the HIA identified that the increase risk due to air pollution from the operations of 
the Proposal are low, and in most cases negligible. Further, the cancer risk from air toxics are 
well below the acceptable risk level set by international agencies.  

Based on the information provided within the Air Quality Addendum (Section 7.2.1 and 
Appendix G of this RtS), the amended Rail link would not alter the findings (i.e. impacts) of the 
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HIA (Appendix O of the EIS) and the health risk of the Proposal remains low. No further 
mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of 
this RtS are therefore considered necessary. 

Health Risk Assessment-Noise 
The HIA (Appendix O of the EIS) used the WHO criteria and a hazard quotient approach to 
assess the potential risk from noise from the Proposal.  The HIA concluded that there is 
potentially a minor increase in risk of sleep disturbance associated with the rail noise and 
therefore mitigation measures would be required.  

Based on the information provided with the Noise Addendum (Section 7.2.3 and Appendix H of 
this RtS) hazard quotients have been calculated for the amended Rail link. These are shown in 
Table 7-6 (excluding curve gains) and Table 7-7 (including curve gains).  

Table 7-6 Hazard quotient for rail noise from the amended Rail link (excluding curve gains) 

 Hazard Index excluding curve gains 

Rail Noise North Annoyance Sleep Disturbance Cognitive Function 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

LAeq LAeq LAmax LAmax 

NCA1 (Wattle 
Grove) 

0.7 0.8 1.0 0.8 

NCA2 
(Moorebank) 

0.6 0.6 0.8 0.5 

NCA3 (Casula) 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 

NCA4 (Glenfield) 0.8 0.9 1.0 0.8 

 

Table 7-7 Hazard quotient for rail noise from the amended Rail link (including curve gains) 

 Hazard Index including curve gain 

Rail Noise North Annoyance Sleep Disturbance Cognitive Function 

Sensitive 
Receptor 

LAeq LAeq LAmax LAmax 

NCA1 (Wattle 
Grove) 

0.8 0.9 1.1 0.9 

NCA2 
(Moorebank) 

0.6 0.7 0.9 0.6 

NCA3 (Casula) 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.0 

NCA4 (Glenfield) 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.0 

 

As identified within the HIA (Appendix O of the EIS), the results shown in Table 7-6 and 
Table 7-7  indicate that there are some hazard quotients that are greater than 1 for sleep 
disturbance, for LAeq and LAmax, and cognitive function.  Notwithstanding this, these values only 
marginally exceed 1 which indicates that the rail noise, for the Proposal (as amended), is 
consistent with the findings of the HIA (Appendix O of the EIS), i.e. would result in a minor 
increase in the risk of the health outcomes within the local community. On this basis no further 
mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS and reproduced in Section 8 of 
this RtS are considered necessary.  
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7.2.2 PROPERTY AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Property ownership and land use 
Section 20.4 of the EIS identified a number of properties which had the potential to be directly 
affected by the Proposal. The amended Rail link would not result in a change to the impacts 
identified for the following properties; SIMTA site, Georges River, Glenfield Waste Facility, 
Commonwealth Hourglass land or Main Southern Rail Line and the SSFL. The potential impacts 
and associated changes which would be likely to result from the amended Rail link are provided 
within Table 7-8. Overall, the amended Rail link would result in reduced impact on the property 
and land uses previously identified within the EIS. 

Table 7-8 Impacts of the amended Rail link on property ownership and land use (affected 
properties)  
Site Potential impact 

Moorebank 
Avenue 

The amended Rail link would intersect Moorebank Avenue further to the north of that 
provided within the EIS, i.e. the EIS identified that it would intersect at the location of 
the EHRC. The construction works would involve alteration to the existing 
embankment and regrading works to the north and south of the amended Rail link 
interface with Moorebank Ave. These works, subject to the option chosen for the 
Moorebank Avenue overbridge, may involve a temporary closure of Moorebank 
Avenue. As discussed in Section 7.1.1 of this RtS, subject to the inclusion of 
mitigation measures this is not anticipated to considerably impact on the use of 
Moorebank Avenue.  

Subsequent to the completion of construction works (i.e. operation of the Proposal), 
the amended Rail link is not envisaged to have any adverse impacts on the 
operation of Moorebank Avenue.  

In summary, the Proposal (as amended) would support and facilitate for the on-
going land use of Moorebank Avenue as a privately owned and publically accessible 
road.  No further mitigation measures are therefore considered necessary.  

Former DNSDC 
South and 
Southern Boot 
Land 

The amended Rail link would not result in a change to the alignment, and therefore 
impact identified within the EIS, for the Former DNSDC South and for the Southern 
Boot Land between the Stage 1 site and the southern part of the Anzac Creek 
crossing.  

The amended Rail link would result a shift of the rail alignment further west within 
the Southern Boot Land (south of the Anzac Creek crossing). The amended Rail link 
would result in an overall reduction in vegetation removal. Part of the Southern Boot 
Lands would, like that provided within the EIS, include an altered offset  site which 
would be established in accordance with the NSW Biodiversity Offsets Policy for 
Major Projects (OEH, 2014) and the Framework for Biodiversity Assessment (OEH, 
2014) (refer to Section 7.1.6 and Appendix J of this RtS). This offset site includes an 
area of approximately 12.89 ha located within the Southern Boot Land. This offset 
area would not be impacted during the construction or operation of the Proposal (as 
amended).  

The amended Rail link would, in concept, retain the drainage strategy identified for 
the previous Rail link (within the EIS) and therefore not result in a significant change 
to the overall impacts.  

Overall, the impact of the amended Rail link on the Southern Boot Land would either 
be reduced or minor in nature, to that identified within the EIS.  
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Site Potential impact 

RailCorp Land The amended Rail link would result in a reduced impact on the RailCorp land in that 
it this land would no longer be segregated into an eastern western portion. The 
amended Rail link would be located on the north western corner of the RailCorp 
Land retaining the majority of the land in a slightly reduced, but still mainly intact 
portion for Sydney Trains use. The amended Rail link would also provide a 
signalised level crossing to facilitate for access to both the RailCorp Land and the 
EHRC by Sydney Trains. This access is anticipated to be retained throughout the 
construction and operation of the Proposal (as amended).  

Overall, the amended Rail link would have a considerably reduced impact on the 
RailCorp land, in comparison to that provided within the EIS.   

East Hills Rail 
Corridor 

The amended Rail link is wholly located outside of the EHRC. As a result the 
amended Rail link would have no impact on the on-going operation of the EHRC, in 
particular the EHRC quadruplication. Further, the amended Rail link would no longer 
impact on utilities located within the EHRC (refer to discussion below for further 
information). This impact is considerably reduced based on that provided within the 
EIS, as the previous Rail link was to be partly located within the EHRC. 

MIC site The amended Rail link would intersect the MIC site further to the north however the 
majority of the Rail link remains unchanged within the MIC site, from that provided 
within the EIS. Overall, the impact of the amended Rail link on the MIC site is 
considered to be consistent with, or reduced, from that provided within the EIS.  

 

As has been highlighted the Proposal (as amended) would general have either a reduced or an 
insignificant level of impact on surrounding land uses, relating to traffic and transport, air quality, 
noise and visual. No further mitigation measures to those presented in Section 22 of the EIS 
and reproduced in Section 8 of this RtS are therefore considered necessary.  

Utilities (including enabling works) 
A Utilities and Enabling Works Addendum has been prepared and is included at Appendix D of 
this RtS. A summary of this addendum is provided below.   

The amended Rail link would not result in a change to the demand requirements for the 
Proposal as identified within the Utilities Strategy Report (Appendix H of the EIS). In particular 
there would be a negligible change to the site demand for potable water, sewer, 
communications, electricity or natural gas. On this basis, the identification, and potential 
protection, of alterations or replacements identified within the Utilities Strategy Report (Appendix 
H of the EIS) is considered suitable for the Proposal (as amended). 

The amended Rail link would be outside of the EHRC and therefore would not impact on a 
number of utilities which were identified to be impacted within the EIS. In particular, the 
Proposal (as amended) would no longer impact on the high pressure ethane pipeline or the 
33kV high voltage aerial feeder which runs parallel and located to the north of the EHRC.  

The Proposal (as amended) would still have the potential to impact on a number of utilities 
which run parallel (on the eastern and western sides) to Moorebank Avenue (refer to Section 
6.2.5 of this RtS for further detail). In summary the utilities which are impacted by the amended 
Rail link include:  

 Sydney water 750 mm sewer rising main (221U) 

 375 mm diameter water main believed to service Holsworthy Military Area (220U) 
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 375 mm diameter water main believed to service Holsworthy Military Area (222U) 

 250 mm diameter water main believed to service Holsworthy Military Area (222U) 

 100 mm diameter water main believed to service Holsworthy Military Area (222U) 

 33kV high voltage aerial feeder (223U) 

 Low pressure gas line (202U) 

 Telstra ducted pipe (207R) 

 Various electrical utilities (AAPT Powertel) 

 PIPE Networks. 

Overall, the amended Rail link would result in a reduction of the existing utilities impacted by the 
Proposal. All of the utilities that remain impacted have previously been identified within the 
Utilities Strategy Report and/or Utilities Enabling Works (report) (Appendix H of the EIS).  
Consultation was undertaken with relevant utilities owners (where identified) as part of this 
previous reporting. Further consultation would be undertaken during the detailed design of the 
Proposal, prior to construction. Therefore, no further mitigation measures are required.   

7.2.3 FURTHER ASSESSMENT 
Table 7-9 provides an assessment of other environmental issues which are considered to 
exhibit a negligible or minor change from that provided within the relevant sections of the EIS.   

Table 7-9 Further assessment of other impacts associated with the amended Rail link 

Key issue Environmental Assessment (based on Rail link realignment) 

Waste The Waste Management Section of the EIS (Section 20.2) identified that waste during 
both construction and operation of the Proposal could be readily managed, and reduced, 
through the implementation of a number of mitigation measures.  

The amended Rail link, due to its reduced length and footprint, would result in a 
negligible or minor reduction to vegetation clearance and construction materials. As 
discussed above (Section 7.1.10 of this RtS) the amended Rail link is likely to result in a 
minor increase in cut to spoil, i.e. material transported offsite, however opportunities 
would be considered to minimise this where possible (refer to Section 6.3.3 of this RtS). 
The amended Rail link would not result in an alteration to waste management measures 
identified for the operation of the Proposal.  

Bushfire Section 20.3 of the EIS provided an assessment of the potential bushfire risks posed by, 
and to, the Proposal (including the previous Rail link).  

The amended Rail link would not alter the location of any construction compounds and 
therefore the potential bushfire threat during construction of the Proposal, which was 
identified as low, would not change.  Further, the amended Rail link, by altering the 
alignment, would not increase the risk of bushfire presented within the EIS (refer to 
Section 20.3.3). Therefore no further mitigation measures are considered necessary.  

The amended Rail link would be constructed with a 20 m wide corridor (in sensitive 
areas). This corridor would be cleared which, like that discussed within the EIS, would be 
maintained in a low fuel state to reduce the risk of ignition of the adjoining bushland from 
sparks given off by rail cars. No further mitigation measures are considered necessary.  
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Key issue Environmental Assessment (based on Rail link realignment) 

Greenhouse 
Gas and 
Climate 
Change 

Appendix X of the EIS provides an assessment of the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
that would be produced as a result of the Proposal. The assessment includes 
quantification of emissions generated from construction of the previous Rail Link as well 
as the embodied energy within construction materials.  

The amended Rail link would shorten the alignment by approximately 200m. This would 
result in a reduction in GHG emissions produced due to the: 

 Reduction in vegetation clearance resulting in a reduced loss of carbon sequestration 
and emissions produced due to vegetation decomposition 

 Reduction in material quantities required for construction resulting in fewer embodied 
emissions  

 Reduction in construction machinery use (such as clearing and grubbing machinery) 
resulting in less fuel consumed and fewer GHG emissions. 

The GHG inventory developed for the Proposal would consequently provide an 
overestimation, and therefore conservative assessment, of emissions produced by the 
Proposal (as amended). Therefore no additional impacts, or requirement for additional 
mitigation measures, have been identified.  

The impact of climate change on the amended Rail Link would not be altered by the 
realignment and no additional mitigation measures would be required.  

 

7.3 COMPLIANCE WITH PREVIOUS APPROVALS  

7.3.1 EPBC APPROVAL   
The EPBC Approval was issued in March 2014 was subject to a number of conditions of 
approval. The impact assessment for the EPBC Approval was undertaken to address impacts of 
the Proposal to listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A of the EPBC 
Act) and Commonwealth land (sections 26 and 27A of the EPBC Act). An assessment of the 
consistency of the Proposal with the EPBC Approval conditions was provided within the EIS. It 
was concluded that the Proposal was consistent with the relevant conditions of the EPBC 
Approval. 

The amended Rail link would remain consistent with the EPBC Approval conditions of approval 
in that: 

 There would be a negligible change to the impact on Commonwealth land identified 
within the Commonwealth Environmental Impact Statement (Hyder, June 2013) 

 There would be a considerable reduction to the EPBC listed threatened species, Grevillea 
parviflora subsp. Parviflora (Small-flower Grevillea), from 641 stems (previous Rail link) to 
approximately 20 stems (amended Rail link) being impacted (refer to Section 7.1.6 of this 
RtS for further information).  

This RtS has also provided an addendum to a number of technical specialist’s studies (where 
relevant) and overall requirements to satisfy the conditions of the EPBC Approval.   
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7.3.2 CONCEPT PLAN APPROVAL 
The Concept Plan Approval issued on 29 September 2014 was subject to conditions of 
approval. The consistency of the Proposal with the Concept Plan Approval conditions was 
provided within Appendix A of the EIS. Overall, it is concluded that the Proposal is consistent 
with the relevant conditions of the Concept Plan Approval.  

The amended Rail link, although altering the rail alignment, would in essence remain consistent 
with the Concept Plan Approval. Of particular relevance is that the amended Rail link is located 
wholly within the Rail Corridor which was identified for the location of the Rail link within the 
Concept Plan Approval.  Further, this RtS has provided an addendum to a number of technical 
specialist’s studies (where relevant) and overall requirements to satisfy the conditions of the 
Concept Plan Approval.    
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8 REVISED COMPILATION OF MITIGATION 
MEASURES 
The EIS for the Proposal identified a range of environmental impacts and recommended 
management and mitigation measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate these impacts, which were 
compiled in Section 22 of the EIS. These mitigation measures have been revised in response to 
the submissions received during the public exhibition of the EIS and the amended Rail link. For 
ease of reference, the changes made to the revised mitigation measures have been underlined 
where additions have been made and text has been struck-through where text has been 
removed.  

These revised mitigation measures represent the final Compilation of Mitigation Measures for 
the Proposal and are provided in Table 8-1.  

The ‘implementation stage’ column of Table 8-1 details the timing as to when the specific 
mitigation measures will be implemented. For example, a CEMP might be prepared prior to 
construction, but will not be ‘implemented’ until the construction phase. 

For the purpose of this Compilation of Mitigations Measures, the following definitions apply to 
the terms used in the implementation phase column: 

 Pre-construction phase – works and design progression prior to construction of 
permanent physical works for the Proposal 

 Construction phase – during construction of all permanent physical works for the 
Proposal 

 Operation phase - either prior to, or during operation of the Proposal. 
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Table 8-1 Final Compilation of Mitigation Measures 
No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

0. General environmental management 

0A A Preliminary Construction Environmental Management Plan (PCEMP) has been prepared for the Proposal. The purpose of this 
PCEMP is to provide the preliminary, overarching framework for the management of potential environmental impacts resulting 
from construction activities.   

A number of other construction related management plans have also been prepared for the Proposal, including: 

 Preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan (PCTMP) 

 Air Quality Management Plan 

 Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (ESCPs) and Bulk Earthworks Plans, within the Stormwater Drainage Design Drawings 

 Riparian Vegetation Management Plan and Threatened Flora Species Management Plan. 

This PCEMP and these management plans will form the basis of the CEMP and associated plans to be prepared for the Proposal, 
prior to construction. In addition to the preliminary construction management plans, listed above, the following plans, or equivalent, 
will be prepared as part of the CEMP:  

 Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP), prepared in accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater, 4th Edition, Volume 1, 
(2004). 

 Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP), prepared in accordance with the Interim Construction Noise 
Guideline 2009 (ICNG) 

 Contamination Management Plan (CMP) 

 Flora and Fauna Management Plan (FFMP) 

 Health and Safety Plan (HSP), including an Emergency Response Plan and a Risk Register. 

Construction 

0B An Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) will be prepared to provide the overarching framework for the 
management of all potential environmental impacts resulting from the operation of the Proposal.   

A number of operational related management plans have been prepared for the Proposal, including: 

 Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan  

 Air Quality Management Plan 

 Stormwater Drainage Design Drawings 

 Riparian Vegetation Management Plan and Threatened Flora Species Management Plan. 

The management plans, that will form the basis of the OEMP to be prepared for the Proposal will be based on the preliminary 
operation management plans listed above, and will include: 

Operation 
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No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

 Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) 

 Flooding and Emergency Response Plan (FERP) 

 Emergency Response Plan (ERP), including the Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP) 

 Operational Traffic Management Plan (OTMP)  

0C An Environmental Protection Licence (under the POEO Act) will be obtained for the construction and operation of the Rail link 
(only) for the Proposal.  

Construction and 
Operation 

1. Traffic and Transport 

1A A Road Safety Audit will be undertaken of Moorebank Avenue and Cambridge Avenue to identify the traffic safety risks associated 
with construction vehicles using these roads and to determine the appropriate traffic controls to be implemented to mitigate any 
risks identified as part of the preparation of the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). The effectiveness of any 
measures implemented will be monitored during the construction phase. 

Construction 

1B A CTMP will be developed by the construction contractor construction contractor responsible for construction of the Proposal. The 
CTMP will be developed in accordance with the Preliminary Construction Traffic Management Plan (PCTMP), and will include the 
following requirements, at a minimum: 

 A traffic control mechanism will be located at each of the truck entry and exit points from the construction compounds to assist 
with vehicle movements and pedestrian/cyclist movements during construction, where necessary 

 In consultation with RMS, Liverpool City Council and Campbelltown City Council , general signposting of the access roads will 
be undertaken with appropriate heavy vehicle and construction warning signs 

 Installation of specific warning signs at entrances/exits to the construction site to warn existing road users of entering and 
exiting construction traffic will be undertaken 

 Speed limits will be developed so as to minimise the potential for fauna to be struck by a vehicle within the construction areas. 
All vehicles and plant in operation during construction are to adhere to site rules relating to speed limits. 

 Pedestrian walking routes and crossing points will be established and clearly marked throughout the construction phase 

 Where required, appropriate traffic control and warning signs will be installed for areas identified where potential safety risk 
issues may exist, such as the Cambridge Avenue causeway 

 The promotion of carpooling for construction staff and other shared transport initiatives during the construction phase will be 
considered 

 Where reasonable and feasible, the transportation of construction materials will be managed to maximise vehicle loads and 
therefore minimise vehicle movements 

Construction 
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No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

 Site and /or activity specific Traffic Management Plans (TMPs) will be developed, where required by the contractor to allow 
safe work sites. 

 In the instance that Moorebank Avenue is to be temporarily closed, an activity specific TMP would be developed to include 
details on the methods for road diversions, detour routes and consulting with surrounding potentially affected 
landowners/residents.   

1C An Operational Traffic Management Plan (OTMP) (or equivalent) will be developed for the operational phase of the Proposal, in 
accordance with the Preliminary Operational Traffic Management Plan (POTMP). The OTMP will include the following measures 
to manage potential traffic impacts, at a minimum: 

 Use of short-range radios, GPS and/or wireless communications to maximise the efficiency of access and circulation of 
vehicles within the Stage 1 site 

 Provision of adequate truck holding capacity within the Stage 1 site 

 Provision of an information dissemination system to exchange information with truck drivers on live traffic conditions on the 
external network. 

 A driver code of conduct will be included to inform drivers of permissible access and egress routes to and from the Stage 1 site 

 A survey of truck trip generate will be undertaken after 24 months of commencement of operation of the Proposal. 

Operation 

1D Site entry and exit points to the Stage 1 site will be designed, to incorporate the following measures:  

 Design measures to minimise queuing on Moorebank Avenue during operation of the Proposal 

 The signalised T-intersection that will be provided for employee/visitor access and will be designed to include integrated 
pedestrian crossing facilities, to provide safe pedestrian access to/from the Proposal. 

 The truck entry and exit point will be a signalised intersection that will only allow for left in and right out movements. A “right 
turn ban” will apply on the Moorebank Avenue at this signalised intersection from south. A ‘No Left Turn’ sign will be installed 
on the approach to the exit. 

 The truck entry and exit point will be designed to accommodate Super B-Doubles entering/exiting into the Stage 1 site to 
provide for the future scenario that Super B-doubles are permitted within the existing Sydney road network 

Pre-construction 

1E The Proponent will negotiate with relevant agencies and authorities regarding the funding apportionment of necessary road 
infrastructure upgrade works required to support the Proposal. 

Pre-construction 

1F Design of new or modified traffic signals would be in accordance with Roads and Maritime Services requirements and would be 
undertaken by a suitably qualified person. Designs would be submitted to Roads and Maritime Services for review and approval 
prior to commencement of works impacting Roads and Maritime Services infrastructure.  

Decommissioning, modification and construction of traffic signals, including public utility adjustments necessitated by the traffic 

Pre-construction and 
Construction 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 317 
 



 

No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

signalling works, for the Proposal would be undertaken by SIMTA. 

2. Air Quality 

2A The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (or equivalent) will be further progressed and incorporated into the CEMP for the 
Proposal. In accordance with the AQMP, the following will be addressed in the CEMP: 

 Procedures for controlling / managing dust 

 Roles, responsibilities and reporting requirements 

 Contingency measures for dust control where standard measures are deemed ineffective. 

 Specifically, the AQMP (or equivalent) will prescribe the use of water carts for dust suppression on unsealed travel routes and 
areas where scrapers and graders are operating. 

Construction 

2B The AQMP will be further progressed and incorporated into the OEMP for the Proposal. In accordance with the AQMP, the 
following will be addressed in the OEMP: 

 Implementation and communication of anti-idling policy for trucks and locomotives 

 Provision of a point of contact for complaints for the community to report on excessive idling and smoky vehicles used within 
the Stage 1 site 

 Procedures to reject excessively smoky trucks visiting the site based on visual inspection. 

Operation 

2C The Proponent will undertake an air quality monitoring programme during the initial phases of both construction and operation of 
the Proposal including: 

 Nuisance dust 

 Air Emissions – PM10 and Nitrogen dioxide 

Construction and 
Operation 

3. Noise and Vibration 

3A A Construction Noise and Vibration Management Plan (CNVMP) (or equivalent) will be developed for the Proposal in accordance 
with the EPA’s Interim Construction Noise Guidelines (ICNG). The following issues will be addressed within the plan: 

 Construction activities will have regard to the standard hours of 07:00 am to 18:00 pm Monday to Friday, and 08:00am to 
13:00 pm Saturday. Any works undertaken outside of these hours will be undertaken in consultation with relevant authorities. 
Works outside these hours that may be permitted will include: 

 Any works which do not cause noise emissions to be audible at any nearby sensitive receptors or comply with the ‘Outside 
Standard Construction Hours’ prescribed in Section 9. 

 The delivery of materials which is required outside of these hours as requested by Police or other authorities for safety 

Construction 
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reasons. 

 Emergency work to avoid the loss of lives, property and/or to prevent environmental harm. 

 Works required to be undertaken during track possessions or road closures. 

 Any other work as approved through the CNVMP Process. 

 Selection of quiet plant and processes wherever feasible and retrofitting reversing alarms that are quieter and display less 
annoying characteristics. Such alarms could include “smart alarms” and “quacker alarms”. 

 Provision of training and awareness of administrative measures to reduce noise impacts, which will include the following: 

 Site awareness training/environmental inductions to provide instruction on noise mitigation techniques/measures to be 
implemented during construction of the Proposal 

 Working within approved hours 

 Working with noisy equipment away from sensitive receivers 

 Maintaining plant and equipment 

 Turning off machinery when not in use 

 Limiting the “clustering" of noisy plant / processes. 

3B Friction modifiers will be installed to sections of the Rail link where rail curve squeal is likely to occur. The effectiveness of their 
application will be confirmed with short-term noise monitoring during the first 3 months of operation.  

Operation  

3C A Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) will be prepared prior to operation of the Proposal. The RNMP will include 
procedures for the application of friction modifiers to the Rail link and measurement and reporting of subsequent rail noise levels 
should be documented in a Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) (or equivalent) to be prepared prior to the operation of the 
Proposal. During preparation of the RNMP, background rail noise monitoring will be undertaken to establish existing levels of rail 
noise levels in accordance with the RING. The RNMP will prescribe mitigation measures where modelling predicts and /or 
operational monitoring shows an exceedance attributable to the Proposal that RING prescribes as a trigger level.  

Operation 

3D Rail grinding will be undertaken in accordance with TfNSW’s requirements on the Rail link, or where otherwise identified within the 
RNMP or other operational management plan for the Proposal.  

Operation 

4. Best Practice Review 

4.1 Best Practice Review: Air Quality 

4.1A The following control measures will be progressively implemented during operation of the IMT:  

 A vehicle booking system, truck marshalling lanes and rejection of trucks that arrive early will be implemented / provided to 

Operation 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 319 
 



 

No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

minimise wait times and queuing. This system will be implemented on commencement of operation.  

 An electrified locomotive shifter will be installed to reduce the need for excessive locomotive idling. This control will be 
implemented on commencement of operation.  

 Where new reach stackers are procured, these would be selected to achieve best practice emissions  performance to meet US 
EPA Tier 3/ Euro Stage IIIA standards 

 Electric gantry cranes to reduce use of diesel powered equipment. This control will be implemented within seven years of 
commencement of operation of the Proposal or on the Proposal achieving an annual throughput of 250,000 TEU, whichever is 
the latter.  

4.1B The following policies and procedures will be developed and included within the OEMP for the Proposal: 

 An anti-idle policy will be developed and communicated to locomotive and truck operators to minimise unnecessary idling. 
Signs will be installed within the IMT to remind drivers of this policy and their obligations 

 Maintenance plans will be updated to include a requirement to consider air emissions and where possible improve air emission 
performance at next overhaul/upgrade 

 Training will be provided to locomotive drivers to maximise fuel efficiency 

 Equipment with smoky exhausts (more than 10 seconds) should be stood down for maintenance based upon visual inspection 

 Trucks with smoky exhausts (more than 10 seconds) shall be rejected from the site based upon visual inspection 

 Loading and unloading will be coordinated where possible to minimise truck trip distances as they travel through Stage 1 site. 

Operation 

4.2 Best Practice Review: Noise 

4.2A The following policies and procedures will be developed and included within the OEMP for the Proposal: 

 Container handling equipment will be fitted with broadband ‘quacker’ reversing alarms. 

Operation 

5. Hydrology 

5A A Soil and Water Management Plan (SWMP) and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP), or equivalent, will be implemented, 
in accordance with the Preliminary Erosion and Sediment Control (PESCPs), included within the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Assessment Report (Appendix P of this EIS). The following aspects will be addressed within the SWMP and 
ESCPs: 

 The guiding principles for erosion and sediment control within the Blue Book will be adopted in the SWMP and when planning 
construction works, being: 

 Minimise the area of soil disturbed and exposed to erosion at any one time. 

 Priority should be given to management practices that minimise erosion, rather than to those that capture sediment 

Construction 
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downslope or at the catchment outlet 

 Divert clean water around the construction site or control the flow of clean water at non-erodible velocities through the 
construction site 

 Provision of boundary treatments around the perimeter of construction areas to minimise the migration of sediment offsite. 

 Permanent or temporary drainage works will be installed as early as practical in the construction program to minimise 
uncontrolled drainage and associated erosion, including the onsite detention (OSD) and flood conveyance works 

 Stockpiles will be located away from flow paths on appropriate impermeable surfaces, to minimise potential sediment 
transportation. Where practicable, stockpiles will be stabilised if in place for more than ten days and will be formed with 
sediment filters in place immediately downslope 

 Existing catchments and sub-catchment boundaries will be maintained as far as practicable 

 Site imperviousness and grades should be limited to the extent of existing imperviousness and grades under existing 
development conditions. 

 Rehabilitate disturbed lands as soon as practicable 

 The wheels of all vehicles will be cleaned prior to exiting the construction site where excavation occurs to prevent the 
tracking of mud. Where this is not practical, or excessive soil transfer occurs onto paved areas, street cleaning will be 
undertaken when necessary. 

 Inspection of all permanent and temporary erosion and sedimentation control works prior to and post rainfall events and 
prior to closure of the construction site.  

 Erosion and sediment control structures to be cleaned, repaired and augmented as required.  

 Where required, construction sediment basins and their outlets will be designed to be stable in the peak flow from at least the 
10-year ARI time of concentration event. Sediment basins should be sized to accommodate the 5 day, 80th percentile storm 
event, with sufficient size and capacity to manage Type F soils. Sediment basins must be regularly cleaned to maintain the 
design capacity. Sediment basins will be located clear of waterway bed and banks and no additional riparian vegetation will be 
cleared outside the 20 metre Rail link to accommodate sediment basins. Prior to discharge from sediment basins, water will be 
tested for the following parameters to identify construction impacts: 

 pH 

 Turbidity / Total Suspended Solids (TSS)  

 Oil and grease. 

 An assessment of acid sulphate soils within the Georges River would be undertaken in accordance with the Acid Sulphate 
Soils Assessment Guideline (NSW Acid Sulfate Soils Management Advisory Committee, 1998) prior to commencement of 
works within the vicinity of the Georges River. Where acid sulphate soils are identified, an Acid Sulphate Soil Management 

SIMTA Intermodal Terminal Facility Stage 1—Response to Submissions        
Hyder Consulting Pty Ltd-ABN 76 104 485 289 Page 321 
 



 

No Mitigation measure Implementation stage 

Plan would be prepared in accordance with the guidelines. 

5B During construction of the Georges River bridge the construction contractor will develop a Project Specific Procedure (PSP), or 
equivalent, in consultation with the NSW Office of Water and DPI (Fisheries), that will specify how works within and adjacent to the 
river will be managed to minimise environmental impacts. The methodology selected will seek to minimise the potential 
impacts/disturbance to the bed and banks of the river. The PSP will specify the following measures: 

 Should piling platforms be used for construction of the Georges River bridge, the size and formation of the piling platforms will 
be designed to accommodate flood events that are likely to occur during the works. Flows of the Georges River will be 
maintained at all times between the two piling platforms. The stream width will be maintained such that there will be minimal 
erosion of the working platforms from high velocity flows. 

 Works across the bed of the Georges River will be staged to minimise the total disturbance at any given time and to allow the 
full bypassing of stream flows around the works to maintain fish passage. In particular, consideration will be given to avoid 
bridge piling and construction of any temporary work platforms in the Georges River during winter when the Australian bass 
migrates  

 Scour protection works around piers, along creek banks and on bridge abutments should be installed as early as possible 

 Measures to contain potential pollutants should be installed in-stream, such as silt curtains to contain sediment 

 Material for the formation of piling platforms must be clean material with minimal fines 

 Measures to manage runoff from the bridge approaches / abutments must be established as early as possible 

 Management measures identified in the PSP will be developed to address the requirements for high erosion hazard sites, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Blue Book. 

 Monitoring of water quality will be undertaken within the Georges River upstream and downstream of the proposed bridge prior 
to and during concreting works. Should pH levels outside the range prescribed by ANZECC for Lowland Rivers be detected, 
dosing or equivalent measures, will be implemented within the silt curtains to bring the pH level back within acceptable limits.  

 A dewatering procedure to manage groundwater ingress during piling works for construction of the Georges River bridge. The 
procedure will be developed in consultation with NSW Office of Water and the need for a permit identified at this time. The 
dewatering procedure will specify testing of extracted groundwater quality prior to discharge to the Georges River, if 
appropriate quality is met, or treatment and/or offsite discharge if the water quality is insufficient to immediately return to the 
river. 

Construction 

5C The following management measures will be implemented during works in and adjacent to Anzac Creek to mitigated potential 
impacts on water quality during construction: 

 All reasonable efforts will be taken to program construction activities during those periods when flood flows and fish passage is 
not likely to occur 

Construction 
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 Any temporary sidetrack crossings will be constructed from clean fill (free of fines) and where required to maintain flows, will 
use appropriately sized pipe or box culvert cells, or a temporary bridge structure 

 Temporary structures used for the construction of the culvert within Anzac Creek will be designed so that they can 
accommodate flows to minimise potential flooding impacts when prolonged or intense rainfalls are predicted. Any structures 
that impede flow will be readily removable or collapsible, to allow flood waters to flow within the channel, in the event of 
prolonged or intense rainfall. 

 All temporary works, flow diversion barriers and in-stream sediment control barriers will be removed as soon as practicable 
and in a manner that does not promote future channel erosion 

 The construction site will be left in a condition that promotes native revegetation 

 The management principles outlined in Managing Urban Stormwater (Landcom 2004) for sites with high erosion potential will 
be implemented. 

5D The following principles will be adopted through the development of detailed design for the Proposal, to ensure the operation of 
the Proposal will not have an adverse impact on stormwater: 

 Stormwater management measures will be designed and installed on site as presented in the Stormwater and Flooding 
Environmental Assessment & Stormwater Drainage Design Drawings (Appendix P) 

 Stormwater quality improvement devices will be designed to meet the performance targets identified in the Stormwater and 
Flooding Environmental Assessment & Stormwater Drainage Design Drawings (Appendix P). 

 The Rail link within the Glenfield Waste Facility will be designed to accommodate the Probable Maximum Flood (PMF). 

Pre-construction 

5E To mitigate potential operational impacts on the flood regime as a result of the Georges River bridge the following design 
principles will be adopted during the design phase of the Georges River bridge: 

 The bridge design will comply with the requirements of Australian Standard 5100:2004 – Bridge Design 

 The underside of the bridge deck height will be no lower than the height of the adjacent East Hills Rail Line bridge 

 The bridge abutments are not to encroach on the existing waterway area of the Georges River waterway area 

 The piers of the Georges River bridge structure are to be hydraulically efficient to cause the minimum disruption to the river 
flows. This includes piers that are: 

 Circular or semi-circular nosed, and 

 Oriented parallel to the river flows (which vary in direction across the width of the river). 

 Light penetration under bridges to encourage fish passage will be maximised, where practicable 

 Two dimensional modelling shall be undertaken to determine the optimum pier alignment and quantify bed scour protection 
requirements 

Pre-construction 
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 Use and extent of those bed and bank erosion control measures that may reduce aquatic habitat values or inhibit the regrowth 
of natural in-stream and bank vegetation will be minimised. 

5F The following design principles will be adopted for design and sizing of the culvert crossing across Anzac Creek: 

 Fish passage requirements will be considered when selecting the type of culvert 

 Culverts will be aligned with the downstream channel to minimise bank erosion 

 A multi-cell culvert design with a combination of elevated “dry” cells to encourage terrestrial movement, and recessed “wet” 
cells to facilitate fish passage 

 Altering the channel’s natural flow, width, roughness and base-flow water depth through the culvert’s wet cells will be avoided 
where possible 

 The culvert crossing will be designed to maximise the geometric similarities of the natural channel profile from the bed of the 
culvert 

 Debris deflector walls may be used to reduce the impact of debris blockages on fish passage 

 Rock protection and/or the formation of a stabilised energy dissipation pool at the outlet will be considered if necessary to 
assist in minimising erosion to avoid the formation of a perched culvert and damage to the stream bed and banks 

 The design of the crossing will refer to the detailed engineering guidelines provided in Fairfull and Witheridge (2002). 

Pre-construction 

5G A Flood Emergency Response Plan (FERP) will be developed for the Stage 1 site. The FERP will take into consideration, site 
flooding and broader flood emergency response plans for the Georges River and Anzac Creek floodplains and Moorebank area. 
The FERP will also include the identification of an area of safe refuge within the SIMTA site that will allow people to wait until 
hazardous flows have receded and safe evacuation is possible. 

Construction and 
Operation 

5H Maintenance of the bio-retention structures will be in accordance with the maintenance requirements set out in Gold Coast City 
Council’s Water Sensitive Urban Design Guidelines, 2007, and included in the OEMP.  

Operation 

6. Geotechnical and Soils 

6A Prior to finalisation of detailed design of the Rail link through the Glenfield Waste Facility, further geotechnical investigations will 
be undertaken in the vicinity of the proposed Rail link to further determine the type and characteristics of soils. Additional 
mitigation measures will be included within the CEMP as relevant. 

A Project Specific Procedure would be developed in consultation with the EPA for works within the Glenfield Waste Facility that 
would detail:  

 The exact location of the Rail link in relation to landfill cells and activities.  

 Identification of works areas and ‘no go’ areas to ensure that access to the landfill and monitoring and environmental controls 

Pre-construction 

Construction 
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is maintained. 

 Details of material requirements for construction of the Rail link and how landfill levy issues will be managed when bringing 
construction material through the licensed landfill area.  

6B Excavated material will be reused on site where possible. Any excavated material that requires disposal will be subject to waste 
classification under the Waste Classification Guidelines 2014 (NSW EPA, 2014) and will be disposed of at an appropriate licensed 
facility. 

Construction 

6C The construction contractor will progress the Bulk Earthworks strategy which will outline the volumes of imported and exported 
material, any buffer areas, temporary soil stockpiling areas and fencing of excavations, as required. 

Construction 

7. Contamination 

7A All remediation works will be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the Remediation Action Plan (RAP) (JBS&G, 
2015a) and recommendations for additional sampling and remediation. 

Construction 

7B A Health and Safety Plan (HSP) and risk assessment will be developed and implemented prior to construction commencing and 
all construction workers and staff will be inducted into the plan. 

Construction 

7C A Contamination Management Plan (CMP) will be developed for the Proposal, and included in the CEMP, that will contain detailed 
procedures on: 

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

 A management tracking system for excavated contaminated materials to ensure the proper management of the material 
movements at the site, particularly during excavation and bioremediation works. 

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

 Specific contingency measures in the unlikely event that construction of the Rail link in the Glenfield Waste Facility results in 
the disturbance of existing landfill cells. Including: 

 Management of construction works in areas potentially impacted by asbestos via an Asbestos Management Plan 

 Management of excavation work to minimise the potential for surface or groundwater infiltration into the excavations, thereby 
potentially increasing the volume of leachate in the impacted cells. This will include the routine monitoring of leachate levels 
and groundwater surrounding the impacted areas using existing monitoring infrastructure. 

 Management of landfill gas via the implementation of field screening and personal monitoring programs targeting landfill 
gasses 

 Management of impacted soils using the Material Management Procedures 

 Replacement or relocation of existing monitoring wells that may be impacted by the construction work. The impact to existing 

Construction 
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monitoring wells and the alternate locations of any replacement wells will be subject to negotiations with the proponents of the 
Glenfield Waste Facility and the NSW EPA to ensure that existing environmental protection licence requirements are satisfied. 

 Should future design iterations identify that landfill containment may be compromised, a specific work plan will be developed to 
address potential environmental and/or health and safety issues that may arise. 

 A contingency plan for unexpected contaminated materials, such as materials that are odorous, stained or containing 
anthropogenic materials, that may be encountered during construction. 

7D Residual risk of contamination to soils and groundwater during operation of the Proposal will be mitigated through the 
implementation of the following mitigation measures, which will be included within the OEMP for the site: 

 The proposed diesel tank (used for refuelling) will be self-bunded and compliant with AS - 1940-2004 The storage and 
handling of flammable and combustible liquids. 

 An Emergency Response Plan (including a Pollution Incident Response Management Plan) will be developed for operation of 
the Proposal. A spill kit will be provided within the Stage 1 site at all times. 

 A refuelling procedure will be developed and implemented for all refuelling activities undertaken and included in the site 
OEMP. 

Operation 

8. Biodiversity 

8A A Flora and Fauna Management Plan will be prepared as part of the CEMP. Native vegetation clearing will not occur until the 
Flora and Fauna Management Plan is approved. The Flora and Fauna Management Plan will include the following measures as a 
minimum:  

 Site inductions are to include a briefing regarding the local threatened flora and native fauna of the site and protocols to be 
undertaken if they are encountered 

 If any animal is injured, contact the relevant local wildlife rescue agency (e.g. WIRES) and/or veterinary surgery as soon as 
practical. Until the animal can be cared for by a suitably qualified animal handler, if possible minimise stress to the animal and 
reduce the risk of further injury by: 

 Handling fauna with care and as little as possible. 

 Covering larger animals with a towel or blanket and placing in a large cardboard box. 

 Placing small animals in a cotton bag, tied at the top. 

 Keeping the animal in a quiet, warm, ventilated and dark location. 

 Flora and fauna surveys will be undertaken of the RailCorp land prior to commencement of construction in this area. If 
required, an addendum biodiversity report would be prepared, and the Biodiversity Offset Strategy and the Threatened 
Species Management Plan would be updated 

Construction 
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 Clearing of vegetation will be timed to avoid periods when rain is forecast in accordance with Chapter 4.4.2 of ‘the Blue Book’ 

 The extent of vegetation clearing is to be clearly identified on construction plans. Clearly identifying sensitive areas (‘no-go 
areas’) which cannot be impacted by construction and managing clearing such that clearing activities are constrained to these 
approved areas only. High visibility plastic fencing is to be installed to clearly define the limits of the works area within the Rail 
link specifically the Southern Boot Land, and works areas at the riparian corridor of the Georges River. 

 In circumstances where native vegetation or mature tree clearing is required outside of the biodiversity study area, an ecologist 
will inspect the proposed area and provide advice on the impact to flora and fauna and appropriate management.  

 Management of noxious weeds is to be undertaken in accordance with the Noxious Weeds Act 1993 and include details 
relating to the monitoring, management and where necessary eradication of weeds, disposal of green waste, and vehicle/plant 
weed wash down protocols if required. 

 Equipment used for treating weed infestation(s) will be cleaned prior to moving to a new area within the Proposal site to 
minimise the likelihood of transferring any plant material and soil. 

 Soil stripped and stockpiled from areas containing known weed infestations are to be stored on cleared land at least 40 m from 
native vegetation 

 Water from the truck wash down in the Rail East Compound will be captured and disposed of offsite to prevent weed spread to 
adjoining native vegetation 

 Works areas at each watercourse crossing will be clearly delineated prior to commencement of works 

 Undertake a two-stage approach to clearing: 

 Remove non-hollow bearing trees at least 48 hours before habitat trees are removed. 

 Hollow bearing trees are to be knocked with an excavator bucket or other machinery to encourage fauna to evacuate the tree 
immediately prior to felling. 

 Felled trees must be left for a short period of time on the ground to give any fauna trapped in the trees an opportunity to 
escape before further processing of the trees. 

 Felled hollow bearing trees must be inspected by an ecologist as soon as possible (not longer than 2 hours after felling). 

 Fauna microhabitat (such as hollow logs) should be removed from areas to be cleared and relocated to suitable nearby 
bushland areas in the presence of an ecologist 

 Large woody debris will be retained in watercourses where possible. In the event large woody debris are to be impacted they 
will be relocated in consultation with an ecologist 

 Instream works at Georges River and Anzac Creek will be minimised where possible, including disturbance to aquatic 
vegetation. Disturbed areas will be contained to the 20 m wide corridor 

 If any pits/trenches are to remain open overnight, they are to be securely covered, where reasonable and feasible. 
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Alternatively, fauna ramps (logs or wooden planks) are to be installed to provide an escape for trapped fauna 

 Undertake a pre-start up check for sheltering native fauna of all infrastructure, plant and equipment and/or during relocation of 
stored construction materials 

 Directional lighting will be used where lighting is required in construction areas. 

8B Riparian vegetation within the Rail link and adjoining areas of impact at Anzac Creek and the banks of the Georges River would 
be protected, rehabilitated and managed in accordance with the measures detailed in the Riparian Vegetation Management Plan. 

Temporarily disturbed riparian areas in the Georges River will be revegetated with locally occurring native species as soon as 
practicable upon completion of bridge works. 

Construction and 
Operation 

8C A nest box management strategy will be prepared prior to clearing of hollow bearing trees. The strategy will inform the installation 
of nest boxes in retained native vegetation in the riparian corridor of the Georges River and the woodland in the Southern Boot 
Land and the on-going monitoring and maintenance of nest boxes through the construction and operational phases.  

Pre-clearing, 
Construction and 
Operation 

8D An ecologist will undertake pre-clearance surveys to confirm the absence of Grey-headed Flying-fox roosting camps within the 
Rail link, no more than 48 hours prior to the clearance of vegetation. The DotE will be notified in writing of the results of pre-
clearance surveys. If the species is detected roosting on site, no native vegetation clearance will commence until any directions of 
the Minister have been complied with. 

Construction 

8E Works within the Southern Boot Land, or in other areas, with the potential to impact on Persoonia nutans and Grevillea parviflora 
subsp. parviflora will be undertaken in accordance with the Threatened Flora Species Management Plan.  

Pre-construction and 
Construction  

8F Water quality and macroinvertebrate monitoring would be undertaken up and downstream of works within the Georges River and 
Anzac Creek, pre, during and post construction, to determine impacts on aquatic communities as a result of the Proposal. The 
monitoring plan would be developed and implemented by an appropriately qualified aquatic ecologist. 

Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Operation 

8G A visual inspection of the Georges River for dead or distressed fish (indicated by fish gasping at the water surface, or fish 
crowding at the creek’s banks) is to be undertaken daily during the construction of the Georges River bridge. Observations of dead 
or distressed fish are to be immediately reported to DPI (Fisheries). In the event dead or distressed fish are found, all works are to 
cease until the issue is rectified and approval from DPI Fisheries is given to proceed. 

Construction 

8H The corridor established for construction of the Rail link will be stabilised in a manner which would enable the fuel load to be 
maintained in a low state. Where appropriate it would be stabilised following construction with local topsoil with growth of 
groundcover encouraged. The corridor would be managed by removing weeds and reducing the fuel load. 

Construction and 
operation 
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9. Aboriginal Heritage 

9A Consultation will be maintained with the Aboriginal stakeholders during the finalisation of the Proposal in order to identify long-term 
curation and management of the Aboriginal objects recovered through the archaeological program (including open salvage 
excavation). 

Mitigation measures included in Section 9 of the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) in relation to 
Aboriginal site, MA14 (artefact scatter and deposit) on the eastern bank of Georges River would be implemented during salvage 
works. 

Pre-construction  

9B All relevant personnel and contractors involved in the design of the Proposal will be advised of the relevant heritage 
considerations, legislative requirements and recommendations in the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) 

Pre-construction 

9C Management of Aboriginal heritage will be managed through the CEMP for the Proposal. The CEMP will include the following at a 
minimum:  

 A summary of the findings of the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015)  

 Measures to be implemented in the event of an unexpected archaeological and cultural finds (including human remains) 

 All relevant personnel and contractors involved in the construction of the Proposal will be advised of the relevant heritage 
considerations, legislative requirements and recommendations in the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 
2015) 

 Installation of temporary fencing for the protection of the riparian corridor along the western bank of the Georges River  

 Areas that have been subject to assessment in the draft Aboriginal Heritage Impact Assessment (AHMS, 2015) should be 
clearly identified on construction plans. Should construction activities be proposed to extend beyond this boundary, appropriate 
heritage investigations will be undertaken to identify and manage Aboriginal objects/ sites/ places that may be in the additional 
area(s). 

Construction 

10. Non-Indigenous Heritage 

10A A full photographic record of the SIMTA site should be made prior to Stage 1 construction commencing. This will record the setting 
and context of the site as a whole prior to any impact on collective significance. 

Pre-construction 

10B A heritage interpretation strategy will be prepared, which could include interpretative mediums such as plaques and displays 
(subject to a suitable area being located) and online resources. 

Pre-construction 

10C A Heritage Management Plan in adherence to NSW Heritage Council guidelines will be prepared as part of the CEMP for the 
Stage 1 Proposal. At a minimum the following measures will be included within the Heritage Management Plan:  

 Archaeological monitoring during construction will be conducted for a representative sample of the sites PADs F and G (to the 

Construction 
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south, and south west of Building No. 11, respectively) of former structures. Excavation of these sites will be directed by an 
Excavation Director, who is experienced in investigations of locally significant archaeology.  

 The archaeologist will assess the likely significance of any archaeological deposits encountered, and provide advice regarding 
appropriate further action. 

 If unexpected finds are located during works, an archaeological consultant will be engaged to assess the significance of the 
finds and the NSW Heritage Council notified. Further archaeological work or recording may be recommended. 

11. Visual Amenity, Urban Design and Landscape 

11A The following mitigation measures will be included within the CEMP to mitigate impacts on visual amenity during construction of 
the Proposal: 

 Existing vegetation around the perimeter of Proposal site will be retained where feasible and reasonable 

 The early implementation of landscape plantings will be investigated in order to provide visual screening along Moorebank 
Avenue 

 Elements within construction areas will be located to minimise visual impacts as far as feasible and reasonable, e.g. setting 
back large equipment from site boundaries 

 Design of site hoardings will consider the use of artwork or project information 

 Regular maintenance will be undertaken of site hoardings and/or fencing and perimeter areas including the prompt removal of 
graffiti. 

 Re-vegetation / landscaping would be undertaken progressively and with species local to the area.  

 Use of trees on the southern and western boundaries of the Stage 1 site, to provide a uniform canopy cover within vegetated 
areas and use of local species as understorey planting to support and enhance local habitat.  

Construction 

12. Hazard and Risk 

12A A Health and Safety Plan (HSP) will be prepared for construction of the Proposal that will identify all responsibilities and 
requirements under the Work Health and Safety Act 2011. The HSP will include an Emergency Response Plan, for construction of 
the Proposal. These will be developed collaboratively with the construction contractor, in consultation with the NSW Police Force, 
NSW Fire Brigade, NSW Rural Fire Service and the Ambulance Service of NSW. The Emergency Response Plan will include the 
following:  

 Emergency response protocols and procedures for implementation in the event of a contaminant spill or leak 

 Provision of spill kits 

 Bushfire awareness included in staff induction and in toolbox talks pre-commencement. 

Construction 
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12B With respect to asbestos management, the obligations, roles and responsibilities for personnel involved in the Stage 1 Proposal 
will be identified, documented and communicated. These responsibilities are identified in the Work Health and Safety Act 2011. 
Prior to commencement of construction an Asbestos Management Plan is to be developed in accordance with Code of Practice 
How to Manage and Control of Asbestos in the Workplace (WorkCover NSW, 2011a) for the Proposal. The Asbestos 
Management Plan will reference the asbestos register and risk assessment, which will also be prepared prior to construction being 
undertaken. The Asbestos Management Plan will address the following aspects, at a minimum: 

 Demolition of the three structures (Buildings 1, 2 and 20), will be undertaken in accordance with Code of Practice How to 
Safely Remove Asbestos (WorkCover NSW, 2011b) 

 Asbestos removal work will be carried out by an asbestos removalist who is appropriately licensed to carry out the work. 

Construction 

12C Hazards associated with operation of the Proposal will be identified and managed through a Hazard and Operability Study 
(HAZOP), which will be undertaken during design progression.  The HAZOP will take into consideration the following standards 
and guidelines: 

 AS 2550.1 Cranes hoists and winches. 

 Draft Code of Practice for Industrial Lift Trucks (WorkSafe Australia, 2012). 

 Work Cover NSW Bridge and Gantry Crane Drivers: A guide for power crane operators (1997). 

 Work Cover NSW Dogging Guide (2003). 

 Work Cover NSW Rigging Guide (1995).  

Pre-construction 

12D The OEMP will include the following procedures and controls with regards to handling of Dangerous Goods:  

 All dangerous goods to be imported through the Stage 1 site must be notified in advance. 

 All Proposal staff handling dangerous goods will be required to have successfully completed dangerous goods training in 
accordance with International Maritime Dangerous Goods (IMDG) Code Chapter 1.3 (International Maritime Organization, 
2012). Training provided must be commensurate with their roles and responsibilities and records of training must be 
maintained.  

 Procedures to monitor the quantity of dangerous goods (classes 5.1, 5.2, 6.1 and/or 8) to be transported to, and or stored on 
site at any one time, to ensure that they are below the thresholds identified in Applying SEPP 33. 

 Provision of spill kits on the Stage 1 site and a procedure for inspection and refilling 

 A refuelling process. 

Operation 

12E The transport of dangerous goods by road and rail will comply with the Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) Act 2008 and 
the Dangerous Goods (Road and Rail Transport) Regulation 2014. Storage and handling of Dangerous Goods on the Stage 1 site 
will be in accordance with the requirements of the Australian Dangerous Goods code.  

Operation 
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12F The diesel tank will be self-bunded and compliant with AS - 1940-2004 The storage and handling of flammable and combustible 
liquids. Diesel will be stored away from other flammable materials of class 3PGI, II or III.  

Operation 

12G An Operational Hazard and Risk Management Plan, including a risk register, will be developed for the Proposal site. This plan will 
be reviewed regularly and updated should goods entering the site change.  The Operational Hazard and Risk Management Plan 
will be developed with consideration to the following standards and guidelines: 

 AS 2550.1 Cranes hoists and winches. 

 Draft Code of Practice for Industrial Lift Trucks (WorkSafe Australia, 2012). 

 Work Cover NSW Bridge and Gantry Crane Drivers: A guide for power crane operators (1997). 

 Work Cover NSW Dogging Guide (2003). 

 Work Cover NSW Rigging Guide (1995). 

Operation 

12H The Stage 1 site will be protected from the impact of fires originating from off-site by a 35 m defendable space to the west across 
Moorebank Avenue, a 100 m defendable space to the south of the container handling area. The design and installation of on-site 
fire hydrants within the Stage 1 site will be in compliance with AS 2419.1-2005 Fire hydrant installations - System design, 
installation and commissioning. 

Construction 

12I An Operational Emergency Response Plan will be developed for the operational phase of the Proposal, collaboratively with the 
operator in consultation with the EPA, NSW police force, NSW Fire Brigade, NSW Rural Fire Service and the Ambulance Service 
of NSW. These will be prepared prior to operation of the Proposal. Emergency response and incident management protocols will 
cover the following types of emergency or incident: 

 Workplace health and safety 

 On-site spills or leaks 

 Off-site discharges 

 Hazardous materials/dangerous goods 

 Flooding 

 Bushfire 

 Derailment 

 Container fall 

 Road incident on Moorebank Avenue adjacent to Stage 1 site entry / egress 

 Requirements of the Pollution Incident Response Management Plans, as prescribed under section 153C of the Protection of 
the Environment Operations Act 1997. 

Operation 
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13. Waste 

13A Measures to mitigate the effect of the construction waste streams will be incorporated into the Proposal’s Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Waste management principles that will be incorporated into the CEMP relating to 
materials purchasing include: 

 Avoidance and reuse of material will have priority over recycling 

 Recycling will have priority over disposal 

 Earth excavated from the site will be used for fill material and landscaping where feasible 

 If possible concrete components will be crushed and reused onsite, with the remainder sent to a recycling facility  

 Waste generation will be minimised by ordering the correct quantity of materials 

 Selection of materials which maximise recycled content, while having low embodied water and energy use 

 Selection of materials which maximise durability and lifespan. 

 The following procedures and protocols will be considered within the CEMP regarding waste management: 

 Characterisation of construction waste streams 

 Management of any identified hazardous waste streams 

 Procedures to manage construction waste streams, including handling, storage, classification, quantification, identification and 
tracking 

 Mitigation measures for avoidance and minimisation of waste materials 

 Procedures and targets for reuse and recycling of waste materials. 

 Inclusion of the waste management strategies included in the Concept Plan Statement of Commitments for construction waste 
management.  

Construction 

13D Measures to mitigate the effect of waste arising during operation of the Proposal will be incorporated into the OEMP and will 
include measures to encourage recycling behaviour and increase the diversion of waste into recycling streams. These will include: 

 Addressing waste management requirements and goals in staff inductions 

 Providing staff access to documentation outlining the facility’s waste management requirements 

 Locating recycling bins in kitchen areas beside general waste bins to prevent contamination of recycling 

 Positioning paper recycling bins close to printer/photocopying equipment 

 Minimising general waste bins at desks but providing adequate container and paper recycling to encourage sorting of 
recyclables 

Operation 
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 Providing adequate bin storage for the expected quantity of waste 

 Providing appropriate disposal containers for the disposal of used spill kits and engagement of a suitably licensed contractor 
for their disposal 

 Adoption of the operational waste management principles and procedures adopted within the Statement of Commitments for 
the Concept Plan.  

13E Waste arising from maintenance will be dealt in part by an asset management strategy and OEMP. Where feasible from a safety 
and cost perspective, assets will be refurbished, if a replacement is required the maintenance contractor will be responsible for 
ensuring any waste is recycled; if this is not possible arrangements for disposal at an appropriately licenced facility will be made. 

Operation 

14. Bushfire 

14A A bushfire management strategy, or equivalent, will be prepared as part of the CEMP for the construction phase. The strategy will 
include: 

 Emergency response plans and procedures 

 Restrictions on activities (namely hot works) that cannot be undertaken on total fire ban days within areas of high Bushfire 
Hazard Rating, unless otherwise advised by the NSW Rural Fire Service. 

 All construction site offices and temporary buildings will be located outside buffer areas to ensure minimum setbacks of 10 m. 

 All construction site offices will be accessible via access roads suitable for firefighting appliances similar to NSW Rural Fire 
Service category 1 tankers. 

Construction 

14D A bushfire management strategy, or equivalent, will be prepared as part of the OEMP. The following measures will be included 
within the OEMP with regard to bushfire management:  

 Management of the landscaped areas within the SIMTA Stage 1 site will be undertaken to maintain minimum dry fuels loads. 

 The Southern Boot Land will be managed by slashing vegetation to facilitate for a defendable space to the container storage 
area. 

 The corridor of the Rail link will be maintained in a low fuel state 

 Protocols will be developed for the monitoring of train access / egress during high – catastrophic fire weather days, if required 
and in accordance with the bushfire management strategy. 

Operation 

15. Property and Infrastructure 

15A Further assessment of services demand, infrastructure requirements and augmentation works, in consultation with relevant 
infrastructure and service providers will be undertaken during the progression of the design for the Proposal. 

Pre-construction and 
Construction 
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16. Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change 

16A A Greenhouse Gas Management Plan will be developed for the construction phase of the Proposal and included in the CEMP. 
Where appropriate, the mitigation measures, management strategies and abatement opportunities presented in the Greenhouse 
Gas and Climate Change Impact Assessment (Appendix X of this EIS) will be reviewed and considered for incorporation into the 
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) The Greenhouse Gas Management Plan will adopt the following 
measures:  

 Where possible locally sourced materials will be used to reduce GHG emissions associated with transport 

 Construction and demolition waste will be recovered and recycled where possible, and vegetation waste will be composted 

 Construction works will be planned to minimise double handling of materials 

 Recycled materials will be reused where possible to reduce GHG emissions associated with embodied energy 

 Construction/transport plans will be incorporated within the CEMP to minimise the use of fuel during construction 

 Fuel efficiency of the construction plant/equipment will be assessed prior to selection, and where practical, equipment with the 
highest fuel efficiency and which uses lower GHG intensive fuel (e.g. biodiesel) will be used, where practicable 

 On-site vehicles will be fitted with exhaust controls in accordance with the Protection of the Environment Operations (Clean 
Air) Regulation 2010 as required 

 Regular maintenance of equipment will be undertaken to maintain good operations and fuel efficiency 

 Where practicable trucks removing waste from the Proposal site or bringing materials to the Proposal site will be filled to the 
maximum amount allowable, depending on the truck size and load weight, to reduce the number of traffic movements required 

 Consideration will be given to the embodied energy content of construction materials selected 

Construction  

16B The mitigation measures, management strategies and abatement opportunities presented in the Greenhouse Gas and Climate 
Change Impact Assessment (Appendix X of this EIS) will be reviewed and considered where appropriate for incorporation into the 
Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP). The following measures will be incorporated in to the OEMP for the 
Proposal:  

 Energy efficiency design aspects will be incorporated wherever possible to reduce energy demand 

 The procurement of energy efficient equipment will be investigated for the Proposal 

 Regular maintenance of equipment with be undertaken to maintain good operations and fuel efficiency 

 Consideration will be given to undertake further investigation and implementation of cost negative abatement opportunities 

 Further investigation of abatement opportunities will be considered once the facility transitions from the use of container 
handling equipment such as reach stackers and large forklifts to the operation of gantry cranes 

Operation 
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17. Socio Economic 

17A A community information and awareness strategy will be included in the CEMP and will outline measures to maintain 
communication with the community and all relevant stakeholders throughout the construction of the Proposal. 

Construction 

17B The CEMP will prescribe measures to be implemented to minimise impacts on surrounding communities. These measures will 
include: 

 Work hours during construction will generally be limited to standard construction hours, unless otherwise authorised within the 
CEMP 

 Ensuring land owners, within proximity of the Proposal site, are kept well informed about the Proposal, the construction hours 
and duration of the works.  

 Land owners impacted by the construction works will be provided relevant contact details to address queries relating to the 
works. 

Construction 

17C Written notification will be provided to likely and potentially affected and adjoining land owners receivers prior to commencement 
of Proposal’s operations. This will include local residents, local businesses and relevant Authorities. The manner of notification will 
be confirmed in the final Operational Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) for the Proposal. The OEMP will also include 
measures to engage with stakeholders and to manage and respond to feedback received during operation of the Proposal. 

Operation 
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9 CONCLUSION 
The Proposal seeks approval on behalf of the Applicant, SIMTA, for the construction and 
operation of Stage 1 of the SIMTA Moorebank Intermodal Terminal Facility and the Rail link (the 
Proposal) as part of the first stage of development under the Concept Plan Approval (MP 
10_0193). The Proposal has also been designed to fulfil the conditions of the EPBC Approval 
(No. 2011/6229).  

This RtS has been prepared in accordance with Clause 83 of the EP&A Regs, to address 
comments raised by both government agencies and the community during the public exhibition 
of the EIS, between 28 May 2015 and 26 June 2015. This RtS provides a considerable amount 
of further information and justification for the Proposal in order to, where possible, respond and 
satisfy the submissions received (refer to Sections 4 and 5).  

In particular, this RtS has described and assessed a design change for the Proposal which 
includes an amendment to the Rail link alignment (known as the amended Rail link) to initially 
address comments received by the Transport Cluster (specifically Sydney Trains), i.e. to ensure 
the Rail link was located outside of the EHRC. Other agencies comments, in particular from 
OEH were also considered with the amended Rail link designed to reduce impacts on 
threatened species and the removal of native vegetation. Overall, the amended Rail link results 
in a better environmental outcome, above that provided within the EIS, for the Proposal site and 
the surrounding area (refer to Section 6 and 7 of this RtS).   

The mitigation measures provided within this EIS (Section 22 of the EIS) have been updated to 
respond to the submissions received (refer to Section 8 of this RtS). These updated mitigation 
measures would further reduce the overall environmental impacts, during both the construction 
and operation of the Proposal. 

9.1 OVERVIEW OF SUBMISSIONS AND 
CONSULTATION 
During the public exhibition period of the EIS, submissions were invited from all stakeholders 
including members of the community and government stakeholders. A total of 226 public 
submissions have been received from the community, including landowners, occupants and 
community interest groups. A total of 8 submission have been received from government 
stakeholders.  

The key issues which have been raised for the Proposal, by the community and government 
stakeholders, include: 

 Traffic and transport (162 submissions, 71% of overall submissions) 

 Site selection (149 submissions, 65% of overall submissions) 

 Noise and vibration (102 submissions, 45% of overall submissions) 

 Air quality (101 submissions, 44% of overall submissions) 

 Human health (69 submissions, 30% of overall submissions). 

Government agencies raised similar concerns to that provided by the community. A summary of 
the key concerns and responses are provided within Table 9-1. These submissions were 
collated, analysed and included within this RtS. Where responses required discussion, further 
consultation was undertaken with government agencies (DoE, EPA, and Transport Cluster) and 
affected landowners (Glenfield Waste Facility).  
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Table 9-1 Summary of key issues and responses provided within this RtS 

Topic Issue raised SIMTA response 

Traffic and 
transport 

 Impact of the site on surrounding 
intersections, particularly those 
that are not identified by RMS to 
be upgraded in the near future.  

 Additional modelling was undertaken to 
provide a further assessment of the eight 
key intersections identified within the EIS. 
This modelling identified that there may be 
a minor delay (1 second) at selected 
intersections however this would not 
decrease the LoS at these intersections.  

 Use of residential streets, and 
unauthorised haulage routes, by 
Proposal related heavy vehicles.  

 It was clarified that heavy vehicles are 
legally bound, by the Roads Transport 
(Mass Loading and Access) Regulation 
2005 and the Road Transport (Vehicle 
Registration) Regulation 2007, to use 
selected haulage routes and avoid 
residential streets.   

Site selection  Location of the Proposal within 
Moorebank in consideration of 
surrounding sensitive receivers.  

 

 The Concept Plan Approval granted 
consent to the use of the SIMTA site and 
the Rail Corridor for the development of an 
IMT. This site has been identified within 
government policy and strategic planning 
documents as the most appropriate 
location for an IMT as a result of it location 
to both rail and rail networks. 

 A number of mitigation measures have 
been included within the RtS (Section 8) to 
minimise the impact of this Proposal on 
surrounding sensitive land uses.  

Noise and 
Vibration 

 Impact of noise emissions from 
the Proposal, particularly relating 
to rail noise squeal from the Rail 
link.  

 The Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment (Appendix N of the EIS) 
included a number of mitigation measures 
to reduce noise emissions from the 
Proposal. In particular, these mitigation 
measures included, the development of a 
Rail Noise Management Plan (RNMP) and 
the application of friction modifiers to 
reduce the impact of rail squeal from the 
Rail link.  

 Further modelling was undertaking to 
determine the night time disturbance from 
the Rail link (as amended) was included 
within this RtS.  

 An additional noise mitigation has been 
included to commit to periodic grinding of 
the Rail link in accordance with TfNSW’s 
requirements.   

Air quality  Impact of air emissions from the 
operation of the Proposal, 
particularly having regard to 
diesel fumes.  

 The modelling, undertaken for the Air 
Quality Assessment (Appendix M of the 
EIS) demonstrated that operation of the 
Proposal would comply with all relevant 
assessment criteria; and that operation with 
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Topic Issue raised SIMTA response 

gantry cranes would further reduce air 
quality impacts.  

Human health  Potential for the operation of the 
Proposal to result in increased 
health impacts on the 
surrounding community. 

 The Health Impact Assessment (Appendix 
O of the EIS) assessed the potential health 
impacts of the Proposal in relation to key 
air pollutants, including particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
sulphur dioxide (SO2) and carbon 
monoxide (CO) were been assessed for 
increases in health impacts. The 
assessment concluded that the increase 
risk due to air pollutants from the Proposal 
are low, and in most cases negligible. 

Cumulative 
impacts 

 Cumulative impacts of the 
Proposal and the adjacent MIC 
Proposal on air, noise and traffic. 

 Section 19 of the EIS included an 
assessment of the most likely cumulative 
impact scenario, which includes the 
operation of the Proposal and the Early 
Works phase of the MIC Proposal occurring 
concurrently. Across the issues assessed 
for cumulative impacts, most did not 
identify any additional adverse impacts or 
exceedances of criteria and no additional 
mitigation measures, to those identified for 
the Proposal alone, were identified as 
being required. 

 

This RtS includes consideration of all comments raised and provides additional information, 
where necessary, to respond to, and close out concerns raised by stakeholders. Further, where 
necessary and suitable, the mitigation measures (previously provided within Section 22 of the 
EIS) have been updated and included within this RtS (refer to Section 8 of this RtS).  

9.2 PROPOSAL AMENDMENT 
The Rail link has been amended within the southern part of the MIC site (west of Moorebank 
Avenue) and to the immediate south of the proposed Anzac Creek crossing. The amended Rail 
link would deviate to the west after the Anzac Creek Crossing, through the Southern Boot Lands 
and RailCorp Land (north of the EHRC). Moorebank Avenue would be intersected by the Rail 
link approximately 80 m further north of the previous rail alignment included within the EIS.  

As a result, the amended Rail link would include some changes to the description provided for 
the Proposal within Section 4 of the EIS. These changes are generally minor in nature and have 
been designed to be generally consistent with the description provided within the EIS (for 
construction and operation) and the impact is isolated to the footprint of the amended Rail link. 
A description of these changes has been provided within Section 6 of this RtS and also an 
addendum to the EIS.  

Additional environmental assessment has been undertaken, within Section 7 of this RtS, for 
each of the key technical specialities to identify any impacts that differ from those assessed 
within the EIS and also provide an overall impact assessment for the amended Rail link. This 
environmental assessment provides an addendum to Sections 7- 20 of the EIS. In addition to 
this addendum, supplementary technical specialist studies have been provided, as relevant, to 
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further discuss the potential impacts of the amended Rail link and are included as Appendices 
to this RtS.  

The assessment identifies, generally, that the amended Rail link would result in either a minor 
reduction in impacts or an insignificant change to those identified with the EIS. The assessment 
identifies that the only mitigation measure that would require alteration to accommodate the 
impacts of the amended Rail link, would relate to the inclusion of a site specific TMP should a 
temporary closure of Moorebank Avenue be required and included within Section 8 of this RtS.  

This further assessment also indicates that the amended Rail link would be consistent with the 
both the Concept Plan Approval and the EPBC Approval. In particular, the amended Rail link 
would result in a considerable reduction to the EPBC listed threatened species, Grevillea 
parviflora subsp. Parviflora (Small-flower Grevillea), from 641 stems (previous Rail link) to 
approximately 20 stems, which reduces the impact of the Proposal for which approval was 
sought within the EPBC Approval.  

Overall the EIS and this RtS conclude that the Proposal is in the public interest and approval is 
recommended. 

9.3 NEXT STEPS 
This RtS has been submitted to DP&E. The planning approval process for the Proposal, under 
Part 4, Division 4.1 of the EP&A Act would involve the following key steps prior to determination: 

 DP&E would use the information contained within the EIS and this RtS (in particular the 
mitigation measures contained within Section 8) to prepare an Assessment Report and 
associated draft conditions of approval.  

 The PAC9 would considered the Assessment Report, consultation with relevant 
stakeholders, and make a determination on whether to approve the SDD Application. The 
PAC would provide the final conditions of approval which would guide the construction 
and operation of the Proposal.  

SIMTA is committed to continuing to consult with stakeholders, including the community 
throughout the planning of the Proposal and future stages of development. Further information 
on the SIMTA Project, and the Proposal, is available on the SIMTA Project website: 
www.simta.com.au.  

  

9 Section 2 of this RtS provides further details on why this SSD Application would be determined by the PAC rather the 
NSW Minister for Planning.  
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